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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Program and financing 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate! 1961 estimate 


Program by activities: 
1. Surveys and studies 


(a) Navigation studies $987, 723 $1, 095, 000 $1, 250, 000 
(>) Flood control studies ; 3. 189, 693 3, 290, 000 2, 825, 000 
(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies 102, 846 130, 000 155, 000 
(d) Special studies: 
(1) San Francisco Bay area survey S19, 735 485, 000 403, 000 
(2) Ohio River Basin review c 331, 297 400, 000 407, 000 
(3) Great Lakes Harbor survey 295, 229 265, 000 111, 000 
(4) Columbia River review 19, 970 3, 637 
(5) Delaware River review 476, 532 365, 000 26, 130 
(6) Coordination studies with other agen- 
cies__. 93, 64AY 114, 026 155, 000 
7) Hurricane studies 1, 035, 002 1, 100, 000 902, 000 
(8) Hudson River siltation study 100, 290 140, 000 101, 000 
(9) Potomae River review 243, 451 385, 000 406, 000 
(10) Colorado River, Tex., review 47, S84 70, 000 120, 000 
(11) Trinity River, Tex 83, 179 240, 000 255, 000 
(12) Great Lakes water le -els ‘ 4, 69 1, 351 
(13) Rampart Canyon, Alasxa 44, 000 75, WOO 


(1) 
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Program and financing 











Continued 


1959 actual 








Program by activities—Continued 
2. Collection and study of basic data 
a) Stream gaging $201, 725 
h) Prec tation studies 353, 200 
¢) Fish and wildlife studies 47, 339 
d) International water studies 12 816 
Researcl ind development 
Beach erosion development studies 307 
Hydrologic studies 29() 
c) Civil works investigations l 492 
1) Mississippi basin model 
1) Constructior 615, 817 
2) Mississippi River comprehensive study 72, 831 
{ ennessee-Tombighee Waterway restudy 8, 510 
Alaska pierhead line survey 7, 463 
6. Arkansas-Red River pollutior 
lotal program costs 10, 709, 899 
Relation of costs to obligations 
Costs financed om obligations of other years, 
net 418. 478 
Obligatior neurred for costs of other vears, net 
Potal progr yns 10, 661, 421 
Financing 
Unobl ted balance brou ird 2.106, 731 
Unobligated balance carric rd 1, 633, 810 
A ppropriatior gational authority 10, 188, 500 
Object classification 
1959 actual 
ng 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ARMY cIVi 
Total number of permanent positions 1, 038 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 13 
Average number of all employees 1, 019 
Number of employees at end of year 1,050 
Average GS grade and salary - c 7.4 $6, 135 
A verage salary of ungraded positions $5, 269 
01 Personal service 
Permanent pos " $¢ a8, S25 
Positions other than permanent 12. 966 
Other personal services 301, 524 
P nd allowance OI S I i officers 15, 000 
Total personal services 6, 798, 315 
( Travel LOG, 4 
{ Transport tion of t} £ 13, 817 
(4 Communication service SN4 
05 Rents and utility rvice 25, 161 
06 Printing and reproductio1 26, 514 
0 Other contractual services 34, SSY 
Services performe dt 
Other agencies 1, 304, 348 
“Revolving fund, Corps of Er neers SA 706 
Os Supplies ind mater 123, 358 
09 Equipment 23, 366 
10 T.ands and structures 2, HM 
11 Grants. subsidies, i contributions B80), 527 
13. Refunds, awards, and indemnities 3, 17¢ 
15 Taxes and assessments 5 G90 
Total, Corps of Engineers, Army—( 10, 618, 741 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Total number of permanent positions 





time equivalent of all other position 


number of 





employees 


Number of employees at end of ve 


rage GS grad 


and Py see 


1960 estimate 


$219, 375 
321, 750 


l, 
53. 000 
1, 700 


200, 000 
150. 000 


1, 175, 000 


682, 000 
102, 000 

13 
130, 000 


1960 estimate 


1 055 
13 
1, 029 
1. 060 
7.4 $6,158 
$5 99 
$H, 59]. R95 
» 4e 
4 0 
2h 25 
15. OO 
6. 910, OO 
”) OOO 
15, OM 
1 or 
2! OO) 
25, 000 
1, 200, 000 


64. 272 
125, 000 

5 O00 

(Mi) 

$30, OOF 

2 900 

11, 253. 622 

( 

H 

7.9 $6. O65 





$235, 000 


340, 000 
50, 000 
60, 000 


200, 000 
, OOO 
1, 220, 000 





700, 000 
150, 000 


10, 308, 479 


SOS, 470 


9, 500, 000 


1961 estin 


13 

O00 

} Mf Tf 
$6, 427, 518 
4? TOK 

234, 78 








G40. OO 


SHS, O20 


125. OM 
4). CW 
5, OF 
4] (nn 
*~W) 
Bary 
& 479 
6 
} 46H. OSS 





235, 000 


3 


t 


> 
| 





10, 000 
50, 000 
0, 000 


0, 000 
12, 000 


20, 000 


0, 000 


50, 000 


3. 125 


103, 792 


1) 


A) 


4, 687 
S, 479 


8, 479 


00, 000 


o6 


13 


, 000 


1,015 








0, OOO 


000 
000 
inn 

, OOK 

wh) 


O00 


Obje ct clas 
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sification—C ontinued 


1959 actual 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERRIES AND WILDLIFE, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE IN TERIOR 





continued 


1960 estimate 





01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions. __ i wna $34, 077 $31, 540 
Positions other than permanent__. 2, 230 6, 030 
Other personal services . i - 80 240 
Total personal services eee a 36, 387 37, 810 
02 Travel.. k — 2, 348 5, 704 
( rransportation of things__............-.-.-- 18 200 
t Communication services oe 327 186 
Re t ind ut lity services__ — 21 
06 Pr nd reproduction, . ; Laie . ; 26 17 
07 Other contractual services 756 4, 250 
08 Supplies and materials 544 2, 409 
Equipment : ii 33 197 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions. --- 5 2, 142 2, 027 
Taxes and assessments... eee ei 48 5 
Total, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. ......-- 42, 680 52, 959 
POts] ODMBATIONS. ~~ ccckcccccuns Ccnbnicnakbeak ane enie 10, 661, 421 11, 306, 581 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 


Program and financing 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate 


n by activities 
Advance engineering and design- - _. : $9, 140, S72 $11, 000, 000 
2. Navigation projects: 
Channels and harbors 


1) Dillingham Harbor, Alaska as 396, 000 








2) Dry Pass, Alaska- ; 820, 440 06, 7 
3) Gastineau Channel, Alaska- 489, O78 110, 922 
1) Homer Harbor, Alaska i 
5) Seldovia Harbor, Alaska ; 4 
6) Arkansas River and tributaries (bank 
stabilization and channel rectifica- 
tion), Arkansas and Oklahoma__--.- 2, 627, 207 4, 898, 46, 
7) Half Moon Bay (Pillar Point), Calif 960, 648 1, 065, 352 
8) Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor, 
Calif... f 798, 600 
9) Port Hueneme Harbor, Calif- 55 2, 374, 245 
10) Redwood City Harbor, Calif. 3 1, 254, 000 
(11) Sacramento River, Calif_. 6, 474, S87 6, 412, 025 
12) San Joaquin River (Stockton Chan- 
nel), Calif_- . Z 614, 440 249, 912 
13) Santa Cruz Harbor, Calif 
(14) Bridgeport Harbor, Conn_..- 
15) Inland Waterway, Delaware River to 
Chesapeake Bay, Del. and Md. 
(Summit Bridge).-......--- 3, 271, 949 2, 829, 510 
16) Apalachicola Bay: 
East Point Channel, Fla 38, 000 
St. George Island, Fla 42. O00 
17) Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville 
to Miami, Fla. (Eau Gallie to Fort 
Pierce 1, 222, 918 04,012 
18) Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosa- 
hatchee River to Anclote River, 
Fla . 546, 000 
19) Port Everglades Harbor, Fla. 
20) St. Joseph Bay, Fla 397, 097 1, 052, 903 
21) Tampa Harbor, Fla : ; 3, 307, 813 3, 355, 017 
22) Brunswick Harbor, Ga 170, 714 1, O48, 17¢ 
23) Savannah River below Augusta, Ga 1, 039, 232 919, 472 
24) Honolulu Harbor, Hawaii 907, 0O7 1. 626, 993 
25) Kahului Harbor, Hawaii : 137, 000 
26) Kawaihae Harbor, Hawaii__.- 751, 237 69, 694 
27) Nawiliwili Harbor, Hawaii 25, 958 168, 556 
(28) Mississippi River between Ohio and 
Missouri Rivers (regulating works 1, 073, 474 1, 469, 641 
(29) Mississippi River between St. Louis, 
Mo., and lock and dam 26, Illinois | 
and Missouri 448, 673 875, 327 


1961 estimate 


50, 000 


10, 308, 


1961 estims 


$10, 926, SOE 


542, 000 


18, OO) 


5, 000, G00 
1, 800, OOO 


AG, 311 
2, 422, OOO 
Ss. OOO. OH 

400. OOO 

750. OOO 


2, OOO, 000 
750, 000 


117 000 


900, O00 
216, 000 


1, 500, 000 


1, 500, 004 








4 


Program and financing 





















Continued 











1959 i tual 
Program by activities—Continued 
2. Navigation projects—Continued 
1) Channels and harbors—Continued 
(30) Missouri River 
Sioux City, lowa, to Omaha, Nebr $5, 966, 092 
Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo 3, 331, 036 
Kansas City, Mo., to mouth 3, 728, O87 
31) Barataria Bay, L 
$2) Gulf Intracoastal Waterway between 
Apalachee Bay, Fia., and Mexican 
border (New Orleans district 
Algiers lock and canal, Louisiana 501, 555 
Plaquemine-Morgan City alter- 
nate route, Louisiana 6, 558, 338 
Jefferson-Plaquemine drainage 
district, Louisian 
33) Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to 
the Gulf of Mexico, La 
34) Mississippi River-Gulf outlet, Louisi- 
ina 438, 524 
(35 Aquatic plant control in the waters 
of the Gulf and South Atlanti 
States 92, 944 
36) Rockland Harbor, Maine 199, 50t 
37) Baltimore Harbor, Md 
38) Boston Harbor (extension to 40-foot 
channel), Mass 2, 010, 70 
(39) Boston Harbor reserve channel), 
Mass _ 
40) Salem Harbor, Mass 894, 976 
41) Weymouth Fore River, Mass 1, 618, 079 
(42) Big Bay Harbor, Mich 12, 576 
(43) Grand Marais Harbor, Mich 
(44) Great Lakes connecting channels, 
Michigan 37 
(45) Harrisville Harbor, Mich 157, 23 
(46) Manistique Harbor, Mich 1, 925 
47) Port Austin Harbor, Mich 329, 941 
(48) Saginaw River, Mich 1,515 
(49) St. Marys River, Mich 2,151, 383 
(50) Whitefish Point Harbor, Mich 82, 150 
(51) Minnesota River, Minn a 
(52) Pascagoula Harbor, Miss 
53) Delaware River, Philadelphia to 
Trenton, Pa., N.J., and Del 10, 837, 659 
54) New York and New Jersey channels, 
New Jersey and New York 5, 126, 487 
55) New York Harbor-New Jersey pier- 
head line channel, New Jersey 
( Barcelona Harbor, N.Y 193, 756 
57) Buffalo Harbor, N.Y 1, 871, 937 
58) Buttermilk Channel, N.Y 
59) Hudson River, 32-foot channel to 
Albany, N.Y 
(60) Lrondequoit Bay, N.Y 9, 335 
(61) Oswego Harbor, N.Y Y58, 959 
62) Manteo, N.C 584. 617 
63) Morehead City Harbor, N.C 
(64) Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio 1, 154, 646 
(65) Cleveland Harbor, Ohio 240, 214 
66) Columbia River between Vancouver, 
Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg 757. 569 
(67) Columbia River at mouth, Oregon 
ind Washington 12; 
68) Rogue River at Gold Beach, Oreg bod, 
69) Brazos Island Harbor, Tex 1, 5O8, 667 
70 Freeport Harbor, Tex 
71) Galveston seawall, Texas 1, 437, 921 
72) Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
Channel to Port Mansfield, Tex 
Colorado River Channel, Tex 
Guadalupe River, channel to 
Victoria, Tex 614, 039 
Realined route, vicinity of Aran- 
sas Pass, Tex 1, 602, 951 
(73) Houston ship channel, Texas 862, 563 
(74) Pass Cavallo-Port Lavaca, Tex 218, 042 
(75) Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Water- 
way, Tex. 
36-foot channel ; 1, 219, 254 
Channel to LaQuinta, Tex 
(76) Sabine-Neches Waterway. Tex 1, 390, 437 
(77) Texas City Channel, Tex. (36-foot 
channel 505, 109 


LY6O ¢ 


$5, 380, 27 


2,695 





179 


803 


uO4 


11, 310 


480 


207 


463 


942, 


1,370 
121 


1, 282 


O30) 
1, 465 


R09 


stim 





170 
SOO 





O00 


030 


SOW) 


O00 


3. R59 


OOO 


000 
700 


‘4 


813 


», OOO 


200 
O38 


5 
014 
711 
38 
345 


000 
000 


713 


000 


635 


591 


1961 estimate 


», 600, 000 
? 800, 000 
3, 475, 000 
1, 116, 000 


2. 000, 000 


, 000 


0, OOO 


1 000 


0, OOO 





30, 000, 000 


500, OO 


OOO 


SSH, O00 


YOO, OOO 


1, 880, 000 
5. O64 


942, 000 


2, 018, 000 


100, 000 
849, 000 
2. 700. 000 
1, 600, 000 
G56. OOO 
1, 400, 000 


1, 500, 000 


1, 800, 000 
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Program and financing—Continued 


| 


mate | 1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 


m by activities—C ontinued 
2. Navigation projects—C ontinued 
a) Channels and harbors—C ontinued 
(78) Norfolk Harbor, Va. (widening 40- 


Progra 


0. 000 foot channel $1, 270, 491 $3, 592, 131 ae 
0). 000 (79) Grays Harbor and Chehalis River, 
5 O00 Wash. (Point Chehalis 3, 485 122, 689 
6.000 80) Port Angeles Harbor, Wash 130, 647 7, 300 = 
; 81) Bayfield Harbor, Wis 9, 053 205. 947 ae 
82) Milwaukee Harbor, Wis a . $7, 000 
83) Minor completion items 3, 821, 698 307, 666 
Total, channels and harbors 118, 703, 061 135, 012, 123 120, 297, 276 
15, OOO - 
(b)* Locks and dams 
1) Jackson lock and dam, Alabama 6, 546, 483 7, 789, 359 4, 409, 000 
| (2) Columbia lock and dam, Alabama 
0.000 | and Georgia 517, 409 948, 091 3, 325, 000 
‘ (3) Warrior lock and dam, Alabama 175, 723 19, 767 ae 
0.000 | (4) Illinois Waterway, Ill. (Calumet-Sag 
‘ modification, Lake Calumet to Sag 
junction) &, 055, 396 7. 565, 546 1, 500, 000 
0.000 (5) Mississippi River between the Mis- 
souri River and Minneapolis, 
Minn 
mM, OO St. Anthony Falls. Minn 706, 505 2, 705, 111 4, 900, 000 
Lock No. 19, Keokuk. lowa 55, 476 54, 102 
Rectification of damages 65, 848 63, 480 2, 660, 000 
6) Markland lock and dam, Indiana, 
Kentucky, and Ohio 7, 409, 301 9, 448, 678 12, 600, 000 
000 (7) Ohio River locks and dams 
’ New Cumberland locks and dam, 
> 000 Ohio and West Virginia : 8, 803, 374 5, 323, 000 6, 408, 044 
as Greenup locks and dam, Ken- 
1), 000 tucky and Ohio ' 11, 084, 934 9, 099, 701 1, 959, 000 
’ Louisville lock and dam 41. Ken- 
tucky and Indiana ab 6, 655, 783 10, 073, 478 9, 215, 000 
(8) Capt. Anthony Meldahl (New Rich- 
mond) locks and dam, Kentucky 
and Ohio ’ - 3, 754, 012 9, 078, 873 15, 000, 000 
(9) New Poe Lock. Michigan 7 1, 350, 000 
0 000 (10) Great Lakes-Hudson River Water- / 
: way, N.Y 970, 864 441, 452 100, 000 
(11) Pike Island lock and dam, Ohio and 
1 Ann West Virginia 965, 650 3, 437, 350 1, 000, 000 
12) Dam 8, Monongahela River, Pa 1,911, 059 715. O82 
13) Maxwell locks and dam, Pennsylvania 1, 400, 000 
14) Hildebrand lock and dam, West 
6. 000 : Virginia 2, 410, 401 1, 411, 864 
' 15) Minor completion items 149, 281 353, 428 
0, O00 Total, locks and dams 60, 237, 499 68, 528, 362 90, 126, 044 
0. 000 Alteration of bridges over nav igable waters 
5’ ORF 1) Removal of West Basin Bridge, Los Angeles, 
is Calif 3, 318 
(2) Chicago, Burlington and Quincy RR. Bridge, 
2. 000 Quincy, Ill 336, 797 2, 145, 203 752, 000 
= (3) Wabash Railroad bridges at Meredosia and 
Valley City, Ill 1, 472, 239 440, 200 
4) Houghton-Hancock bridge, Michigan 1, 641, USS 2, 386, 392 
5) Ohio Street Bridge, Buffalo Harbor, N.Y 1, 510, 000 800, 000 
: 6) Staten Island Rapid Transit bridge, New 
York and New Jersey 2, 420, 786 1, 787, 866 = 
8 000 (7 Interst ite Bridge, Oregon and Washington 41 615 1, 107, 385 : 
0’ 000 (8) Corpus Christi Bridge, Texas 1, 852, 653 131, 020 512, 000 
9, 000 (9) Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line RR : 
0, 000 bridge, Norfolk Harbor, Va 216, 706 40, 869 
0, 000 Total, alteration of bridges 7, 986, 102 9 949 034 2 064, 000 
0, OUD 4. Beach erosion control projects 
0.000 (1 Sherwood Island State Park, Conn $30 = 
, (2) Rehoboth Beach to Indian River Inlet, Del 75, 000 
(3) Palm Beach County, Fla 118, 200 
4) Kenilworth, Ill 5, 200 
| (5) Quiney shore, Mass 645, 000 
} (6) Winthrop Beach, Mass 16, 662 14, 399 
(7) Atlantic City, NJ 108, 158 43, 970 
| (8) Ocean City, NJ 50), 000 
oe | (9) Fire Island Inlet, N.Y 819, 425 222, 575 
0000 | (10) Selkirk Shores State Park, N.Y 18, 700 
, (11) Sand Hill Cove Beach, R.I 291 
7am Total, beach erosion control as tea 944, 966 280, 944 912, 100 








Program by activities 
5. Flood control projects 

(a) Local protection: 

(I) Pr 


nects 
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Continued 


Congress: 


1 


i 


9 


3 


(18) 
(19) 


(20) 


(21 


33 


34 


35 
36 
37 
38 
39) 


4() 
41 


(42) 
(43) 
(44) 


(45) 
(46 


(47) 


1959 actual 
specifically withorized by 
McKinney Bayou and Bark- 

man Creek, Ark. and Tex $207, 715 
Walnut Bayou, Ark 253, 024 
Devil, East Twin, Warm, 

ind Lytle Creeks, Calif 978, 810 
Eel River, Calif 346, 000 
Los Angeles County drain 

ige area, California (ex- 

clusive of Whittier Nar 

rows Reservoir 16, 057, 372 
Lower San Joaquin River 

and tributaries, Califor- 

nia 921, 102 
Middle Creek, Calif §21, 054 
Mill Creek levees, Califor 

WIR: ccm duteeetacsaeecta eal omeewunks 
Sacramento River flood con 

trol, California 3, 291, 917 
Sacramento River and ma 

jor and minor tributaries 

California 807, 691 
San Antonio and Chino 

Creeks, Calif : 1, 371, 180 | 
San Jacinto River and Bau 

tista Creek, Calif _ 

San Lorenzo Creek, Calif 1, 310, 117 
San Lorenzo River, Calif 2, 474, 774 
Santa Clara River, Calif 400, 720 
Santa Maria Valley levees, 

California 336, 397 
Truckee River and_ tribu- 

taries, California and Neé 

vada $3, 52% 
Norwich, Conn 3, 784 
Anacosta River, D.C. and 

| ate 226, 790 
Central and southern 

Florida 6, 186, 760 
Hanapepe River, Hawaii 181, 762 
Kawainui Swamp, Hawaii 
Little Wood River, Idaho 13, 289 
seardstown, Il 777, 994 
Campbells Island, I] 

Clear Creek drainage and 

levee district, Illinois 237, 912 
Drury drainage and levee 

district, Illinois 
East St. Louis and vicinity, 

Illinois 1, 200, 525 
Henderson River, Il 
Hunt and Lima Lake drain- 

age district, Illinois 
The Sny Basin, Il 377, 745 
Wilson and Wenkel and 

Prairie du Pont drainage 

and levee district, Illinois 1, 205, 950 
Wood River drainage and 

levee district, Illinois 732, 272 
Evansville, Ind 120, 469 
New Harmony Bridge, 

Indiana 7 
Vincennes, Ind 57, 032 
Floyd River, lowa 
Little Sioux River, Iowa 2, O84, 464 
Missouri River, Kenslers’ 

Bend, Nebr. to Sioux City, 
TIE incre xes 1, 367, 629 
Muscatine, Iowa 672, 940 
Muscatine Island levee dis 

trictand Muscatine- 

Louisa County Drainage 

District No. 13, lowa 32, 166 
Upper Iowa River, lowa 169, 248 
Abilene, Kans : 534, 460 
Kansas Cities on the Mis- 

souri and Kansas Rivers, 

Kans. and Mo 
Manhattan, Kans 48, 407 
Missouri River agricultural 

levees, Kansas, Missouri, 

Iowa, and Nebraska 973, 981 


Ottawa, Kans_--- acme 


787, 206 | 


Program and financing—Continued 


1960 estim 


$488, : 


20 


1, 407, 
283, 


OOD, Se 


643 
300, 


2, 463, 


1, 016, 


410, 


» OR] 
20, 


610 


46 


335, ¢ 


1, 104, 


1, 095, 
14, 
343, 


310, 
433, 


500, 
1, 420, 


, O38, ¢ 


), 307 


ea) 


176 


497 


OOO 


OOO 


407 


5, 219 


. 000 


, 07 
, OO 
, 20) 


603 


HYY 


, 671 





,7ll 
, 135 
, 629 
, 000 


, 516 


000 


OO) 


, 200 


,376 


, 000 


, 403 


7, 437 
3, 481 


034 
333 
460 


100 
593 


000 
200 


1961 € 


] 


-_ 


stimate 


S668, OO 


, 300. OO 


, 100, 00 


, 260, 
403 


can 
uO 
503, 


OO 


, OOK 


000 
000 


000 


000 


500, 000 


000 
O00 


700. 


Livy 
70 


OOO 


490, 000 


, 476, 
480, 


O00 
OOU 


200, 


O00 
, 150, 5 


, 180, 


450, 


OOO 
OOO 


150 
900 
000 


170, 
791, 


, 300, 


, 000 


. 400, 000 


281, 449 


800, 000 


, 583, 254 
, 089, 958 


a —o 


7 


Program and financing—Continued 











‘timate 1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 
Program by activities—Continued 
. Flood control projects—Continued 
a) Local protection—Continued 
I) Projects specifically authorized by 
Congress—Continued 
(48) Salina, Kans $1, 092, 955 $2, 001, 797 - ; = 
668. OOK 44) Topeka, Kans a - bs 1, 721, 340 2 918, 400 $2, 728, 032 
; 50) Barbourville, Ky 179, 968 18, 928 |_. Set 
(51) Catlettsburg, Ky 840, O84 42,179 ; 
300, 006 52) Covington, Ky 119, 266 193. 441 : 
; 53) Louisville, ky 54, 323 5, 310 i 
oI (54) Amite River and _ tribu- | 
taries, Louisiana 533, 478 1, 442, 882 mene 
| 55) Bayou Chevreuil, La 502, 000 
100, 000 | (56) Red River levees and bank 
, i stabilization below Deni- 
| son Dam, La., Tex., and 
260, OOF | Ark 516, 571 639. 666 700. 000 
403, OO ' (57) Cumberland, Md., ind ] 
; Ridgeley, W. Va : 2. (36, 857 72, 039 ae ae 
503, 000 (58) Adams, Mass R85. 245 46. 799 oe 
7 59) North Adams, Mass 1, 179, 641 2, 870, 458 =< 
200. 000 (60) Worcester, Mass 1, 926, 467 614, 729 es 
7 (61 Battle Creek, Mich S66, 440 353, 600 1, 192, 230 
(62) Lost River and  Ruffy } 
000, 000 Brook, Minn 52, 190 310. 810 ee 
(63) Red River of the North, | 
336. 000 Minn., S, Dak., and 
" N. Dak 476, 905 156, 159 368, 000 
300, 000 (64) Bear Creek, Mo 76, 837 1, 076, 163 500, 000 
608, 000 (65) Canton, Mo 72, 002 RIM), 445 4184, 000 
(66) Cape Girardeau, Mo__. 1, 168, 934 PP OU hina uminiiien 
305, 000 (67) Des Moines and Missis- 
sippi levee district No 
850, 000 1, Missouri 25, 000 430, 000 
(68) Fabius River drainage and 
levee district, Missouri 24, 040 1, 135, 96 171, 000 
154, 000 (69) St. Louis, Mo : 1, 483, 707 4, 143, 293 6, 250, 000 
ss (70) Gering and Mitchell Val- 
va leys, Nebr : 341, 000 530, 000 
Ge Albuquerque, N. Mex . 153, 000 oh eens 
ro Rio Grande Floodway, 
000, 000 Cochiti to Rio Puerto, 
N. Mex ; 780, 000 1, 000, 000 
500, 000 (73) Two Rivers, N. Mex ’ ; 73, 000 400, 000 
(74) Pantego ind Cucklers 
700. 000 Creek, N.C 473, 000 
175. 000 (75) Endicott, Johnson City, 
ind Vestal, N.Y 1, 564, 145 1, 589, 252 335. 000 
270, 000 (76) Lower Heart River, 
N. Dak. , 263 701, 655 836, 000 
490, 000 (77) Mandan, N. Dak a bo4 8, YO2 i tategies eleeniasendiain 
(78) Marmarth, N. Dak , 487 43, OR3 ere 
476, 000 (79) Roseville, Ohio $1, 18] 612, 55t * 
480, 000 (80) Enid, Okla 212. 648 607, 352 = 
81) Amazon Creek, Oreg 21, 852 $3, O35 ; 
200, 000 (82) Johnson Creek, Oreg 3, 280 3. 997 99. 000 
150, 055 (83) Lower Columbia’ River 
bank protection, Oregon 
and Washington a 400, 000 
: a (84) Malheur River, Vale unit, 
us Oregon - 25, O00 331. 000 
180, 000 (85) Multnomah County drain- 
150. 000 age district No. 1, Ore- 
, gon — 466, 184 590, O65 590, 000 
ped 86) Pendleton, Oreg 231, 171 37, 483 te 
170, 150 (87) Willamette River Basin 
(91, 900 (bank protection), Ore- 
300, 000 gon 525, 515 492, 922 500, 000 
(88) Allentown, Pa SUR, 201 602, 066 
(89) Bethlehem, Pa 143, 000 700. 000 1. 500. 000 
770, 000 (90) Bradford, Pa 2, 549, 605 1, 489, 391 1, 377, 000 
a (91) Brookville, Pa 188, 000 500, 000 
(92) Washington, Pa 400, 000 
(93) Fox Point hurricane bar- 
rier, Rhode Island 800. 000 
100,000 | 94) Woonsocket, R.1 1, 230, 539 361, 000 : 
(95) Sioux Fails, 5. Dak 2, 004, 688 1, 136, 038 i 
5 (96) Lake City, Tenn 369, 623 134, 125 _ 
(97) Memphis, Wolf River and 
i Noneconnah Creek, Tenn 357, 706 17, 182 — 
81, 449 (98) Buffalo Bayou, Tex 3, 399, 471 2, 199, 724 2. 500, 000 
300, 000 (99) Dallas Floodway, Tex 138, 879 4,185 - 


83, 254 
189, 958 








Program by activities 
5. Flood control projects—C ontinued 


a) Lo 
] 


Cc 


Ii! 
(IV 


8 


Program and financing—Continued 


Continued 


il protection—C ontinued 
Projects specifically authorized by 
ongress— Continued 


(100) Navidad and Lavaca Riv- 
ers at Halletsville, Tex 

(101) San Antonio Channel, Tex 

(102) Salt Lake City, Utah 

(103) Colfax, Wash 

(104) East Rainelle, W. Va 

(105) Princeton, W. Va 

106) Williamson, W. Va 

107) Greybull, Wyo 

108) Jackson Hole, Wyo 

109) Sheridan, Wyo 

110) Minor completion items 
Proiects not specific illy iuthorized 

by Congress 

Emergency bank protection 
Snagging and clearing 


Total, local protection 


Reservoirs 


(13 


(40 
(41 


(42 
(43 
(44 
(45 
(46) 


(47 
(48 
(49 


(50) 
(51 
(52 


(53 


Painted Rock Reservoir, Ariz 

Whitlow Ranch Reservoir, Ariz 

Black Butte Reservoir, Calif 

Carbon Canyon Reservoir, Calif 

Pine Flat Reservoir, Calif 

New Hogan Reservoir, Calif 

Russian River Reservoir, Calif 

Success Reservoir, Calif 

Terminus Reservoir, Calif 

Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir, Conn 

Mad River Reservoir, Conn 

Thomaston Reservoir, Conn 

Carlyle Reservoir, Il 

Mansfield Reservoir, Ind 

Monroe Reservoir, Ind 

Red Rock Reservoir, Iowa 

John Redmond Reservoir, Kans 

Council Grove Reservoir, Kans 

Milford Reservoir, Kans 

Pomona Reservoir, Kans 

Toronto Reservoir, Kans 

Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans 

Wilson Reservoir, Kans 

Buckhorn Reservoir, Ky 

Nolin Reservoir, Ky 

No. 2 Barren River Reservoir, Ky 

Rough River Reservoir and channel, 
Ky 

East Brimfield Reservoir, Mass 

Hodges Village Reservoir, Mass 


West Hill Reservoir, Mass 
Westville Reservoir, Mass 

Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo 
Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir. N.H 


Chamita (Abiquiu) Reservoir, 


N Mex 

Wilkesboro Reservoir. N.C 
Dillon Reservoir, Ohio 
West Branch Mahoning River Reser- 

voir, Ohio 

Muskingum River Reservoir, Ohio 
Keystone Reservoir. Okla 
Oologah Reservoir, Okla 

Allegheivy River Reservoir, Pa. and 

N.Y 

sear Creek Reservoir. Pa 

Dvyberrv Reservoir, Pa 

Kettle Creek Reservoir. Pa 
Prompton Reservoir, Pa 
Shenango River Reservoir, Pa. and 

N.Y 
Stillwater Reservoir. Pa 
Canyon Reservoir, Tex --- 
Cooper Reservoir and _ channels, 

Texas 
Navarro Mills Reservoir, Tex 
Proctor Reservoir, Tex 
Waco Reservoir, Tex 5 . 
Ball Mountain Reservoir, Vt 


1959 actual 





14. 683 
$26, 917 


1908 
31, 934 


, 240 





RH, 705, 354 


x 


, 943 
494, 529 
KO2, 16] 
606, 472 

413, O85 


1, 613, 920 


oO, 424 





4, 763, 119 


5, 274, 303 
850, 839 
2, 640, 930 


608, 010 
2. 056, 614 
16, 358, 584 


4.510, 396 


524, 127 


469 


3, 817 
. 168 





247, 139 


3, ORS, 706 
1, 488, 671 
YRO, 228 


4, 460, 888 


4, 598 
7. 309, 090 
11, 887, 734 
i 
1,! 


1, 228, 974 


1, 483, 911 


468 
, dD 





1, 013, 809 
2, 536, 932 





1960 estimate 


$170, 319 
786, 512 


, 480, 817 


488, OOO 
$88, O00 





5, 000, 000 





OS et ee 


$50. 000 


, 000, 000 





944. 000 
268, 000 
027, 144 
975, 176 


, 936, 278 


013, 000 
, 286, 316 
293, 000 


, 483, 990 
392, 151 
024, 204 
644. 000 
7 , 446 

. 778, 873 


975, 000 


95. O76 
, 179, 982 


450, 911 


, O10, S61 
, 640, 000 





247, 691 
910, 000 
, 940, 092 


512. 000 
493, 389 
ARO, 264 
594, 763 


900 
17 
OSY 
2909 


, 651 





488, O00 
. 478, 309 
, 975, 780 


, 372, 301 
983, 665 
293, 000 

, 920, 191 

RG, 290 


1961 estimate 


$1, 100, 000 
$25. OM 
404, 000 
SOS, OO 
300, 000 


150, 000 
340, 00 





5, 900, O06 
1, 207, 000 
500. 000 
1, 800, 000 
400, OOF 
2, 588, 000 
6, 300, OOF 
1, 000, 000 
870, 000 
1, 547, 000 
3, 500, 000 
275, 000 
, 600, OL 
800, OOF 
2, 000, 000 
, 000, OO 
, 500, 000 


ADO, 000 
2, 300, 000 








?, 600, 000 


2, 175, 000 


733, 000 
? 660, 000 
3, 600, 000 
8, 370, 000 


4, 600, 000 
3, 300, 000 
4, 223, 000 


17, 400, 000 
3, 700, 000 


5, 821, 000 
1, 067, 000 


2, 200, 000 


? 200, 000 


455, 000 
2, 900, 000 


2.000, 000 
3, 100, 000 
1, 600, 000 
1, 000, 000 
2, 223, 000 


2, 200, 000 


| 
| 


stimate 


100, 000 | 


425, 000 
404, 000 
5Y8, 000 
300, 000 


140, 000 
340, 004 


259, 738 
327, 417 
544, 35¢ 








R89. 539 
Be 


900, 000 
207, 000 
500. 000 
800, 000 
400, 000 
5&8, 000 
300, 000 
000, 000 
870, 000 
547, 000 
5DO, 000 


275, 000 
600, 000 
800, 000 
000, 000 
000, 000 
500, 000 


500, 000 
300, 000 


600, 000 
175, 000 


733, 000 
660, 000 
600, 000 
370, 000 


600, 000 
300, 000 
223, 000 


200, 000 


400, 000 
700, 000 


R21, 000 
067, 000 


200, 000 


200, 000 
455, 000 
900, 000 


100, 000 
100, 000 
500, 000 
00, 000 
223, 000 


| 


Program by activities 
5. Flood control projects 


(b) 


Program and financing—Continued 


Continued 
Continued 


Reservoirs—Continued 


(54) East Barre Reservoir, Vt_-- reas 

(55) North Hartland Reservoir, Vt 

(56) North Springfield Reservoir, Vt 

(57) Townshend Reservoir, Vt_.------- 

(58) Pound Reservoir, Va-- be 

(59) Howard A. Hansen (Eagle Gorge) 
Reservoir, Wash - 

(60) Summersville Reservoir, W. Va 


61) Sutton Reservoir, W. Va-- 
62) Minor completion items 


Total, reservoirs__---- 


6. Multiple-purpose projects, including power: 


(28 


99 


(30) 
(31) 
32) 


Walter F. George lock and dam, Alabama and 
Georgia 

Beaver Reservoir, Ark 

Bull Shoals Reservoir, 

Bull Shoals Reservoir 
and Mo 

Dardanelle lock and dam, Arkansas ‘ 

Greers Ferry Reservoir, Ark 

Buford Dam, Ga., part 
Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers system, 
Alabama, Florida and Georgia 


Ark. and Mo 
(units 7 and 8), 


Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Florida and 
Georgia 

Hartwell Reservoir, Ga. and 8.C 

Barkley Dam, Ky. and Tenn 

Table Rock Reservoir, Mo. and Ark 

Fort Peck Dam, Mont. (2d powerplant 

Gavins Point Reservoir, Nebr. and 8. Dak 


Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak 
Eufaula Reservoir, Okla 
Cougar Reservoir, Oreg 
Green Peter Reservoir, Oreg-- 
Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg 


John Day lock and dam, Oregon and Wash- 
ington 

Lookout Point Reservoir, Oreg 

MeNary lock and dam, Oregon and Wash- 
ington 

The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and Was! 


ington 

Big Bend Reservoir, S. Dak 

Fort Randall Reservoir, S. Dak 

Oahe Reservoir, 8. Dak 

Cheatham lock and dam, Tennessee, part of 
Cumberland River system, Kentucky and 
‘Tennessee 

Old Hickory lock and dam, Tennessee, part of 
Cumberland River system, Kentucky and 
Tennessee 

Denison Reservoir (Lake Texoma), Tex. and 
Okla. (Highway Bridge at Willis Site 

McGee Bend Dam, Tex 

Chief Joseph Dam, Wash 

Ice Harbor lock and dam, Washington 

Minor completion items__-. 


Total, multiple-purpose projects-- 


Recreation on completed projects 


8. Small authorized projects 


9. Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program 


Fish 


and Wildlife Service 7 
10. Fish and wildlife studies (Fish and Wildlife Service 
11, Rehabilitation of existing projects: 


ia 
(b 


Advance engineering and design 
Construction—Small rehabilitation 
under $400,000 


projects 


12. Undistributed reduction based on anticipated delays 
and savings 


Total obligations 


Financing: 


Unobligated balance brought forward 
Recovery of prior year obligations 
Unobligated balance carried forward aa —— 


Appropriation (new obligational authority 


Ark. 


of Apalachicola, 


1959 actual 


$797, 871 
2, 409, 182 
2, 146, 995 
1, 446, 997 


6, 900, 000 


11, 224, 400 
1, 437, 578 


129, 215, 969 


9, 330, 198 
329, 210 
258, 830 


924, 695 
3, 501, 481 


2, 601, 190 


244, 136 
16, 833, 472 
Y, 842, 547 
9, 225, 529 
5, 747, 017 

534,911 
10, 234, 913 
», 488. 353 
4, 701 





130 
13, 440, 621 


7, 644, 317 
139, 966 


627, 043 


12, 849, 654 
675, 392 
2, 276, 145 


44, 973, 814 


S1YU. GA] 


2, 359, 851 
5, 193, 222 
1, 530, 106 
19, 328, 407 


, 027, 631 


193, 521, 332 


747, 577 
3, 274, 407 
1, 354, 835 


611, 831, 974 
—61, 934, 266 
—4, 053, 551 
62, 402, 343 


608, 246, 500 


1960 e 


3s 


stimate 


$78, 251 


, 593, 801 
, 996, 905 
, 914, 065 
, 400, 000 


5, 850, 000 
, 950, 000 
3, 368, 948 
, 550, 931 


, 339, 499 


3, 105, 347 


838, 790 


, 473, 181 


, 529, O84 


871, 000 


596, 272 


, 934, 244 
, 059, 888 


673, 655 


, 477, 300 


O59, 133 
634, 980 


, 368, 796 


155, 322 
145, 750 


, 268, 72 


, 526, 369 





553, 139 
255, 397 


650, 803 
S00, 9YOS 
781, 700 
614, 039 


308, 509 
744, 726 
451, 235 


, 209, 890 


653, 654 


28, 030, 380 


14, 


661, 


, 000, 241 


23, 772, 453 


450, OOO 


, 300, OOO 


, 708, 585 


487, 500 


115, 751 


2, 402, 343 | 


642, 839 


356, 247 


1951 estimate 


$735, 000 
531, 000 

1, 554, 000 
3, 100, 000 


4, 400, 000 
4, 400, 000 


163, 434, 000 


20, 178, 000 
2 800. 000 
3, 200, 000 


100, 000 
6, 478, 000 


e G4 + 
14, 643, 012 


21, 375, 000 
17, 100, 000 
1, 199, 973 
4, 500, 000 


4, 000, 000 
20, 700, 000 
12, 300, 000 

1, 400, 000 
10, 500, 000 


41, 800, 000 


1, 900, OOO 
10, 000, OOO 
494, 324 


53, 500, 000 


6, 000, 000 
300, 000 


30, 000, 000 


284, 468, 309 


2, 529, 189 


3, 019, 576 


1, 400, 000 
500, 000 


500, 000 


> 000, 000 


40, 000, 000 


733, 066, 839 


—14, 642, 839 


718, 424, 000 








Object classification 


1959 actu 











CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ARMY—CIVII 
Total number of permanent positions s oe 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions. paaaeks . 
Average number of all employees . 
Number of employees at end of year-- . . 
Average GS grade and salary-.---- - : caida ct 7.4 $6, 135 
Average salary of ungraded positions... ; $5, 269 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions : 52 
Positions other than permanent : ; 903, 477 
Other personal services . . rs 3, 286, 047 
Pay and allowances to commissioned oflicers 354, 973 
Total personal services_-_- . ene : 61, 110, 021 
02 Travel Sais 1, 105, 764 
03 Transportation of things * ee 342, 485 
04 Communication services é c 141, 829 
05 Rents and utility services palliiabasihos 5e 
06 Printing and reproduction ; nae é 192, 038 
07 Other contractual services. _-_- = sg aod 29, 788, 375 


Services performed by 

Other agencies ' : 5 

“‘Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, Army’’. - 
08 Supplies and materials-. 
09 Equipment 
10 Lands and structures : 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions. - 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities. - 
Taxes and assessments__ 





a fell fl 
on A mt 


78, 431 


Subtotal . ‘ . 


5 610, 547, 554 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges--. 


SY, YOY 


Army—Civil. 610, 


Total, Corps of Engineers, Army—Civil__._..--.------ 457, 555 
ALLOCATION ACCOUNTS 

Tota! number of permanent positions 18 

Full-time equivalent of all other positions ; 2 

Average number of all employees--_-.-_- 18 

Number of employees at end of year 18 

Average GS grade and salary - -- 8.5 $6, 458 


01 Personal services: 
Permanent position 


Positions other than permanent 9, 264 

Other personal services ‘ 1,110 

Total personal services * ' : 115, 942 

V2 lravel 5, 015 
03 Transportation of things 297 
04 Communication services 2, 686 
05 Rents and utility services 7 783 
06 Printing and reproduction nae 56 
07 Other contractual services 1, 221, 209 
Services performed by other agencies i 83 

08 Supplies and materials ee 10, 806 
09 Equipment ‘ 10, 855 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 6, 681 
15 Taxes and assessments aa 177 
Subtotal : . 1, 374, 590 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges ‘ 171 
Total, allocation accounts__-- : : ae 1, 374, 419 


Total obligations 611, 831, 974 
Obligations are distributed as follows 
Corps of Engineers, Army—Civil 610, 457, 555 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries & 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Shela niicewnkicitas ndladandilsbingenmanninnaaninitentne ine 


_ EEE 








$59, 730, 569 
978. 700 
2 930, 731 


590, 000 


64, 230, 000 
1, 400, 000 
400, OOO 
155, 000 
75, 000 
210, 000 


, BOO, OOO 


37 
1, 500, 000 
1, 500, 000 
3, 000, 000 
1, 000, 000 
, 827 
, 000 
O00 
100, 000 


1 





707, 004, 827 


90, 000 


06. 914. 827 


‘ 
4 
61 
Be $5. S61 





$61, 221, 410 
981, 500 
2. 707, 090 
590, 000 


65, 500, 000 
1, 500, 000 
$25, 000 
160, 000 
180, 000 
220, 000 
39, 100, 000 


1, 600, 000 
12, 000, 000 
3, 100, 000 
1, 050, 000 
600, 013, 839 
3, 800, 000 
2, 500, 000 
108, 000 


31, 256, 839 
90, 000 





731, 166, 839 


$354, 191 
13, 400 


, 784 


375, 375 
60, SOO 
» 550 
000 

4, SOO 

1, 600 
1, 403, 200 


, 150 
000 


23, 750 





1, 900, 000 


1, 900, 000 


733, 066, 839 


731, 166, 839 


1, 400, 000 


500, 000 





eT 


Finan 


( 
T 
{ 


11 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Program and financing 


nate 





|, 410 
1, 500 
7, 090 
), 000 


), 000 
), 000 
», 000 
), 000 
), 000 
), 000 
), 000 


), 000 
), 000 
), 000 
), 000 
3, 839 
), 000 
), 000 
s, VOO 


), 839 
), 000 


), 839 


1, 191 
3, 400 


, 734 


, 375 
), 500 
» 550 
’ 000 
+ 800 
|, 600 
3, 200 


; 2 150 


1, 000 
3, 750 


), 000 


, 000 


), 839 


), 839 


), 000 


), 000 


Program by activities: 
1. Navigation: 
(a) Channels and harbors 
(b) Locks, dams, ind canals... 
(c) Survey of northern and northwestern lakes 
(d) Protection of navigation 
oe Flood control 
(a) Reservoirs 
(6) Channel improvements, inspections, and mis- 
cellaneous maintenance 
3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 
4. Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program_..-- 
5. Niagara remedial works 
6. Emergency flood contro 


ictivities 


Total program costs 
Relation of costs to obligations 
Costs financed from obligations of other 
net (- a 
Obligations incurred for costs of other years, net-- 


years, 


Total program (obligations)... ........<.......... 
Financing 
Comparative transfers from ( other ace 
Unobligated balance brought forward- 
Unobligated balance carried forward 


yunts 


Appropriation (new obligational authority) - i atetles 


$53, 930. 570 
23, 456, 184 
645, 883 

3, 318, 448 


5, 013, 090 


897, 835 
17, 361, 233 
1, 443, 856 
61, 509 
10, 132, 473 


116, 261, O81 


— 1,063, 614 





3, 876, 602 


114, 521, 100 


1960 estimate 


. 470, 
23, 725, 
618, 


3, 279, 





119, 496, 


— 684, 
3, 876, 


114, 934, 


000 
000 
000 
000 


, 000 
5, 000 
5, 000 
$5, OOO 
, 000 
, 000 


, 000 


, 002 


002 


450 
602 


950 | 


$59, 400, 000 
25, 470, 000 
650, 000 

3, 355, 000 


6, 225, 000 


860, 000 
20, 050, 000 
1, 915, 000 


75, OOO 
7, 000, 000 


125, 000, 000 


125, 000, 000 











Object classification 


1959 actual 























CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ARMY—CIVIIL 
Total number of permanent positions $10, 480 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 335 
Average number of all employees 10, 504 
Number of employees at end of year : 10, 900 
Average GS grade and salary 7.4 $6,135 
Average Salary of ungraded positions $5, 269 
01 Personal services 
Permanent positions $56, 152, 613 
Positions other than permanent 1, 386, 801 
Other personal services 4, 206, 553 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers 137, 428 
Total personal services 
02 Travel 
03 Transportation of things 
04 Communication services 
05 Rents and utility services 
06 Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services 
Services performed by 
Other agencies 702, 136 
Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, Army” 7, 906, 516 
0S Supplies and materials 4, 859, 889 
09 Equipment 639, 836 
10 Lands and structures 902. 113 
1! Grants, subsidies, and contributions 3. 480, 650 
13. Refunds, awards, and indemnities 355, 499 
15 Taxes and assessments 84, 211 
Subtotal 114, 159, 945 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges 378, 328 
Total, Corps of Engineers, Army—Civil 113, 781, 617 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE INTERIOR 
otal number of permanent positions 16 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 5 
Average number of all employees wi) 
Number of employees at end of year { 
Ay GS grade and I 8.3 $6, 128 
Average salary of ungraded positions $4. 163 
01 Personal services 
Permanent positions $265, 184 
Positions other than permanent 18, 620 
Other personal services 11, 837 
Total personal services 295, 041 
02 Travel 17, 452 
03 Transportation of things 1, 699 
04 Communication service 4, 23 
05 Rents and utility service 7 
06 =Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services 27 
08 Supplies and material 64 
09 Equipment 79, 117 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 17, 063 
$ Refunds, awards, and indemnities 375 
axes and assessments 779 
Total, Bureau of Conimercial Fisheries 1, 415, 850 


lotal obligations 115, 197, 467 


1960 estimate 


$10, 620 

339 
10, 639 
11, 061 





7.4 $6,158 
$5, 295 
$5 425 





800 


, 440 


390, 000 





63, 400, 000 
650, 000 
200, 000 
300, 000 
850, 000 
30, 000 

32, 500, 000 


SOO, OOO 
9, 047, 176 
000, COO 
650, 000 
1, OOO, OOO 
3, 500, 000 
60, OO 


112, 300 


118, 159, 476 


400, OOO 


17. 759, 476 


780 
12. OOO 
1, 000 
3, 600 
8. 210 


Le 

627. S65 
2, 208 

1, 000 

4, 726 


1, 736, 526 


119, 496, 002 





1961 estimate 


$10, 780 

339 
10, 818 
11, 470 


7.4 $6, 176 
$5, 322 


$58, 472, 366 
1, 413, 100 

4, 124, 534 
390, 000 


64, 400, 000 
650, 000 
200, 000 
300, 000 
850, 000 
30, 000 

36, 000, 000 


800, 000 
9, 824, 500 
, 000, 000 

650, 000 
1, 000, 000 
3, 625, 000 
60, 000 
120, 500 


123, 510, 000 
$25, 000 


3, O85, OOO 


lO 

11 

10 

91 $7, 226 
$77, 888 
How) 

999 

78. 780 
14, 000 

1, 000 

3, 600 

2, 210 
125 

1. S07, 165 
2, 205 

1. 000 

4, 900 

LE 

1, 915, 000 


125, 000, 000 
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GENERAL EXPENSES 


Program and financing 

















4, 900 


Total obligations_ _— 11, 646, 260 11, 639, 550 12, 120, 000 


ite 
1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 
aon Program by activities 
R18 1, Executive direction and management: ; 
470 a Office, ¢ hief of Engineers F $3, 899, 348 $3, 950, 000 $4, 089, 000 
») Division offices 6, 149, 719 6, 120, 000 6, 412, 000 
176 2. Review boards 
309 a) River and Harbor Board 448, 996 470, 000 476, 000 
— Beach Erosion Board 151, 887 145, 000 149, 000 
3. Commercial statistics - - 870, 640 855, 000 833, 000 
366 4. Special investigations - - 127, 620 137, 500 161, 000 
100 m ae at 
534 Total program costs roe 11, 648, 210 11, 677, 500 12, 120, 000 
000 5. Relation of costs to obligations: Costs financed from 
obligations of other years, net ; —1, 950 -37, 950 
000 a 
000 lotal program (obligations) 11, 646, 260 11, 639, 550 12, 120, 000 
ooo Financing 
000 Comparative transfers to other accounts - 1, 054, 172 684, 450 
000 1959 appropriation available in 1958 3, 887 
000 Unobligated balance no longer available 34, 381 
000 
New obligational authority 12, 738, 700 12, 324, 000 12, 120, 000 
000 as te aaa al peelbsseaneinaiamaiieati = 
500 * ae 
000 . a ° 
- Object classification 
000 De z ge ii 
000 ‘e Wee od 
000 1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 
, 500 
000 Total number of permanent positions 1, 237 1, 286 1, 200 
000 Full-time equivalent of all other positions 3 3 3 
Average number of all employees 218 1,212 242 
, 000 Number of employees at end of year 1, 207 l $5 
Average GS grade and salary 7.4 $6,135 | 7.4 $6, 158 | 7.4 $6, 176 
Average salary of ungraded positions $5, 269 $5, 295 $5 329 
10 Personal services 
Permanent positions $Y, 125, 909 $Y, 136, 563 $9, 491, 977 
11 Positions other than permanent 5, SUS 10, OSO 10, O80 
10 Other personal services 65, 606 O1, 457 67, 543 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers 387, 679 369, 500 379, 500 
26 
2 Total personal services 9, 585, 002 9, 617, 600 9, 949, 100 
2 rravel 50Y, G48 510. OOO 4530. 000 
03 Transportation of things 18, 878 8. O00 20, 000 
', 88S 04 Communication services 171, 254 70, GOO 172, 000 
600 05 Rents ind utility services bs, O02 68, OOO 70, OOO 
292 06 Printing and reproduction 67, 889 57, 000 60, 000 
07 Other contractual services 125, 627 20, 000 190, 000 
, 780 Services performed by 
t, O00 Other agencies 127, SY5 125, OOO 125, OOO 
|, 000 ‘*Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, Army’ 7 266, 950 278, 400 
5, 600 08 Supplies and materials 70, 000 70, 000 
2, 210 09 Equipment 23, 000 25, OOO 
125 ll Grants, subsidies, and contributions O00 611, 000 
7, 165 13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities 14, 500 14, 500 
2, 205 5 Taxes and assessments 4, SOO 5, OOO 
1, 000 1959 program obligated in 1958 
' 


15 


5, 000 


0, 000 
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am by activitie 
General investis itl 
Examination and surveys 
Collection and study of basic data 
1) Surveys, gages, and observation 
2) Fish and wildlife studies 
Advance engineering and design 
COI ruction 
t) Mississippi River levees 2 
Channel improvement 19 
¢) Memphis Harbor, Tenn 
d) Vicksburg Harbor, Miss 
é) Old River control, Louisiana 
f) St. Francis Basin 
g) Reelfoot Lake area, Tennessee and Kentucky 
h) Lower Arkansas River, Ark 
i) Tensas Ba , Ark. and La 
Yazoo Basin, Miss 4, 
k) Baton Rouge Harbor, La 
1) Atchafalaya Basin, La 
m) Lake Pontchartrain, La 
Lower White River 
0) Sec. 6, Flood Control Act, 1928 
p) West Tennessee tributaries 
q) Wolf River and tributaries 
r) Undistr uted reduction | ed o1 t ited 
delays and savings 
1. Maintenance 18 
5. Flood control emergencies 
6. 1959 program obligated in 1958 
lot ( itio 66 
nein 
1959 appropriation av le in 1958 
Unobligated balance brought forward 
Unobligated balance carried forward 1 
Appropriation (new obligatior iuthority 6s 


Program and financing 











$394, 325 


$4. O3¢ 
4.49 
—“P peep 
8H7, 624 
458, O82 











O62 
600, G27 
Q ORT 


607 


1960 «¢ 


3, 915 


timatt 
$87, 659 
55, OOO 


549 


220, 947 


741, 200 
, 631, 172 
485, 379 


, 468, 550 


O58, 411 
59] 
114, 765 


561, O62 
834, 513 
691, 519 
28, 000 
, 822, 520 
552. 756 
134, 685 
212,914 
100, 000 
200, OOO 
321, 731 

11,624 


a } 

270, 323 
Ss, JSS 

tis ) 


1961 estima 


» 760, 





500 


69 


2, OOO, 

640, 
1, 370, 
&, 400, 
4, 600, 


, 000 


, 000 


O00 
O00 
000 
O00 
000 
000 


, 000 
5, 000 
, 000 
, 288 


, 000 


000 


, 000 


, 000 


O00 


, OOO 


, O00 


258 


XS 


000 
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Object classification 
































1959 actual 1960 estimate 1961 estimate 
nate CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ARMY—CIVIL 
Lot number ol permanent positions 3}, OOS 3, 100 >», Ln 
Fi time equivalent of | other positions 559 3 563 
Average number of all employees 3, 404 3, 481 3, 481 
), 000 Nur r of employees at end of year 2, $30 2, 900 2, 900 
9, 000 Average GS grade and salary 7.4 $6,135 | 7.4 $6,158 | 7.4 $6, 17¢ 
Average salary of ungraded positions _- - $5, 269 $5, 295 $5, 322 
Personal services 
UJ, O00 Permanent pos $15, 062,443 | $1 5, 121 $15, 701, 6 
J, OOO Positions other than permanent 1, 790, 534 | 40K 1, 831, 400 
U, O00 Other personal services 1, 888, 155 1,921,479 1, 861, 995 
J, 000 Pay and allowances to commissioned oflicers 66, 696 85, O00 85, OO 
0, 000 
U, 000 Total personal services 18, 807, 828 19, 425, GOO 19, 480, GO 
2 lravel . 163, 3¥1 $7.5, COO 475, OO 
, 000 03 ‘Transportation of things 65, 077 SU, GOU SU, UUU 
» DOO 04 Communieation services 14, 001 15, 000 15, OO 
. O00 5 Rents and utility services... 24), 724 200, 000 200, 000 
8, 288 06 =Printing and reproduction ss 4, 064 000 5, OCO 
0, O00 07 Other contractual services ; . 6, 352, 902 7, 500, 000 7, 500, 000 
0), OOO Services performed by 
0, 000 Other agencies < 21, 989 25, 000 25, 000 
**Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers’ 5, 100, 411 5, 005, 198 5, OO, SSS 
0, OOO 8 Supplies and materials 7, 232, 7 7, 400, 000 7, 110, 00 
0, OOO aa Equipment 25, 000 25, 000 
10 Lands and structures 27, 632, 501 29 000, 000 28 500, 000 
0), O00 11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions _- 982, 800 1, 620, 000 1, 025, 000 
J, OOO 13. Refunds, awards, and indemnities 14, 350 14, 500 14, 50K 
- 15 laxes and assessments 70, 990 93, 500 98, 100 
1959 program obligated in 1958 — 536, 796 
8, 288 Subtotal 66, 544, 102 0), 283, 198 69, 561, 488 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges 3,172 3, 200 3, 204 
5, 238 Total, Corps of Engineers, Army—Civil 66, 540, 930 70, 279, 998 69, 558, 288 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 
0), O00 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
lotal number of permanent positions : l 
Average number of all employees l 
Nu er of employees at end of year l 
Average GS grad ind salary . eink do, YS: 
Personal services 
Permanent positions $6, S28 
Other personal services 2t 
Total personal services . 6, 854 
0 rravel 1,146 
4 Communication services S7 
(it Printing and reproduction 2 
7 Other contractual services 4 $549 
0S Supplies and materials 186 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 430) 
lotal, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 9, 495 49 “a 
Total obligations : a 66, 550, 425 70, 2K 4 69, 55S, 288 
' 
' 
52882-—60 2 
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U.S. Secrion, Saint LAWRENCE River Joint Boarp or ENGINEERS 


Program and financing 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 


Total nu 
| Average 
Program by activities Number 
1. Review of designs, plans, and specifications (total pro- | 
gram costs $27, 889 $39, 000 | $30, 000 Average 
2. Relation of costs to obligations: Costs financed from | 
obligations of other years, net (—) 878 : I ry 
| } 
lotal program (obligations) 27,011 39, 000 30, 000 , 
Financing 
Unobligated balance no longer available 72, 989 re 
Appropriation (new obligational authority) 100, 000 39, 000 30, 000 ral 


ies anne tines Neplimmmacaatenetieenisail re 


Object classification r 


l i ’ Nr 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 





| on . 
fiscal 
Total number of permanent positions ] l l 
' } } t 
Average number of all employees l l l Lis 
Number of employees it end of ye ir ] ] l (Ge 
Average GS grade and salary 7.4 $6,135 | 7.4 $6,158] 7.4 $6,176 Nii 
Ol Personal services | wil 
Permanent positions $5, 170 $6, 451 $f 5 sistal 
Other personal services 0 5 its 
Knew 
lotal personal services 5 170 6. 500 6. 500 os 
02 Travel Ut 300 300 give 
03 Transportation of things s : ; 
. - Wo 
04 Communication services 122 rk 
05 Rents and utility services 400 Bu 
07 Other contractual services 10, 239 19, O75 10, O75 1] 
Services performed by Wl 
Other agencies 10. 197 12. 500 12. 500 W | 
**Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, Army’ 225 225 225 
0&8 Supplies and materials RS sth 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 336 40 400 Or 
Total obligations 27,011 39, 000 30, 000 Eno 
Lit 
, ' Lt 
INTERNATIONAL NAVIGATION CONGRESSES saa 
eS 
Program and financing Ci 
avis 
1959 actual |1960 estimate | 1961 estimate Li 
vest 
Program by activities: Conference arrangements (total costs | Gs 
obligations $155, 000 
Financing: Unobligated balance carried forward 25, OUU wesl 


Appropriation (new obligational authority 180, 000 


ERS 


mate 


30, 000 


50, OOO 


10, 000 





mate 


l 
l 
] 


6,176 


6,475 


H, 500 
300 


400 


000 


late 


, 000 
, OOO 


|, OOO 


Object classification 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 


Total number of permanent positions 5 
Average number of all employees 4 2 5 
Number of employees at end of year ; 5 


Average GS grade and salary 17.4 $6, 176 
Personal services | 

Permanent positions | $34, 866 

Other personal services See | 2 134 

Total personal services | 35, 000 

7 Other contractual services 118, 000 

Grants, subsidies, and contributions 2, 000 


rotal obligations St eta , 155, 000 


Mr. Cannon. We have with us this morning the Corps of Engi- 
neers and will begin the Saas on the public works budget for 
fiscal year 1961. We shall be glad to have a statement from vou at 
this time, General Itschner. 

General IrscHner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is the last time 
| will present a civil works budget. Based on my experience as As- 
sistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works for 3 years and as Chief of 
Engineers for 3'4 years, I would like to make some comments and 
give vou some of my thoughts for improvement of budgeting for civil 
works projects and activities. 

First, however, I believe I should introduce my staff, because —— 
will be with vou for the next Ape days. On my right is Maj. Gen. 
W. F. Cassidy, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. This 
is the first time he has appeared . fore you in fa capacity. 

On mV left. Col. W. P. Leber. executive officer, office. Chief of 
Engineers. 

Lt. Col. L. J. Goodsell, executive, civil works. 

Col. R. J. Giesen, assistant chief of civil works for the middle- 
western divisions. 

Col. S. E. Smith, assistant chief of civil works for the eastern 
divisions, 

Lt. Col. J. A. Vivian, assistant chief of civil works for the north- 
western divisions. 

Col. R. M. Tarbox, assistant chief of civil works for the south- 
western divisions. 

Mir. A. H. MeRae, assistant chief of civil works, Mississippi Valley. 

Mr. B. J. Tofani, chief of programs branch. 

\Ir. H. Cohen, assistant chief of the programs branch. 

Mr. F. R. Heller, chief of the project operations branch. 

Mr. E. H. Jones, assistant chief of project development branch. 

\ir. H. K. Howes, assistant chief, budget and programs division. 

And from the Office of the ¢ ‘omptroller of the Army, Col. William 
A. Sussmann, Chief of the Military Personnel Branch, and Mr. Stuart 
H. D. Freed, Budget Analyst. 

\Ir. CANNoN. General Itschner. 


= 
4 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


General Irscuner. Although we have made great strides in the 
development of our water resources, there is still much to be done 


The problem of river basin development has a finite solution; however, | 


the day when there are no more projec ts to build is in the distant 
future. I therefore consider it vital to our national welfare that we 
continue with » uniform Sa of development, adding a reasonable 


number of new river and harbor and flood control projects each year. | 


We should not expect to do all of the work at once; neither can we 
afford not to invest a portion of our national income in capital im- 
provement, plowing back part of the profits. 

Consideration has been given to the matter of appropriating for 
the entire cost of projects at one time. There is much to be said in 
favor of appropriating funds for new starts in the full amounts 
required for their complete construction. In many cases it would be 
entirely feasible to complete a project at an earlier date than under 
the present system of making several asaieal appropriations. Con- 
tractors often would be able to bid less if they knew they could 
prosecute the work at their most economical rate. For large projects 
it has been customary to award separate contracts for a number of 
separable, sequential elements of the work. Contractors thus never 
can be sure that if they are awarded the first contract they will be 
successful in getting subsequent contracts on that project. As a 
result, they include the entire cost of mobilizing and demobilizing 
their equipment and personnel—a very expensive item—in each bid. 
If a contractor were assured of getting a contract for the entire job, 
he would estimate for the mobilization and demobilization only once, 
and in many cases he would be justified in mobilizing a greater 
amount and more efficient equipment for the larger job. There 
would be substantial savings to the Government. Another advantage 
of this method of appropriation is that it would clearly indicate to all 
concerned the total cost of each project. For the first year or few 
years, depending upon the method of implementing the proposed 
procedure, the appropriation bill might be a large one, but thereafter 
it would be no greater than under the present system. Your com- 
mittee would be relieved of the responsibility for hearing, year after 
year, requests for appropriations with which to continue projects 
already under construction. The savings in time and administrative 
effort by all echelons of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
the Budget would be significant. I hasten to acknowledge the em- 
barrassing situation in which we would be placed if we found we had 
to return to your committee for additional funds to complete a 
project which we had underestimated. I know that the Bureau of 
the Budget is interested in this proposal for future new starts, and 
I believe this method of financing could be effectuated if the Congress 
so desired. 

One of our most pressing problems is to maintain properly our 
completed projects. Each year our existing projects get older and 
require more maintenance, and each year we add new projects which 
add to the financial burden of maintenance. Many of our projects 
have now reached a stage where their rehabilitation to a condition 
to realize full benefit from our investment is bevond the scope of nor- 
mal maintenance. This situation accounts for our sizable backlog 
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of maintenance. Its magnitude is of grave concern to me. I am not 
able to give you a finite estimate of the backlog, since much of the 
major rehabilitation work is under water and our estimates in many 
cases are based on reconnaissance rather than actual design. How- 
ever, there are many structures and channels which urgently need 
rehabilitation. While we have given estimates of our most urgent 
rehabilitation requirements in the past, they were not always up to 
date, and unless such estimates are fully qualified and explained, they 
could be misconstrued. There are a number of reasons for this. 
First, as I have already explained, our estimates for much of our 
major rehabilitation are reconnaissance estimates. Secondly, storms 
or other factors may change the status of a project because if the 
damage is severe, it may be necessary to perform emergency repairs 
immediately or lose the entire structure. We then defer other sched- 
uled work to make the repair. So even if | could give vou a list and 
an estimate at any one time, it would be subject to considerable 
change. 

In order that we may be able to give vou our best estimates of re- 
quired rehabilitation and what may be necessary to avoid increasing 
the backlog, we have begun an intensive study of the entire problem. 
I am hope ful that when we appear before vou next vear we can give 

you a more complete analysis. However, the problem exists and, in 

cooperation with the Bureau of the Budget, a plan has been devised 
which, if implemented by appropriations, will provide a sound and 
orderly basis for its solution. The plan consists essentially of three 
parts: 

(1) Increase the level of the “Operation and maintenance, general” 
appropriation within the overall total so that we can keep current 
with our normal operation and maintenance of projects. This 
would prevent our backlog from increasing. 

2) Budget for advance engineering and design and subsequent 
construction for major rehabilitation projects costing over $400,000 
under the “Construction, general” appropriation, with complete 
justification for each appropriation request, just as for new construc- 
tion projects. 

3) Budget for the construction of small rehabilitation projects 
costing $400,000 or less as a lump sum amount under the ‘“‘Construc- 
tion, general”’ appropr lation. 

The special Corps of Engineers group studying the problem will 
arrive at the required level of operation and maintenance appropria- 
tions. In the interim, the budget for fiscal year 1961 includes an 
increase in the level of approximately $4 million in addition to the 
requirements for wage board increases, increases for materials and for 
projects coming into a maintenance status. For fiscal year 1961 we 
are requesting $500,000 for advance engineering and design of major 
rehabilitation projects under “Construction, general.’ They will 
be defended as are regular construction projects, and will give the 
committee for each project the urgency, need, and justification for 
the work and provide a systematic means of programing and funding to 
completion. For the small rehabilitation projects, the fiscal year 
1961 budget contains $2 million. I hope that you will give fs iorable 
consideration to our proposal and that in a few vears we may be ona 
more current basis with our maintenance requirements. 
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Regarding our survey reports, there may be some misunderstanding | 


as to some of our procedures. When a survey is authorized and funds 
are appropriated, we proceed to obtain certain basic physical and 
economic data. We continue to the point where we know whether a 
project is or is not economically justified. If it is found to lack eco- 
nomic justification, we stop any further investigation and complete 
an unfavorable report, which we submit to the Congress. If the 
project appears to be justified, we proceed to complete the report. 
As an example, last year appropriations were denied for the Big 
Muddy River and Beaucoup Creek, Ill., survey. At that time we did 
not have sufficient data to make a determination of the likelihood of 
developing an economically justified project. Since last vear we 
have continued our efforts, utilizing a small carryover. We hav 
reached the point where we have determined that the project cannot 
be justified economically and therefore detailed studies are not 
warranted. A small amount of funds will be required to write and 
process the unfavorable report. 

| would like to comment on our project cost estimates. We exert 
great effort to provide the Congress with realistic and conservative 
project cost estimates. There are many factors which make it vir- 
tually impossible to prepare more accurate cost estimates without the 
expenditure of large sums of money during the survey stage and each 
year thereafter until construction begins. The survey report is the 
basis for arriving at reasonable project cost estimates to determine 
whether projects are economically justified. We do not make ex- 
haustive foundation explorations at this stage nor can we determine 
accurately the cost of each tract of land in the reservoir area or the 
actual cost of each relocation. After a project is authorized, we 
adjust the costs annually based on bids received on similar work, the 
average change in the value of land in that general area, and any 
other known factors. However, it is not until we complete our 
detailed design during the advance engineering and sosen stage that 
we can provide the Congress with reasonably firm estimates. But 
even then, the best estimators in the world might easily be 15 to 20 
percent off. Each construction project is a custom-made job of great 
complexity, subject to the unknowns lying below the surface of the 
ground and the vagaries of the weather. On a larger contract the 
difference between the bids of the two lowest bidders often amounts 
to several hundred thousand dollars, and sometimes is over a million 
dollars. In these cases had the low bidder been so heavily com- 
mitted on other work that he was not interested in this contract, he 
would not have bid and the cost of this contract would have been 


increased by the amount of the difference in bids. I fully recognize | 


the problems you have with the cost estimates of any construction 
agency, but I can assure you that we are giving you the best possible 
information as to the cost based on how far we have proceeded in 
our detailed design. I have repeatedly stressed to all of our corps 
personnel that our estimates should be adequate, and where there is 
doubt, we should include the higher of two alternative figures. 

This brings me to another point which I should discuss with this 
committee because of its effect upon the cost of future projects. | 
recognize that the matter is the responsibility of the Public Works 


Committees, and I plan to bring it to their attention the next time I | 


appear before them. This is the question of flood plain regulation- 
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not a popular subject, but one that must be faced I am sure all of 
you are well aware of it. 

However, there is a growing recognition in this country of the need 
for more effective regulation of the use of the flood plains of our rivers, 
to provide for their best development and to avoid the creation of 
future flood hazards. The growth of our country and the natural 
advantages of river valleys will inevitably result in greater use and 
development. Unless development proceeds with a proper recogni- 
tion of the flood hazard this will aggravate and create future flood 
problems, and continuing demands for flood protection at Federal 
cost. While our primary mission and responsibility is flood control, 
we should have just as much interest in finding ways of avoiding 
future flood problems. Furthermore, it seems evident that the flood 
problem cannot be solved completely by construction of engineering 
works. To meet this problem the Corps of Engineers is taking action 
along two lines. First, we are reviewing our instructions for prepara- 
tion of flood control studies to insure that seer consideration 
is given to regulation of flood plain use. Second, we are considering 
proposing legislation which would give us saahenke to provide flood 
plain information and advice to communities, to aid them in their 
planning for regulation of flood plain use. We believe that such 
information will prove of great value as a guide to local development 
and as a means of avoiding creation of future flood hazards. 

Since this is probably my last appearance before this committee, | 
would like to tell you that I am thoroughly convinced that your 
objectives and views are known and appreciated by the Corps of 
Engineers. Not only do we enthusiastically concur in them, but we 
are conscientiously trying to carry them out. Our 60,000 civilians 
and 6,500 officers are loyal, dedicated citizens who are proud to have a 
part in this gigantic program of building today for the benefit of 
many generations to come. But being human, we sometimes make 
mistakes. We hope they will not be serious ones and that they will 
be infrequent. In any case, we will admit them readily. 

In order to improve our operations, I take every opportunity to 
talk to our personnel in the 12 divisions and 49 districts. I think vou 
would be interested in the principal points | make tothem. They are: 

(1) We must not sacrifice the soundness of our construction because 
of pressures for speed or because of insufficient funds. 

(2) Our construction should be designed without unnecessary em- 
bellishments. It should be simple, austere, durable, strong, and 
economical to maintain. It must fully serve its intended purpose. 

(3) Our cost estimates should be realistic and adequate. For 
example, we can estimate the cost of a athe yard of concrete fairly 
accurately; it is the requirement for additional cubic yards of concrete 
not foreseen at the time the estimate was prepared that sometimes 
causes estimates to be inadequate. 

(4) In the process of justifying a project economically as part of 
our survey report procedure, we should be conservative. ‘There are 
far more worthy projects than there is money to construct them, so 
we should not hesitate to defer the marginal ones. 

(5) In formulating a project, we should consider carefully all possible 
alternatives, including small dams of the type sponsored by the Soil 
Conservation Service, to assure a recommendation for the best possible 
solution. Also, we should not overlook the harmful effects of the 
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project, for unfortunately it is an exceptional engineering project that 
does not affect adverse ly some people. 

(6) We should present unbiased engineering facts to both pro- 
ponents and opponents of a project alike, being meticulously careful 
to avoid promoting a ner CL. 

(7) We should reduce Government costs to a minimum by increas- 
ing the efficiency of our operations and by employing good management 
practices. 

(8) All of our construction contracts should be awarded by com- 
petitive advertising unless there are extremely convincing reasons 
why this method of contracting will not produce the results required. 

(9) With a view to reducing ‘the number of design errors and conse- 
quently change orders on contracts, all design will be reviewed 
thoroughly once. In the interest of economy of time and money, more 
than one review will not be made. 

(10) Contractors will be held strictly to the terms of their contracts, 
and inspection will be thorough and strict. On the other hand, we 
will assist contractors to perform under the terms of the contract 
in a team effort to get the job completed to the highest possible 
standard of construction and on schedule. 

(11) We must prepare realistic schedules for obligations and ex- 
penditures. Progress is almost always impeded by the unexpected 
event, so we should allow a reasonable margin to cover these con- 
tingencies. 

(12) Members of Congress will be kept informed of what we are 
doing in their districts. 

| think you will agree that if these instructions were fully carried 
out, your committee would find little on which to comment. I can 
assure you all of us in the corps are earnestly striving to adhere to 
these instructions, but in our immense program we occasionally err. 
I shall do my utmost to reduce the incidence of these departures from 
the common objectives of your committee and the corps. 

Now let me summarize for you in a few words the civil works budget 
you have before you for consider: ation. The budget estimates for 
fiscal year 1961 total $936.4 million as compared to $864.8 million 
for fiscal year 1960, and an appropriation of $869.9 million last year. 
[ consider the budget to provide for a well-balanced program. It 
includes a limited number of new starts and resumptions for surveys, 
planning, and construction which, I reiterate, is highly desirable. 
Power-on-line and completion dates presented to you in connection 
with the fiscal year 1960 budget for construction projects can be main- 
tained within the overall request for fiscal year 1961. Although 
there are some changes in these dates, these are due to reasons other 
than the amounts requested for fiscal year 1961. I urge that you 
approve the program presented and provide the requested appro- 
priations. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you for the many courtesies 
you have extended to me in the past. As always, I am pleased to 
appear before you to present the civil works budget. 

That concludes my opening statement, Mr. Chairman. 
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RETIREMENT OF GENERAL ITSCHNER 


Mr. Cannon. General Itschner, | realize that both in your own 
organization and in the congressional committees, anyone who 
occupies this position will find it difficult always to harmonize all his 
responsibilities, but I would like to make this statement in behalf of 
the committee. Considering all of the difficulties of the position 
the committee desires to express warm approval of the manner in 
which you have handled your responsibilities and wishes again to 
emphasize our appreciation of the very happy relationship during 
the period of your service. 

What is the length of your assignment? 

General Irscuner. After I complete my assignment as Chief of 
Engineers on September 30, Mr. Chairman, I am voluntarily retiring 
from the Army. The length of the tour as Chief of Engineers, sir, is 
normally 4 years. It is not customary to extend the tour. I could 
stay on in some other capacity in the Army, perhaps, until I am 
age 60, which is 3% vears hence. I appreciate very much, Mr. 
Chairman, vour very kind remarks. 


PROBLEM OF PROVIDING FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS AND FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Cannon. The committee and the corps have shared a very 
onerous duty during the eventful years of your very able adminis- 
tration. 

One of the greatest problems with which Congress has to deal is this 
problem of flood control and the management of our rivers. We realize 
that in authorizing and appropriating for these projects, too frequently 
the merits of the economic need for them is lost in the mazes of the 
political needs of the time. 

It is unfortunate, because it has helped to increase our national 
debt to a figure heretofore undreamed of, the largest national debt 
ever known in the history of the world. The untoward feature is 
that our expenditures are in excess of our national income. 

We do not have the money, but we spend it whether we have it or 
not. We are enjoying today the largest income any nation ever 
received, but the larger it gets, the larger our expenditures, so we are 
always spending just a little more than we take in and the debt is 
always a little bit higher. 

These rivers have been running to the sea with the floods that come 
and go, for a thousand years, but we have suddenly discovered that 
we must immediately, at once, provide a big appropriation for the 
Corps of Engineers to start work which will bring labor and money 
into the district or the State. It is unfortunate tiiat this is sometimes 
true, because in general this money is well spent. But there is so 
much that comes under the other cagetory that it calls into question 
many of those projects for which money is wisely invested. 

Apparently this system is to be continued. In your statement 
here, you say there is still much to be done. 

| was here when our only national income was from customs and 
excises, before the days of income taxes. I remember very well when 
the income tax amendment was finally adopted. Of course, there 
had been many estimates as to what it would bring in. To our 
surprise, it brought in vastly more than anyone had anticipated. 
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With this golden flood flowing into the Treasury, it did not take us 
long to find methods to spend it, and one of the favored methods was 
on rivers, harbors, and irrigation. Even in time of war, these expendi- 
tures have increased until today they are at a maximum. 

A corresponding responsibility devolves upon the Corps of Engineers. 

Apparently you envision a period in which there will be as much of 
this work—so many rivers, so many harbors, so many public works 
in the future as in the past, and in addition to that we must keep up 
our annual maintenance. 

You emphasized maintenance. Inevitably in the processes of time 
these things do wear out, do decay, do deteriorate. That means we 
have an ever-increasing, ever-growing burden from which we can never 
be released, to be charged against the Public Treasury. We must 
continue to pay more and more and more taxes vear after vear, vear 
after vear, with no future in sight in which we shall ever be relieved 
from this “Old Man of the Sea” who hangs around our neck, adds to 
this public debt, and increases the expanding taxes on industry. 


CONTRACTORS 


Mr. Cannon. I| notice you refer here to the contractor’s mobilization 
and demobilization of equipment and personnel. My understanding 
is that some of these larger contractors must employ machinery which 
is not standardized. There is not enough demand for it and it must 
be made to specifications. Having this machinery already on hand 
and having a crew organized to work together, the number of those 
who can bid on these projects is very limited. We have sometimes 
wondered, in view of the limited number of contractors who can bid, 
just if there is any collaboration or collusion. 

General IrscHner. | recognize there is a danger of collusion, 
especially in the larger jobs where there are fewer contractors able to 
accomplish that volume of work, but I honestly believe that there 
is none. 

[ say that because many of the smaller contractors join together in 

joint venture to bid on these large contracts and the large con- 
tractors never are sure when a group of small contractors might go 
together and outbid them. 

‘We can see evidence from our frequent contacts with contractors 
that there is no more cutthroat business in the United States than in 
the field of construction contracting. I am thoroughly convinced 
that it is honest, that there is no collusion whatsoever in the bidding 
on these large projects, or any of our projects, for that matter. 

Mr. Cannon. While we have been talking here, General, the clerk 
of the committee has been reviewing a summary you have supplied 
the committee on this general subject. I will ask him to analyze 
briefly the situation as he finds it. 


COMPARISON OF PROJECT COSTS 


Mr. Cute. Mr. Chairman, with reference to General Itschner’s 
statement on total reductions, this tabulation indicates that the total 
cost of projects involved in the program this year is $8,357,978,000, 
which is $59.6 22,500 less than estimated last year. The tabulation 
shows increases in total costs estimated for engineering, design and 
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for supervision and administration. 

total cost on relocations, and the difference in relocation in total is 

$8,445,100 between last year and this year. 
| would suggest that you may want to include this in the record. 
Mr. Cannon. Without objection, it will be included in the record 


at this point. 


He shows also some changes in 


(The information referred to is as follows:) 


COMPARISON OF 


Flood control 


Proj ct 


ARKANSAS 


Lower Arkansas River 
Lower White River 
st. Francis Basin, 
Mo , os 
Tensas Basin, Ark. and La.: 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers 


Ark. and 


LOUISIANA 


Atchafalaya Basin 

Lake Pontchartrain... 

Old River control__- i 

Tensas Basin, Ark. and La.: 
ted River backwater levee. 


MISSISSIPPI 


Yazoo Basin 
Arkabutla Reservoir- 
Big Sunflower River 
Enid Reservoir 
(irenada Reservoir 
Lower Auxiliary Channel 
Main stem 
Sardis Reservoir 
Tributaries_ 
Yazoo backwater 
Vicksburg Harbor 


TENNESSEE 


Memphis Harber a 
West Tennessee tributaries 


Wolf River and tributaries_._. 


Overall projects 
Channel improvement... 


Mississippi River levees. - 


Subtotal }|Mississippi 


River and tributaries. 


Costs: 


FIscaL 


YEAR 


1960 


AND 


Mississippi River and tributaries 


| Total engineering and 


Total estimated cost 


Fiscal year | 
1961 


$25, 400, 000 
13, 000, 000 


_| 86, 700, 000 


23, 500, 000 


120, 000, 000 
6, 340, 000 


Differ- 
ence 


| fiscal year 
1960 and 


1961 


— $400, 000 
100, 000 


2, 300, 000 


1, 800, 000 


1, 000, 000 
150, 000 


70, 000, 000) — 10, 000, 000 


8, 200, 000 


13, 200, 000 
8, 510, 000 
16, 100, 000 
31, 900, 000 
11, 800, 000 
20, 100, 000 
12, 500, 000 
27, 900, 000 
31, 600, 000) 
4, 790, 000 


18, 200, 000 
8, 400, 000 
2, 050, 000 


472, 000, 000 
221, 000, 000 


1, 253, 190, 000) 


430, OOO 
— 120, 000 
880, OOO 
470, 000 
300, 000 
200, 000 
520, 000 
300, 000 
700, 000 
270, 000 


200, 000 
25, 000 


4, 000, 000 


3, 125, 000 


design and supervision 


and administration 


Fiscal 
yeal 
1961 


$3, 305, 000 
1, 255, 500 


10, 865, 600 


3, 070, 000 


15, 821, 500 
825, 000 
7, 795, 000 


1, 232, 300 


1, 256, 800 
1, 227, 000 
2, 478, 800 
3, 886, 100 
, 784, 000 
3, 540, 000 
1, 250, 100 
3, 344, 500 
4,313, 000 

650, 800 






2. 104, 900 
1, 325, 000 
333, 000 


52, 566, 200 
29, 844, 700 


158, 074, 800 


Differ- 
ence 
fiscal year 
1960 and 
1961 


$9, 000 
—200 


681, 300 


$10, 000 


69, 400 
13, 000 
—631, 000 


16, 300 


136, 000 
138, 000 
153, 000 
88, 300 
84, 000 
162, 400 
109, 000 
239, 000 
175, 000 
L189, 500 


171, 000 
4, O00 
410, 000 


475, 000 


2, 264, 000 


FISCAL 


YEAR 


1961 


Total relocations 


Fiscal year 


1961 

$167, 000 
7, 031, 000 
3, 005, 000 


23, 203, 000 


100, 800 


? 597, 900 
1, 248, 000 


2, 473, 500 
2, 125, 000 


3, 260, 000 
256, 000 


1, 568, 100 
840, 000 
706, 000 


48, 581, 300 


Differ- 
ence 
fiscal year 
1960 and 


1961 


$260, 900 


640, 000 


12, 300 


167, 700 
—53, 000 


103, 500 
742, 000 


100, 000 
7, 000 


20, 000 
16, 100 


2,016, 500 
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Comparison of costs, fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961 


ALABAMA 


Aquatic plant control 
Louisiana 

Columbia lock and dam, 
bama and Georgia 

Jackson lock and dam 

Walter F. George (Ft. Gaines 
lock and dam, Alabama and 


Georgia 


Ala- 


ALASKA 


Homer small boat harbor. 


Seldovia small boat harbor 
ARKANSAS 


Arkansas River and tributar- 

Arkansas and Okla- 
homa: Emergency bank sta- 
bilization 

Beaver Reservoir_- 


1€S, 


Bull Shoals Reservoir (units 
5 and 6), Arkansas and Mis- 
souri_. 

Bull Shoals Reservoir (units 
7 and 8), Arkansas and mis- 
sourl 


Dardanelle lock and dam 
Greers Ferry Reservoir : 
McKinney Bayou and Bark- 


man Creek, Arkansas and 
Texas : 
Red River levees below Deni- 
son Dam, Arkansas, [ouisi- 
ina and Texas 
Table Rock Reserv« Ar- 
kansas and Missour See 
Missouri 
CALIFORNIA 
Black Butte Reservoir 
Carbon Canyon Dam anf 


channels 

Devil, East Twin, Warm, and 
Lytle Creeks 

Half Moon Bay (Pillar Point 

Los Angeles County drainage 
area 

Lower San Joaquin River and 
tributaries 

Middle Creek 

Mill Creek Levees 

New Hogan Reservoir 

Pine Flat Reservoir-- : 

Playa del Rey Inlet and Har- 
Dor... . 

Port Hueneme Harbor 

Russian River Reservoir 


Sacramento River (old proj- 
ect 
Sacramento River, deep- 


water channel 
Sacramento River, major and 
minor tributaries : 

San Antonio River and Chino 
Creeks_. 
San Jacinto 
tista Creek . 
San Lorenzo Creek 
Santa Clara River- 
Santa Cruz Harbor 


River and Bau- 


Total estimated cost 


Fiscal year 


1961 


$14, 400, 000 
21, 200, 000 


87, 000, 000 
550, 000 
568, OOO 

37, 103, 000 


6, 830, 000 


7, 900, 000 
94, 600, 000 
50, 300, 000 


1, 390, 000 


10, 000, 000 


18, 000, 000 
5, 150, 000 


7, 800, 000 
, 210, 000 


000, 000 


13, 100, 000 
1, 962, 000 

910, 000 
17, 600, 000 
40, 850, 000 





320, 000 
5, 500, 000 
14, 002, 000 
78, 200, 000 
43, 400, 000 
24. 200. 000 
10, 900, 000 
4, 040, 000 
5, 150, 000 


2, 140, 000 
1, 860, 000 


56, 106, 000). 


Total engineering and 
design and supervision 
and administration 


Difference Differ- 
fiscal year Fiscal ence 
1960 and year fiscal year 
1961] 1961 1960 and 
1961 
$800, 000) $1, 469, 100 $75. 100). 
200, QOO 2, 161, 000 96, 000 





ee 9, 002, 200 1, 192, 900 
3, O00 82, SOO 200 
—23, 000 791, 000 SOK) 
5, 817, 000 4,989, 900 741, 800 
6, 350, 000 
700, 000 778. 600 69, 400 
710, 000|__- : 
10, 705,000; —182, 000 
-5 800,000 5, 806, 100 —776, 900 
40, 000 241, 300 30, 400 
120, 000 1, 670, 000 
—300,000) 2, 290, 000 40, 000 
850, 000 685, 000 40, 000 
—2, 900, 000 984,200) —342, 200 
512, 000 50, 000 
—20, 000, 000) 34, 729, 300; —3, 810, 100 
800, 000 2, 040, 000 190, 000 
412, 000 369, 000 126, 000 
—&30, 000 175, 000 40. OOO 
—1, 700,000) 2, 305, 000 105. 000 
—350,000)' 5, 790, 000 5. 000 
911, 000 345, 000 —152, 000 
740, 000 423, 000 
200, 000 410, 000 27, 000 
5, 420, 000 60, 000 
2 200,000 4, 780, 000 80. O00 
1, 200,000! 3, 410, 000 305, 000 
—800, 000) 1, 153, 500 82, 800 
—1, 730, 000 515,000) —181,000 
—1, 090, 000 855, 000 114, 000 
—790, 000 291, 700 —91, 300 


120, 000 305, 000 50, 000 


Total relocation 


Fiscal year 
1961 


208, 600 


3, 540, 000 


&, 635, 000 
5, 378, 400 
29, 30K 
1, 490, 000 
179, 000 
286, 500 
21, 106, 000 
910, 006 
4.127, 000 
3, 320, 000 
1, 622, 900 
15, 000 
258, 300 


Difference 


fiscal ye 
1960 and 
1061 
$120, 70 
—1, 546, 2 
1, 455, 000 
149, 
» 3K 
7 yy 
102, OO 
1L0Y, YU 
698, 40 
38 OO 
— 428 400 
258, 304 





ions 


Terence 
cal year 
HO and 

196] 


$120, 70 


455, 000 
149, 904 


102, 000 


109, 900 


H9S, 40K 


136, 000 


ALIFORNIA 


a ae 








( ‘ompa r7son 0. 


f costs, 


Project 


continue 


s Reservoir 











ivia Valley levees. .__} 


Total estimated cost 


Fiscal year 
1961 


1 


$7, 190, 000 
14, 200, 000 








erm nus aero 21, 500, 000 
ruckee River, California and 
Nevada. jeux tara 
CONNECTICUT 
igeport Harbor, main 
ship 3, 513, 000 
ll Meadow Brook Reser- 
ir 2, 210, 000 
1 River Reservoir 5, 970, 000 
maston Reservoir- 14, 400, 000 
DELAWARE 
tr Beach * Indian 
er Inlet eimburse 
‘ 519, 000 
FLORIDA 
tic plant control. (See 
land southern Florida 244, 200, 000 
ternational Waterway— 
Moosahatchee River to 
Anclote River &, 800, 000 
ke Worth Inlet to South 
ke Worth Inlet—Palm 
ach County (reimburse- 
410, 000 
1 verglades Harbor, 1958 
&, 330, 000 
Harbor, 30-, 34-, and 
t channels..-.. 14, 220, 000 
GEORGIA 
la plant control. See 
uisiana 
iumbi lock and dam, 
bamaand Georgia. (See 
ibamMua 
rtwe Reservoir, Ga. and 
( 94, 600, 000 
nnah River below Au- 
ist 3, 710, 000 
er F. George (Fort 
nes lock 1 dam, 
bama and Ge 1. (See 
ban 
HAWAII 
1 Harbor 3, 810, 000 
1 SW ‘amp 1, 090, OOO 
IDAHO 
Columbia River fis} 
tuary program. (See 
n. 
ILLINOIS 
irdstown 5, 970, 000 
B. & Q. Railroad Bridgs 
uding channel change 3, 420, 000 
bells Island 512. 000 
rivle Reservoir. 40, 700, 000 


fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961 
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Continued 


Total engineering and 
design and supervision 
and administration 


Total relocations 


Differ- | Differ- Differ- 
ence | Fiseal ence Fiscal year ence— 
fiscal year | yeal fiscal year 1961 fiscal year 
1960 and | = 1961 1960 and 1960 and 
1961 1961 1961 
$4, 210, 000 $744, 000! —$541, 000 $650, 000 $143, 000 

=f 1, 885, 000 135, 000 95, 000 —131, 000 
u 2, 366, 000 294, 000 —602, 000 
348, 000 198, 000 23, 000 = A = 
a 365, 000 P 510, 000 
929, 000 . 1, 037, 000) _. i 
100, 000 1, 829, 000 . 6, 426. 000 97, 000 
10, 000 6, WOO das ta Rag Mt Seay ce sl aa cr ace ae 
6, 700, 000) 36, 410, 000 630, 000 350, 000 585, 000 
1, 940, 000 1, 190, 000 140, 000 ‘ocx da Cabeeaie cited 
160, OOO UN A ee 5 ote Dn cs scales a ses ie Pcp ea 
1, 590, 000 832, 000 RIO BN és co Sacecnk bec ane " 
180, 000 053. 000 69. 000 x C 
—4, 000, 000) 10, 363, 100 288, SOO A), 762, HK 159, 700 
=e 469, 500 . _ 
Pa 570, 000 40, OOO = a 
60, OOO LSU, OOO 20), OOO ns 
690, 000 703, 000 5? O00 . 
— 669, 500 254. 500 59. AK : c. 
13, 000 110. 600 s 
600, 000 4, 416, 000 30. 000 ) 756. 000 —33, 000 
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Comparison of costs, fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961—Continued 


Total engineering and 
Total estimated cost design and supervision Total relocations 
and administration 


Project i 
Differ- Differ- Differ- 
Fiscal veal ence Fiscal ence Fiscal year ence 
1961 fiscal year year fiscal year 1961 fiscal year 
1960 and 1961 1960 and 1960 and 
1961 1961 1961 


ILLINOIS—continued 


Clear Creek Drainage and 

Levee District- $4, 934, 000 $266, 000, $1, 063, 300 $8, 800 
Dam 27—Mississippi River 

between St. Louis, Mo. and 

lock and dam 26, Illinois and 














Missouri 6, 640, 000 340, 000 605, 000 52, 000 : 
East St. Louis and vicinity 3, 700, 000 5, 061, 300 697, 800 $1, 288, 100 $126, 100 
Hunt and Lima Lake Drain- tuc 
we District 5, 680, 000 260, 000 779. 900 50, 000 ‘ Louis 
Illinois Waterway, Calumet | 
Sag Channel part I 89, 600, 000) —2, 900,000, 7,916, 000 200, 000 56, 566, 000} —1, 479, 000 Mark 
Kenilworth (reimbursement 12, 000 : Ind 
Mississippi River between Ol 
Missouri River and Min- No. 2 
neapolis, Minn., rectifica- Nolit 
tion of damages 5, 123, 000 639, 400 
Mississippi River between 
Ohio and Missouri Rivers, 
Illinois and Missouri, regu Aqu 
lating works 62, 500, 000 600,000, 5, 516, 100 96, 900 Gu 
The Snv Basin 22 500, 000 500,000) 3, 512, 900 161, 200 572, OOF — 125, 800 Sta 
Wood River Drainage and Baris 
Levee District 15, 600, 000 3, 247. 300 264. 300 1. 041, 3% 109. 30 Bave 
Gulf 
INDIANA Pl 
Evansville 13, 600, 000 600, 000) 1, 958, 300 63, 100 : Z , a Miss 
Louisville lock and dam, Ro 
Kentucky ind_=- Indiana. Miss 
See Kentucky Red 
Markland lock and dam, nD 
Indiana, Kentucky, and re 
Ohio 65, 300, 000 &, 300,000) 5, 652, 700 —720, 800 9, 468, 600) —3, 095, 100 
Monroe Reservoir 5, 260, 000 300, 000! 1, 137, 900 70, 300 1, 106, 200 62, 600 
IOWA B 
Floyd River and tributaries 10, 400, 000 1, 300,000) 1, 367, 500 41, 000 4 280, 000 813, 000 
Little Sioux River 15. 500. 000 1, 963, 600 2, 028, 300 
Missouri River-Kenslers 
Bend, Nebr., to Sioux City, Quit 
Iowa, Nebr. and 8S. Dak 11, 300, 000 100, 000 940, 700 26, 900 West 
Missouri River channe! stabil- West 
ization, lowa, Kansas, Mis- We 
sourl ind Nebr iska 
Sioux City to Omaha 112, 000, 000 11, 143, 500 
Omaha to Kansas City 115, 000, 000 12, 865, 700 
Kansas City to mouth 123, 000, 000 1, 000, 000) 12, 860, 000 93. 000 ‘ Batt 
Muscatine Island Levee Dis- Grat 
trict and Muscatine Louisa Gre 
County Drainage District ne 
No. 13 $, 000, 000 300, 000 562, 700 —§8, 000 New 
ted Rock Reservoir 72, 000, 000! —3, 200,000) 7, 188, 000 158, 300 28, 400, 000 -99, 60K 
KANSAS 
Mini 
Council Grove Reservoir os 13, 700, 000 1,000,000) 1, 623, 500 — 60, 000 3, 583, 500 166, 400 Red 
John Redmond (Strawn) Res- Mi 
ervolr 32, S00, OOO 2. 979, 500 9, 323, 900 St. A 
Manhattan 3, 100, 000 1, 330, 000 458, 600 18, 000 663, 000 251, 000 
Milford Reservoir 60, 600,000) 14,900,000) 4,886,000) 1, 382, 000 14, 450, 000 $, 135, 000 
Missouri River channel stabil- 
ization, Iowa, Kansas, Mis- Aqu 
souri and Nebraska (see Lo 
lowa 
Ottawa 4. 660, 000 460, 000 664, 500 36, 000 300 52, 300 
Pomona Reservoir 14, 100, 000 1, 513, 000 000 66, 000 
Topeka 18, 400, 000 1, 600,000) 2,371, 900 143, 000 300 956, 300 Bear 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir 83, 700, 000| —2, 200,000) 7,356,900) —247, 000 27,000; —1, 475, j Bul 
Wilson Reservoir 18, 800, 000 700, 000! 1, 982, 800 , 000 42, 000" | 5, ¢ 
me 
Cant 





ms 


iffer- 
ice 

al year 
0) and 
1961 


$126, 100 


, 479, 000 


—125, 800 


109, 300 


3, 095, 100 
62, 600 


813, 000 


251, 000 
4, 135, 000 


52, 300 
66, 000 
956, 300 
1, 475, 300 
42, 000 


Comparison 


Project 


KENTUCKY 


Barkley Dam (lower Cumber- 
land lock and dam), Ken- 
tucky and Tennessee 

Capt. Anthony Meldah!l locks 
ind dam, Kentucky and 
Ohio 

Greenup locks and dam, Ken- 
tucky and Ohio 

Louisville lock and dam, In- 

ina and Kentucky 


Markland locks and dam, 
Indiana, Kentucky, and 
Ohio (See Indiana.) 

No. 2 Barren Reservoir 


Nolin Reservoir 


LOUISIANA 
Aquatic 
Gulf 
States 
Barataria Bay Waterway 
Bavou Chevrevil 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
Plaquemine-Morgan City 
ternate route 
Mississippi River, 
Rouge to gulf 
Mississippi River-Gulf outlet 
Red River levees below Deni- 
Dam, Ark., La., and 
(See Arkansas, 


plant control in the 
and South Atlantic 


Baton 


son 
rex, 
MARYLAND 


Baltimore 


heis 


Harbor and chan- 


MASSACIIUSETTS 


Quiney Shore (reimbursable) 
West Hill Reservoir 
Westville Reservoir 
Weymouth Fore River 


MICHIGAN 


Battle Creek 
Grand Marais Harbor 
Great Lakes connecting chan- 


New Poe lock 
MINNESOTA 

Minnesota River 

Red River of the 


Minn. and N. Dak 
St. Anthony Falls_. 


North, 


MISSISSIPPI 


Aquatie Plant Control 
Louisiana.) 


(See 


MISSOURI 


Bear Creek Reservoir . 

Bull Shoals Reservoir (units 
5,6,7, and &), Ark, and Mo. 
See Arkansas.) 

Canton 


29 


of costs, fiscal year 1960 


Total estimated cost 


Fiscal year 
1961 


$182, 000, 000 


77, 100, 000 
54, 600, 000 


48, 000, 000 


2 200, 000 
, 830, 000 


mh 
~~ P 


6, 196, 000 
1, 689, OOO 
556, 000 


27, 706, 000 


8, 300, 060 
105, GOO, 000 


30, 000, COO 


000 
, OOO 
, 000 
, OO 





6, 930, 000 
1, 010, 000 


», 000, 000 
42, 300, 000 


2, 866, 000 


6, 200, 000 
31, 600, 000 


2, 320, 000 


1, 470. 000 


Differ- 
ence 
fiscal year 
1960 and 
1961 


$500, 000) 5, 
3, 000, 000 5. 


— 700, 000 4, 


, 300,000! 1, 
400, OOO l 


and fiscal year 1961 


Total engineering and 


design and supervision 


and administration 


Fiscal 
year 
1961 


$16, 495, 000 


150, 000 
310, 000 


282, 800 


911, 000 
, 650, 800 


514, 000 1, 408, 500 
820. 000 200, 000 
54, 000 144, 600 


406,000) 2, 


874, ROD 


—1, 000,000) 1,305, C00 
4,000,000) 7, 265, 000 
2, 392, 000 

105, 000 6, OOF 

— 170, 000 168. 000 


690, OOO 
686, 000 


330, 000 


760, OOO 
514, OOO 


873, 300 


45, OOO 99, 000 

— 500, OM 11, 208, 300 
2, 200, 000 4, O82, O00 
100, 000 278, 000 
180, 000 1, 424, 200 


4, 000, 000 


170, 000 


2, 646, 400 


480, 900 


345, 000 


Differ- 
ence Fiscal year 
fiscal year 1961 
1960 and 
1961 
$625, 000 $28. 058, 000 
9, 790, 000 
85, OOO 9. 450. 000 
—175, 800 8, 573, 200 
269, 100 665, 000 
45, 800 4,912, 500 
460, 300 
20), 800 5, 983, 000 
26, 000 
66, S00 6, 447, 000 
1, 000 
28, OOO #80, OCO 
96, OOO 1. 720, 000 
91. 000 
22, OOO 2 732. 800 
5. 000 
1, 018, 000 
211, 800 
13, 000 
15, 100 41, 700 
1, 850, 500 3, 744, 100 
10, 000 940, 000 
64, 000 23, 000 


Continued 


Total relocations 


Differ- 
ence 
fiscal year 
1960 and 
1961 


$1, 540, 000 


3, 965, 000 


421, 400 


1, 530, 700 
292, 200 


192, 900 


53, OOO 


22, OM 


— 120, 000 


113, 100 


242, 0OU 


80, 000 


2, 000 





continued 


Dam 27, Illinois and Missouri 


See Illinois 


Mississippi 


—- 


bilization, 


Pomme de Terre Reservoir 


Reservoir, 


Gering Valley 
Missouri Rive 
bilization, 
Nebraska. 


HAMPSHIRE 


Hopkinton-E verett Reservoir 


Delaware River, Philadelphia 


Pennsyivania; 


New York). Ocean City (re- 
imbursement 


Abiquiu Reservoir 

Floodway 
chiti to Rio Puerco unit- 

Two Rivers Reservoir 


Allegheny Reservoir, 


Buffalo Harbor-North Entrance 
Endicott, Johnson C 


Lakes-Hudson 


City to Albany 


sey pierhead line, New York 
and New Jersey 


lotal estimated cost 


Fiseal year 
1961 


$1, 740, 000 


& 


asda 


i 
r 


16, 100, 000 
120, 000, 000 


66, 100, 000 


rw 
26, 000, OOO 


1, 470, 000 


1, 200, 000 


25, 700, 000 


SO, O00, OOO 


223, OOO 


17, 900, 000 


4, 400, 000 
», 900, 000 


11, 500, 000 


», 000, 000 
38, 950, 000 


37, 200, 000 


5, 770, 000 
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Comparison of costs, fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961 


Total engineering and 
design and supervision 
and administration 


Differ- 
ence Fiscal 
fiscal year year 
1960 and 1961 
1961 


$480, 000 





600, OOO 2, 278, 9O0 
6, 000, 000 





5, 000 





600, 000 7, 374, 000 


3, 470, 000 


70, 000 184, 000 


233, 000 


100, OOO 3, 483, 000 
16,000,0 6, S85, 000 
7 MK) 5 300 
100, 000 2, 265, 500 
$85, 000 

990, OOF 

2, 800, 000 35. 000 


500, 000 1, 020, 000 


1, 647, 000 
900, OOO 2, 885, 000 
30, 000 97, 000 


fiscal year 


Continued 


Total relocations 


Differ- 
Fiscal year ence 
1961 fiscal year 
1960 and 
1961 
$275, 000 $275, 000 
1, 955, 000 142, 000 
9, 683, 201 394, SOL 
7, 800 2 
56, 000 3, 00E 


7, 931, 000 


2, 049, 000 


12, 530, 000 180, COO 
1, 897, 200 5, 500 
355, 000 140, 000 


13, 309, 000 — 149, 000 





NE 


Oni0 | 
Selkir 
rei 


More} 
Pante 
Wilke 


Garris 

Lower 

Red 
Min 
Min 


Capt 
ind 
Ohik 
Dillon 
crreen 
tuck 
tuck 
Mark! 
Indi 
Onhi« 
New 
dam 


ginl 
Pike 


Arkan 
tarie 
Ark: 
See 
Eufau 
Keysti 


Colum 
tion 
Couga 
Green 
Hills € 
John I 
gon | 
Was 
Lower 
sanc 
ind 
Lower 
prote 
Was 
Lower 
prov 
Mul 
trict 
Rogue 





ler- 


year 
and 
61 


75, 000 


2, 000 


94, 800 


3, OOF 


049. 000 


180, C00 


140, 000 


-149, 000 
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Comparison of costs, fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961—Continued 


Project 


Fiscal year 
1961 


| 
| 
“ | 
| 
i 
| 


NEW YORK—continued 

Ohio Street Bridge__.._____. 

Selkirk Shores State Park 
reimbursable) - | 


$3, 000, 000 

160, 000 
NORTH CAROLINA 
1, 500, 000) 


536, 000 
8, 500, 000 


Morehead City Harbor 
Pantego and Cucklers Creeks 
Wilkesboro Reservoir 


NORTH DAKOTA 


294, 000, 000) 
2, 200, 000 


Garrison Reservoir 

Lower Heart River 

Red River of the North, 
Minn. and N. Dak. (See 
Minnesota, ) 

OHIO 

Capt. Anthony Meldahl lock 
ind dam, Kentucky and 
Ohio. (See Kentucky.) 

Dillon Reservoir 

Greenup lock and dam, Ken- 
tucky and Ohio. (See Ken- | 
tucky.) 

Markland 


30, 700, 000 


lock and dam, 


Indiana, Kentucky, and 
Ohio. (See Indiana.) 
New Cumberland lock and 


dam, Ohio and West Vir- 
ginia 
Pike Island lock and dam, 
Ohio and West Virginia 
Shenango River Reservoir, 
Pa. and Ohio. (See Penn- 
sylvania.) 
West Branch, 
River Reservoir 


40, 150, 000 


61, 700, 000 


Mahoning 
9, 320, 000 


OKLAHOMA 


Arkansas River 
taries bank 
Arkansas and 
See Arkansas.) 
Eufaula Reservoir 
Keystone Reservoir 
Oologah Reservoir 


and tribu- 
stabilization, 
Oklahoma. 


141, 000, 000 
111, 000, 000 
35, 100, 000 


ORECON 


Columbia River local protec- 
tion: Malheur River 

Cougar Reservoir 

Green Peter Reservoir. 

Hills Creek Reservoir_. ‘ 
John Day lock and dam, Ore- 
gon and Washington. (See 
Washington.) 
Lower Columbia River fish 
sanctuary program, Oregon 
ind Idaho x é “ . 
Lower Columbia River bank 
protection, Oregon and 

Washington a 
Lower Columbia River im- 
provement to existing works: 
Multnomah Drainage Dis- 
tr ict No. 1 ~ « 
Rogue River at Gold Beach_. 


52882—60——3 


423, 000 
; 49, 200, 000 
. 64, 000, 000 
46, 100. 000 


28, 000, 000 


8, 600, 000 


1, 740. 000 
4, 220, 000 


| Total estimated cost 
| 
| | Difference 


| 


fiscal year 
1960 and 
1961 


_ 


—$1, 520, 000) 


To 
| s ’ 
idesign and supervision} 


tal engineering and | 


and administration | 


7, 000} - 


. 000 


, 000 


100, 000 


900, 000 


, 350, 000 


, 800, 000 


2, 380, 000 


— 16, 000, 000 
— 26, 000, 000 


6, 300, 000 
3, 200, 000 
6, 100, 000 


| 


9, 559, 000 


910, 000 


—480, 000 


Differ- } 
Fiscal ence— 
year | fiscal year 
1961 | 1960 and 
1961 
| 
$180,000} —$75, 600 
163, 000 4, 000 
100, 000) * 
1, 097, 000 113, 000 
29, 270, 000) _ 
250, 400 46, 300 
2, 850, 000 175, 000 
' 
3, 573, 200 —39, 200 
5, 279, 100 138, 100 
1, 563, 000 87, 900 
14. 390, 700) —1, 042, 300 
10, 799, 300' —2, 719, 800 
3, 305, 100 267, 100 
14, 500 





, 243, 900 
— 366. 000 


865, 000 


768, 000 
313, 000 90, 100 
277, 600 600 
328, 500 —41, 600 


Total relocations 


Fiscal year 
1961 


$1, 326, 000 


26, 984, 600 
1, 460, 000 


13, 745, 000 


2, 287, 100 


6, 285, 500 


, 709, 000 


, 388, 600 
58, 220, 100 
11, 597, 800 


8, 584, 600 
6, 032, 000 
8, 516, 100 


Difference 
—fiscal year 
1960 and 
1961 


$114, 000 


—347, 000 
25, 500 


698, 300 


—3/, 


100 


, 500 


209, 500 


— 13, 619, (00 
— 18, 400, 900 
—2, 017, 700 


2, 673, 300 
—65, 000 
1, 526, 700 





Comparison of costs, fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961 


OREGON—continued 


The Dalles Dam, Oreg 
Wash z 

Willamette River bank pro- 
tection 


and 


FENNSYLVANIA 
Allegheny River Reservoir, 
Pa. and N.Y 


Bear Creek Reservoir 
Bethlehem 
Bradford 
Brookville oie etd 
Delaware River, Philadelphia 
Naval Base to Trenton 
(See New Jersey.) 
Kettle Creek Reservoir 
Maxwell locks and dam 
Shenango River Reser 
Pa. and Ohio-.- 
Stillwater Reservoir 
Washington 


volr, 


RHODE ISLANI 
Fox Point Barrier, Narragan- 
sett Bay 


SOUTH CAROLINA 

Aquatic Plant Control See 
Louisiana 

Hartwell Reservoir, 
and South 
Georgia. 


Georgia 
Carolina 


See 


SOUTH DAKOTA 

Big Bend Reservoir 

Fort Randall Reservoir 

Missouri River, Kenslers 
Bend, Nebr. to Sioux City, 
lowa. (See Iowa 

Oahe Reservoir 


TENNESSEE 


Barkley Dam, Kentucky and 


Tennessee See Ken- 
tuky 
TEXAS 
Aquatic plant contro! See 
Louisiana 
Brazos Island Harbor ‘ 
Buffalo Bayou 
Canyon Reservoir 
Cooper Reservoir and chan- 


nels_- 

Corpus Christi Bridge 

Freeport Harbor, 36- and 38- 
foot channels and realign- 
ment of Outer Bar Channel 

Galveston Channe] and Har- 
bor (seawall 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
Channel to Port Mansfield 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
Colorado River Channe 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 
Louisiana and Texas 
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Total estimated cost 


Fiscal year 
1961 


$250, 000, 000 


12, 400, 000 


119. 000, 006 
11, 100, 000 
9. 300, 000 
8, 000, DOO 
1, 420, 000 


6, 600, 000 
32, 200, 000 
29, 400, 000 
5 000 
1, 540, 000 





11, 426, 000 


137, 500, 000 
193, 000, 000 


380, 000, O00 


4, 760, 000 
52, 100, 000 
16, 700, 000 
15, 200, 004 
4, 866, O00 

920, 000 
9, 230, 000 
3, 740, 009 


1, 400, OOO 


Difference 
fiscal year 
1960 and 


1961 


300, 


6, 000, 


600, 


— 00, 


l, 


l, 


1, 


-}, 


1 


1 


SO. 


000, 
SOO, 


400 


100, 
80, 


405, 


060, 
569 
000, 
600 
45 


34, 


90, 


000 


000 
000 


O00 
O00 


000 
O00 


OOO 


OOO 
O00 


OO 


000 
000 
O00 


O00 
O00 


000 


, 000 


O00 


Fist 
year 
1961 





al 


— $2, 000. 000'$19. 740, 000 


2. 385, 500 
10, 590, 000 
1, 930, 004 
1, 170, O04 

846, 200 

231, 000 
1, 220, 000 
2, 815, 000 
2, 985, 000 


11240. 000 


2 159. 000 


19 


31 


4 
4 
> 


285 


478 


311, 


400 


14, 600, 000 
406 


800 


4M) 


OO 


712, 000 
399. 000 


995 
193 


91 


SY] 


000 
, 000 


000 


000 


319, 500 


155, 


OOO 


rotal engineering and 
design and supervision 
and administration 


Differ- 
ence 
fiscal year 
1910 and 


1961 


$900 


12¢ 


000 


, 500 


000 


10, 000 


000 
SOO 


. 000 


9, 000 


, 000 


70. 000 


, 400 


On 
Ooo 
300 


O00 


OOO 


Continued 


rotal relocations 


Difference 
fiscal year 
1960 and 

1961 


$21, 291, 200 $401, 000 


66, 346, 000 3, 606, 000 


80, 000}....- = 

7. OO —1, 700 
625. 000 —175, 000 
507, 000 30, 200 


16, 211, 006 913, 000 


642, 800 — 44, 200 
561, 000 31, 000 
3, 552. 000 514, 000 


166, 100 


4, 313, 700 1, 909, 000 
536 000 19, 000 
537. 000 —3, 000 
324, 000 66, 000 


| 


t 
' 
t 





Guat 
Victo 
MeGee 
Mcekin 
man 
Navart 
Port A 
Tt 

Wa 
Pr tor 
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De 
r ns 
S Ay 
Waco |} 
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i \ 
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Pou 
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Comparison of costs, fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961—Continued 



























Tota engineering and | 
is | Totalestimated cost j|design and supervision Total relocations 
' | and administration 
Odin Aimilicioacbpapiaiieone aad ns entice cep teats ia — = edicts 
; Project | | | | 
rence | | Difference | | Differ- Difference 
year | | Fiscal year |—fiscal year| Fiscal ence— Fiscal year |—fiscal year 
and j 1961 | 1960 and year | fiscal year 1961 | 1960 and 
61 | | 1961 | 1961 | 1960and | | 1961 
| | 1961 
| 
rTEXAS—continued | 
| | | 
§ Guadalupe River Channel to 
101, 000 Victoria $8, 240, 000 $1, 070, 000 $253, 000 
McGee Bend Dam _. --.--| 57,400,000} $2,000,000) 6, 662, 600| 272, 100) $14, 025, 000} $294, 800 
enone McKinney Bayou and Bark- | | 
man Creek, Ark. and Tex. | | | 
See Arkansas. | 
Navarro Mills Reservoir 10, 100, 000 1, 500,000! 1, 155. 300 1, 934, 700 : 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
06, 000 Waterway 6, 320, 000 320, 000 468, 000 7, 000 
aianaenns Proctor Reservoir 18, 000, 000 | 900, 000) 1, 933, 400 71, 800 1, 561, 400 86, 000 
—_ ‘ Red River levees below 
—1, 700 Denison Dam. (See Ar- | 
a ausiaaniiade kansas | } 
Sabine- Neches Waterway ‘ 11, 600, 000 400, OOO 805, 000 10, 000 
San Antonio Channel 16, 800, 000 930,000} 2, 294, 300 9, 700 440, 200 11, 700 
Waco Reservoir 37. 300, 000 2.450.000! 3,531, 400 322, 5, 735, 400 284, 400 
VERMONT 
913, 000 Ball Mountain Reservoir 10, 300, 000 200,000, 1, 601, 000 — 38, 000 84, OOO —61, 100 
-44, 200 North Hartland Reservoir 6, 610, 000 440, 000 1, 060, 000 — AQ, 000 60, 300 338, 700 
31, 000 North Springfield Reservoir 6, 580, 000 — 220,000) 1, 107, 000 14, 000 832, 000 71. 000 
rownshend Reservoir 7, O70, 000 —0, 000) 1, 180, 000 23, 000 1, 432, 000 
VIRGINIA 
sodden John W, Flannagan Reservoir 
Pound), Va 19, 200, 000 1, 500,000) 2, 080, 000 105, 000 215, 000 13, 000 
| WASHINGTON 
& Chief Joseph Dam 148, 000, 000 11, 370, 000 690. 400 — 44, 900 
Colfay E 3, 200, 000 180, 000 529, 500) 13, 300 42, 800 2, 700 
Howard A. Hanson (Eagle 
: Gorge) Reservoir 35, 500, 000 ek 4, 201, 000 135, 000 21, 061, 800 392. 900 
| Ice Harbor lock and dam 25, 000, 000 10, 000, 000; 14, 100, 000 665, 900 19, 667, 000 — 826, 900 
John Day lock and dam, 
Oregon and Washington 418, 000,000) 31,000,000) 37,505,000) 2,855,000) 120, 000, 001 11, 684, 000 
514, 000 Lower Columbia River bank 
166, 100 protection, Oregon and 
Washingtor See Oregon 
The Dalles Dam, Oreg. and 
Wast See Oregon.) 
909, 000 
5 WEST VIRGINIA 
East Rainelle 950, 000 110, 000 98, 600 4, 900 
New Cumberland lock and 
da Ohio and West Vir- 
g1inla See Ohio 
Pike Island lock and dam, 
Ohio and West Virginia. 
see Ohio 
Princeton 1, 160, 000 75, 000 104, 100 33, 600 246, 000 
Summersville Reservoir ‘ { 50, 800, 000 4,600,000) 4, 320, 000 295, 000 6, 295. 000 
Williamson_.. 723, 000 58, 000 136, 000 25, 000 
19, 000 
—3, 000 ' WISCONSIN 
— 66, 000 Milwaukee Harbor-Outer 
- Harbor (reimbursement) -. 132, 000 5, 000 
WYOMING 
Jackson Hole 2 480, 000 220, 000 396, 700 13, 300 p8, 800 2, OOO 
. Sheridai oe 1, 800, 000 303, 600 112, 100 37, 000 
| Subtotal 7, 104, 788, 000) —62, 747, 500|/729, 921, 600 872, 900) 1, 017, 138, 300 —10, 471, 600 
Mississippi River and tribu- 
es 1, 253, 190, 000 3, 125, 000/158, 074, 800 = 2, 264, 000 48, 581, 300 2, 016, 500 
Grand total ___...|&, 357, 978, 009 —59, 622, 500/887, 996, 400) 3, 136, 900 1, 065, 719, 600, —8. 455, 100 
' 
ete 
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CONSTRUCTION COST INDEX 


General IrscHNER. May I respond, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, General Itschner. 

General Itscuner. I would like to respond to the question you 
raised as to why, perhaps, the construction contracts executed by | 
the Corps of Engineers have risen in cost in the past decade. It is 
true that they have risen. They have risen very greatly, but they 
have not risen out of proportion to the rise in the essential elements 
of all these contracts; that is, the price of labor and the price of 
materials. We feel that the increase in construction costs to us is 
about in proportion to a weighted average of those natural rises. We 
keep very close touch with that situation by examining cost indexes 
that are used, based upon the cost of labor and the cost of materials 
that go into general types of construction. They have risen very 
greatly. For instance, in 1950 the Engineering News-Record con- 
struction cost index—that is the one that is recognized as standard 
throughout the industry—was 484.7. In 1960, in January, just 1 
month ago it had risen to 811.98, almost 812, so you see with an 
increase like that it is certain that our construction costs must increase 
very greatly. 

NATIONAL DEBT AND FUTURE PROJECT COSTS 

Mr. Cannon. You know, General Itschner, some of us have looked 
forward optimistically to a time in which the Government will live 
within its means and stop increasing the national debt. That it will 
reduce expenditures and that it will be able to reduce taxes. 

The Nation is today walking on financial stilts. It is purely an 
artificial situation. We cannot go along this way indefinitely. If 
we are ever going to pay this national debt, we will have to start now. 
There is no evidence in the testimony that has been given to us this 
morning that we can hope to make any retrenchment in your work. 

You say there will have to be more new starts. You look forward 
to a system in which contractors will always be active, the Corps of 
Engineers will always be busy, and every year there will be enough 
contracts to keep things running. 

In addition to that, you are telling us of the ever-increasing burden 
of maintenance, replacement and repair. I cannot see any future for 
us if all the costs of Government are to increase as well as the charge 
upon the Public Treasury your work has imposed and apparently 
expects to continue in all the years to come. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, may I respond to that point, 
which I think is a very excellent one? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, General Itschner. 

General ItscHner. I mentioned in my opening statement right 
near the beginning that the problem of river basin development has 
a finite solution. We see today the upper Missouri, which has been 
one of our greatest programs, almost entirely filled with dams. There 
is only one more to be started and only one in addition to that that 
has a substantial amount of work still remaining. 

On the Columbia much the same thing can be said. There are 
very few projects left to complete so | think the situation is not 
hopeless. I also said I considered vital to our national welfare that 
we continue with a uniform program of development, because I think 


that is the economical way of doing it, by adding a reasonable number | 
of new starts each vear. | 


| 
| 
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Mr. Cannon. If that continues, I see no prospect except for every 
year a greater charge upon the Public Treasury. And while you are 
completing some of these projects now, you are just looking forward 
to throwing these contractors and these engineers and these appro- 
priations right on into something new somewher e else in the country. 

General ITscHNER. Mr. Chairman, it is true that the operations 
and maintenance costs will increase in future years and I see no hope 
of ever reducing that. However, that portion of our budget is small 
as compared to the amount that we have been having every year for 
new construction, and it is the new construction element that I 
believe will taper off in future years. I would hope, therefore, that 
in time that the total would be reduced as we get these river problems 
solved. 

UNFAVORABLE REPORTS ON PROJECTS 


Mr. Cannon. General Itschner, you tell us here that you are 
making careful inquiry as to whether a project is or is not economically 
justified. If the project appears to be justified, we proceed to complete 
the report, and then you give us one instance, and I do not recall that 
I have heard of many more, in which the detailed studies were not 
warranted. 

I will leave this for you to fill in when the transcript comes to you. 
Tell us, by years, how many surveys were unsound after appropria- 
tions were made in each of the last 5 years, if you will, please. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. I will be glad to furnish that infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Taser. Will you put in the names of those projects? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, give us the names of those projects. 

(The information to be supplied is as follows:) 


During the past 5 fiscal years the Corps of Engineers has submitted a total of 
410 reports to the Congress. Fifty-one percent (209) of these re ports were un- 
favorable to improvement. A list of these unfavorable reports, by fiscal years, 
follows: 


UNFAVORABLE Reports TRANSMITTED TO CoNGREsSS, FiscaL YEARS 1955 To 
1959, INCLUSIVE 


FISCAL YEAR 1955 

Navigation: 

Alsea Bay, Oreg. 

Alamitos Bay, Calif. 

San Rafael Creek, Calif. 

Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers, Desdemona between Vancouver, 

Wash., and Portland, Oreg. 

Buckingham Landing, 8.C. 

Ponce de Leon Inlet, Fla. 

Saint Mary de Galvez Bay to Sound Bay, Fla. 

Monroe Bay and Creek, Va. 
Flood control: 

Missouri River, Cutoff Kansas Citys, Kans. and .Mo. 

Ohio River at and vicinity Cineinn: Ati, Ohio 

Mill Creek drainage basin, Ohio 

Arkansas River at North Little Rock, Ark. 

Yadkin-Pee Dee River and tributaries, North Carolina and South Carolina 
Beach erosion: Grand Isle, La. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1956 


Navigation: 


Wisconsin River, Wis. 

Bon Secour Bay, Ala. 

Des Moines Harbor (Puget Sound), Wash. 
Hudson River, Endikill Creek, N.Y. 

Millers Bay (Squaib Bay), Wash. 

Mobile, Pascagoula, Biloxi, and Gulfport Harbors, Miss. and Ala. 
Wicomico River, Md. 

Seabeck Harbor, Wash. 

Sandy Pond, N.Y. 

Erie Lake to the southerly end of Lake Michigan. 
Herbster Harbor, Wis. 

Carp River-Middle Island, Lake Superior. 
San Diego Harbor, Calif. 

Little Girls Point, Mich. 

Munising Harbor, Mich. 

Fishermans Bay, Lopez Island, Wash. 
Mobile Harbor, Ala. 

Mohawk River, N.Y. 

Big Sandy Creek and Mexico Bay, N.Y. 
Great Lakes-Atlantic tidewaters. 

Galveston Bay and contigous waters, Texas. 
Ludington Harbor, Mich. 

East River and Hell Gate, N.Y. 

Jules Creek, Va. 

MecKanes Bay, Va. 

Pecks Creek, Va. 

Dickinson Bayou, Tex. 

Lake Minnetonka, Minn. 


Waterway from Columbus, Ga., to Pensaccla, Fla., via Chattahoochee 


Springsteel Island Harbor, Lake of the Woods, Minn. 
Tolchester Beach Area, Md. 

New Creek, Staten Island, N.Y. 

Nehalem Bay and River, Oreg. 

Chetco Cove, Oreg. 

Rogue River, Oreg., Wedderburn to Agenss. 

Basin Bayou and Choctawhatchee Bay, Fla. 

Oregon Slough (Columbia River), Oreg. 

Port Orford Harbor, Oreg. 

Waterway Escambia River-Alabama River, Fla. and Ala. 


Flood control: 


Big (Great) Chazy River, N.Y. 

Niobrara River, Nebr. and Wyo. 

Chippewa River, Wis. 

Wisconsin River, Wis 

Rangeline Lake to Oconto River, Wis. 

Nine Mile drain and Carlow ditch, Michigan. 
Lake Superior, Ashland, Bayfield, and Douglas Counties, Wis. 
Nooksack River Basin, Wash. 

Delaware River, Rancocas Creek, N..J. 
Oswego River at Lyons, N.Y. 

Bellevue, Ohio 

Boise River, Idaho, Drv Creek. 

Marshy Hope Creek, Md. 

Arkansas River and tributaries, Conchas Dam. 
Creve Coeur Creek, St. Louis County, Mo. 
Angelica Creek, Allegany County, N.Y. 
Tualatin River, Oreg. 

Ohio River Basin at Sturgis, Ky. 

Genesee River, Allegany County, N.Y. 


Little Missouri River and tributaries, Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota. 


and South Dakota. 
Snohomish River and tributaries, Washington. 
Bayou Black, La. 
Hudson River and tributaries in Rensselaer County, N.Y. 
Las Chollas Creek, San Diego, Calif. 
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Beach erosion: 
Braddock Bay State Park, N.Y. 
Perdido Pass (Alabama Point), Ala. 
City of Kenosha, Wis. 


FISCAL YEAR 1957 
Navigation: 
Siletz River, Bar and entrance, and Drift Creek, Oreg. 
Birnie Creek, Wash. 
Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers below Vancouver, Wash. and Port- 
land, Oreg. 
Kast River and Flushing Bay, N.Y. 
Choctawhatchee Bay, Fla., small-boat channel at Bay Bridge. 
South Harpswell, Maine. 
White River, Ark., between Newport, Ark. and Mississippi River. 
Lake Champlain vicinity of Milton and South Hero, Vt. 
New London Harbor (Bentleys Creek), Conn. 
Mona Lake (Lake Harbor) Channel, Mich. 
Manhasset Bay, N.Y. 
Connecticut River below Hartford, Conn. 
Holden Beach and Lockwoods Folly Inlet, N.C. 
Licking River at and vicinity of Covington and Newport, Ky. 
Branford Harbor, Conn. 
Back River, Md. 
Kalepolepo Boat Harbor, Hawaii. 
| Sacramento and American Rivers, Calif. 
\ Sacramento River and tributaries (debris control, Bear River), California. 
Greenwich Cove, Conn. 
Lake Washington ship canal and Ballard locks, Washington. 
Criehaven Harbor and Matinicus Harbor, Maine. 
Perdido Bay, Ala. and Fla. 
e. St. Lucie Canal, central and southern Florida. 
Flood control: 
Nestucea River and tributaries, Oregon. 
Mahoning and Grand River Basin, Ohio. 
Siuslaw River, Oreg. 
Skagit River and tributaries, Washington. 
Missouri River vicinity Watson, Mo., to vicinity Leavenworth, Kans, 
Middle Guadalupe Basin Conservation District, Texas. 
White River at and below Clarendon, Ark. 
Kanab Creek, Utah and Ariz. 
Reclamation District No. 768, Humboldt County, Calif. 
Salinas River, Calif. 
Elm River Dam, 8. Dak. Special. 
Arkansas River vicinity of Hutchinson, Kans. 
John Day River, Oreg. 
Big Sur River and tributaries, Monterey County, Calif. 
Twomile Creek (south of Bandon), Oreg. 
Littlejohn Creek and Calaveras stream groups, California, 
Dry Creek near Roseville, Calif. 
Bastrop-Fayette Soil Conservation District, Texas. 
South Canadian River, N. Mex., Tex., and Okla., vicinity of Sanford, Tex. 
Missouri River, Big Tarkio River, Little Tarkio, and Squaw Creeks, Mo. 
Cypress Drainage District, Conway and Perry Counties, Ark. 
Taneycomo Lake, Mo. (White River). 
ted River vicinity of Index, Tex. 
Brazos River, Tex., special. 
Beach erosion: 
Saco, Maine 
Chatham, Mass. 


Jakota. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Navigation: 


Broad Creek River, Del. 

Bar Harbor, Maine. 

Arkansas River, Ark. (Grand Prairie). 

Hacks Creek, Northumberland County, Va. 

Eastern (Orland) River, Maine. 

Bonum Creek, Westmoreland County, Va. 

Laguna Mountains in San Diego County, Calif., multipurpose tunnel. 

Manistique Harbor, Mich. 

New Bedford and Fairhaven Harbor, Mass. 

Colorado River, Tex., outlet to Gulf of Mexico. 

East Pass Channel to Choctawhatchee Bay, Fla. 

Boston Harbor, Mystic South Channel, Mass. 

Lock and dam No. 8 near Calion, Ark., Ouachita River. 

Pamlico Sound to Beaufort Harbor at Sealevel, N.C. 

Grays Harbor and Chehalis River, Wash. (south jetty). 

Severn River with particular reference to Ringgold Cove, Anne Arundel 
County, Md. 

Willapa River and Harbor, Wash. 

Willoughby Channel, Va. 

Greenwich Cove, R.I. 

Browns Bay, Gloucester County, Va. 

Port Pierce Harbor, Fla. 

Tangipahoa River and tributaries, Louisiana. 

Little Creek, Princess Anne County, Va. 

Queens Creek, York County, Va. 


Flood control: 


Eufaula Reservoir, Okla. 

Dirty Creek, Okla. 

Ohio River at Evansville, Ind. (Pigeon Creek). 

Arkansas and Walnut Rivers, Arkansas City, Ark. 
Oolagah Reservoir, Verdigris River, Okla. and Kans. 
Winooski River, Vt. 

Oneida Creek and tributaries, New York. 

Coal Creek, Okla. 

Snake River, Portneuf River and Marsh Creek, Idaho. 
Umatilla River, Oreg. 

Embarrass River at Villa Grove, Ill. 

Moreau River, 8. Dak. 

Arkansas River and tributaries, vicinity Hannaberry Lake area, Arkansas. 
Allegheny River at Coudersport, Pa. 

Spring Creek, Yell County, Ark. 

Palarm Creek, Pulaski and Faulkner Counties, Ark. 
White River and tributaries, Newport and Augusta, Ark. 
Spadra Creek, Johnson County, Ark. 

Lost Creek at Seneca, Mo. 

Dry Hollow, Wasco County, Oreg. 

Dogy and Clear Creeks, Osage County, Okla. 

Strong City, Cottonwood River, Kans. 

Arkansas River, Levee District No. 1, Conway County, Ark. 
Coosa River and tributaries, vicinity Rome, Ga. 

Dutch Creek, Scott and Yell Counties, Ark. 

Devils River and tributaries, Texas. 

Arkansas River, vicinity Bixby, Okla. 


Arkansas River, Drainage and Levee District No. 10, Conway County, Ark. 


Tobaceo Run, Md. 
East End Levee District, Little Rock, Ark. 


Beach erosion: Thames River to Niantic Bay, Conn. 


FISCAL YEAR 1959 


Navigation: 


Eagle Harbor, Wash. 

Appomattox River at Hopewell, Va. 

Pond and Rough Rivers, Ky. 

Mississippi River and tributaries, Natchez, Miss. 
Eastern Branch of Elizabeth River, Norfolk, Va. 
Pine Orchard, Branford, Conn. 

Pine Island Bayou, Tex. 
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Flood control: 
Hickory Creek, Okla. 
Chickalah Creek, Logan and Yell Counties, Ark. 
Cane Creek, Okla. 
Fishing River and tributaries, Excelsior Springs, Mo. 
Mississippi River, vicinity Plattin Creek, Crystal City and Festus, Mo. 
Mad River above Hoffman Dam, Ohio. 
Alice, Tex. 
Crooked Creek at Harrison, Ark. 
Little Black River, Mo. and Ark. 
aeee Fork of Mohican River, Ohio. 
Cadron Creek, Ark. 
Archey Fork of Little Red River, Ark. 
Northwestern Alaska. 
Yakima River and tributaries, Washington 
Soddy and Little Soddy Creeks, Tenn, 
Coos Bay, Oreg. 
Cedar River, Wash. 


EFFECT OF RECREATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Cannon. I would like for you to tell us how many of the 
budgeted projects you found feasible last year were found feasible 
because you included enough recreation to make them feasible. 

Then will you give us, please, General Itschner, a tabulation of the 
projects for this coming year which you are now approving and 
recommending in which “the amount estimated for recreation makes it 
feasible and without which the project would not be warranted. 

General ItscunErR. Yes, sir. I will be glad to furnish that informa- 
tion, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

ixcept for Carlyle Reservoir, Ill., there are no reservoir projects in the corps 
fiscal year 1961 budget that require recreation benefits to justify the improvement. 

With respect to Carlyle Reservoir, recreation is an authorized project purpose, 
for which an appropriate non-Federal contribution is required. In the report of 
the Chief of Engineers on which the project authorization was based, recreation 
benefits and costs were included in the economic analysis, which developed a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.26 to 1; and they are similarly included in the current 
project benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1. The recreation, fish, and wildlife benefits 
from Carlyle Reservoir will be realized upon reallocation of 200,000 acre-feet of 
flood control storage to joint-use purposes, after the upstream Shelbyville Reser- 
voir is completed. At that time, local interests are required to reimburse the 
Federal Government for 5.75 percent (presently estimated to be $2,520,000) of 
the cost of construction of Carlyle Reservoir, for the recreation, fish, and wildlife 
benefits provided. 

General IrscHNER. I might say we do have a limitation of 15 
percent on the amount that we will allow for recreation. 

Mr. Cannon. You have never allowed more than 15 percent? 

General ItscHNER. We do not allow more than 15 percent for 
recreation. That is an arbitrary cutoff point, regardless of the 
apparent economics. 


LUMP-SUM APPROPRIATION FOR PROJECTS 


Mr. Cannon. You tell us that if we appropriated the entire amount 
at once we would find various advantages in it; among others, that the 
contractor would be in position where he would be better able to 
estimate the situation and where he would be able to make a lower bid. 

When I go out and contract to have a building erected, I enter into a 
contract with a builder as to the exact amount | will pay him and 
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| 
regardless of what happens, what conditions are changed, or what may : 
eventuate that is the amount I pay him and I never pay him any more, | 
In all of these projects up to this time we are told every year that] 
due to this, that, and the other circumstance, it has been necessary | 
to increase the amount. Would we, if we made one final lump-sum | 
appropriation for a project, be able to close the contract with the| 
contractor and regardless of what happened and regardless of future 
contingencies, pay him that amount and no more, and he would 
complete the project according to specifications for that amount, and 
no more? 
General Irscuner. I am sure that that would not be the case, sir, 


conditions different than those given in the bidding documents. 

Mr. Cannon. And you think he could always find such conditions 
and developments? 

General IrscHnER. No, sir. I am just giving examples of what 
might happen. I think in some cases we could execute a contract 
that would perhaps be unchanged but that would be the exception 
rather than the rule. 


CHANGES IN PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 


The trouble is we often find that our plans and specifications are 
not perfect. I have never yet seen any that were except when a 
contract is for a repe titive type of structure, because there are always 
errors in plans. They are sometimes not very significant. We 
cannot hope to eliminate those errors unless we want to spend a very 
large amount of money for design, so if we direct the contractor to 
make a change, we must pay him for that change. 

I do not think that the amounts in these changes need be very great 
except in cases where we have very unusual foundation conditions. 

We found such a situation on the St. Lawrence Seaway, where 
nobody, including our Government estimators, recognized the true 
condition of the material which the contractors had to excavate and 
we were obliged, therefore, to make change orders on the basis of 
changed conditions, and we had to pay the contractor for them. 

I do think that this method that I have suggested of having a 
single appropriation for the entire project would reduce the amount 
of such changes. 

Mr. Cannon. You know, General Itschner, mathematics is an 
exact science and at West Point mathematics is emphasized. None 
of the work of the Corps of Engineers, many of whose officers are gradu- 
ates of West Point, could, in some instances, be considered either exact 
or scientific. Why is it that the school, which above all schools empha- 
sizes mathematics and physics, cannot compile specifications which can 
be submitted to a contractor, just as we submit a contract for a build- 
ing down here on Pennsylvania Avenue? 

General Irscuner. I think you would find, sir, if you looked into 
the history of buildings built on Pennsylvania Avenue or any place 
else in Washington that there are just as many change orders on those 
structures, perhaps more, than there are on the tv pic ‘al Corps of E ngi- 
neers project. I say that with some knowledge, sir, because in our 
military construction, with which this committee is not presently con- 
cerned, we do most of our design through the employment of architect- 
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engineers. We get the best in the country and we find that there are 
relatively many, many more changes required after a contract is en- 
tered into for those projects than we find on our civil works contracts, 
where we largely design projects ourselves. 

[ am sure we are most anxious that our plans and specifications be 
improve e ‘d so that we have as few changes as possible, and I would like 
to say “‘no changes,” but I am realistic enough to know that such a 
day will never come; but we certainly will approach it and have that 
as our objective. 

\Ir. Cannon. It is a consummation devoutly to be desired. 


FLOOD PLAIN REGULATION 


I notice you discuss here the question of flood plain regulation, the 
need for more effective regulation for the control of flood plains of our 
rivers. 

Why would that require legislation? 

General Irscuner. The only thing that we can do, sir, to help in 
the matter is to recommend in our survey reports as a esorassncntt of 
ne al cooperation that flood plain zoning se legislated by or agreed to 
by local interests. We have done that in some cases ine re we con- 
sider it to be desirable, but we do feel that there is a need for Federal 
legislation which would authorize us to provide information and advice 
for specific localities where we feel there is a problem, when requested 
by a State or a responsible local agency. This is not in connection 
with any particular survey report, but nationwide and outside of 
survey reports. 

Such a law—and we have one in preparation in draft form-——would 
set a limit, of course, on the annual appropriations that might be used 
for that purpose. It need not be a large amount of money. I believe 
that such a small expenditure would be well justified, particularly in 
view of the fact that we can contemplate that flood plains will be 
used more and more as time goes on as the population increases in 
the country; and if they are so used, then there always are going to 
be efforts made to obtain flood-control projects where today a flood- 
control project would not be required, nor could it be justified. 

[ think that something should be done in order to prevent this very 
thing happening that you are so concerned about—and I think, 
rightly so—that this program will never end. Our experience in the 
past has been that in many places the flood plains are being occupied 
by new construction and we can foresee the day when we are going to 
be asked to protect those projects just as we are today to protect 
structures that were put in many years ago, and perhaps they did not 
know at that time that a flood hazard existed. 


NUMBER OF PERSONNEL 


Mr. Cannon. I see here that by way of summary you refer to 
60,000 civilians and 6,500 officers. 

General Irscuner. That is the total number in the Corps of 
Engineers, yes, sir. Not all of those are engaged in civil works con- 
struction. I do have smaller figures for those. The actual number of 
civilians on civil works is 26,866 and the officer strength is a very 
small number—about 105 at this time. 
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Mr. Cannon. Is that the highest number you have had? 

General Itscuner. It has been running about that number for a 
number of years, sir, above and below. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you propose to increase it in this budget? 

General IrscHNer. The total number is not increased in this budget, 
[t is about the same as it has been. 

Mr. Howes. The end strength is 29,000 that we estimate this year, 

General IrscuNer. End of what year? 

Mr. Howes. End of 1961. 

Mr. Cannon. An increase of how many? 

General ItscHNerR. There will be an increase of 570 sir The end- 
year strength fiscal year 1960 is 28,430 and 1961 end-year strength 
is estimated at 29,000. I should point out that many of these em- 
ployees, of course, are graded employees operating locks, dredges, and 
that type of person. Out of that 60,000, we have about 8,000 engi- 
neers. 

CONSTRUCTION DESIGN 


Mr. Cannon. You give us the 12 principal points which you make 
to your personnel in the 12 divisions. The second is “Our construc- 
tion should be designed without unnecessary embellishments. It 
should be simple, austere, durable, strong, economical to maintain.’ 
That is most commendable, but I wonder if you ever indulge in over- 
simplication ? 

You say that vou urge that “it be designed without embellishment, 
to be simple, austere, strong,’”’ et cetera. Isn’t it possible that you 
spend money unnecessarily to be sure of some contingency which will 
never happen? 

General ItscHNER. Mr. Chairman, we feel that our design criteria 
are conservative because they must be. We have seen too many 
incidents where projects designed on a marginal basis have failed and 
ours have survived. I think it would be quite wrong to overdesign, 
but I think that we must be sure that we are satisfactorily taking 
care of problems which we are trying to solve. 

I could give you many examples of this. For instance, in the 
New England floods, which were so bad in 1955, many of the small 
dams constructed by municipalities or private companies failed and 
when they did fail, they caused more damage to occur than would 
have occurred if they had not been there at all. None of our projects 
failed during that flood and we are all delighted that they had been 
designed soundly. 

I think it would be quite disastrous if we should ever build a dam 
and have it fail, just as the one did in France a short time ago. 

I do not mean to imply that we should spend more money on it 
than is absolutely necessary to insure that soundness. I think the 
amount of money required to insure its safety is money well spent. 

Mr. Evins. Will the chairman yield? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 


DAM FAILURE IN FRANCE 


Mr. Evins. I wonder if General Itschner has any information about 
the dam in southern France which broke and many lives were lost? 
How old was that dam and what was the cause of it breaking? 
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General IrscHNeR. The dam was only 2 or 3 years old, sir. It is 
anew dam. Idon’t know too much aboutit. It was an exceptionally 
thin concrete arch dam and the report has not yet been submitted by 
the Board of French Engineers making the investigation, but it 1s 
believed, as a preliminary opinion, that the failure was caused by the 
failure of the rock at the abutment of that arch dam. 

We have not been in the custom of building many arch dams, 
although we are recommending some now, but if we do, we do so 
only when we know that the abutments are very sound. That is the 
main problem in an arch dam. 


NEW CONSTRUCTION STARTS 


Mr. Cannon. General Itschner, taking the matter up a little more 
in detail, how many new construction starts are in the budget this 
year, and what is the total cost? 

General ItscHNneErR. I have that information, sir. 

We have in this fiscal year 1961 budget 31 new starts for a total 
cost of $305,500,000. The request in fiscal year 1961 for these projects 
is $21 million. 

Mr. Cannon. The first figure is the total cost when completed? 

General ITscHNER. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you anticipate that it can be completed for that 
amount? 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 

As I pointed out, Mr. Chairman, we are making every effort to 
make our estimate realistic. I illustrated how in this past year we 
have reduced our estimates by quite a substantial amount. I have 
every reason to believe that the total amount that I have given you 
will construct the 31 projects. I am sure that some of them will be 
more and some less. 

Mr. Cannon. In that connection, give us in tabular form the total 
cost of each new 1961 construction start, the benefit-cost ratio, and 
the amount of that benefit-cost ratio for recreation. Also show the 
amounts requested for 1961. 

(The information requested follows:) 
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New starts in fiscal year 1961 budget (excluding reimbursements 





| Benefits for— Benefit- 
} iad cost 
| ratio 
with- 
out 
| Total Amount | Benefit-| recrea- 
Project estimated | in fiscal cost tion 
Federal | year 1961} ratio | Recrea-| Fish and and 
cost budget | tion wildlife fish 
| and 
| | | wild- 
life 
bene- 
fits 
(1) | (2 (3 j (4) 5 6 7 
Alaska: 
Homer small boat harbor ‘ $550,000 | $542, 000 1.5 0 0 1.5 
Seldovia small boat harbor._-_- 568, 000 548, 000 1.6 0 0 1.6 
Arkansas: Bull Shoals Reservoir, Ark. and 
Mo., units 7 and 8_. 7,900,000 | 100,000 1.8 0 | 0 1.8 
“alifornia: Santa Cruz Harbor.. . ..| 1,860,000 | 300,000 1.6 |} $187,000 0 5 
c onnecticut: Bridgeport Harbor... _..-.| 3,513,000 | 750,000 2.0 0 0 2.0 
Florida: Port Everglades Harbor___.........-| 8,330,000 | 750,000 1.6 0 0 1.6 
Hawaii: Kawainui Swamp ..-.| 1,090, 000 500, 000 | 3061 0 0 3.0 
Iilinois: Campbells Island _-_- _| 512,000 | 175,000 1.4 0 0 1.4 
Indiana: Monroe Reservoir _| 5, 260, 000 275, 000 23 0 0 2.3 
Towa: Floyd River and tributaries ; ..|10, 400, 000 791, 900 1.3 0 0 1.3 
Kansas: Milford Reservoir__....---- 60, 600, 000 {1, 000, 000 1.6 (2410, 000 0 1.6 
Louisiana: Bayou Chevreuil_- P 556, 000 502, 000 1.8 0 |—$10, 000 1.8 
Maryland: Baltimore Harbor, 42-foot channel. !30, 000,000 /|1, 500, 000 3.1 0 0 3.1 
Michigan: New Poe lock we - ..|43, 200, 000 |1, 350, 000 1.4 0 ( 1.4 
Minnesota: Minnesota River 2, 860, 000 500, 000 2.9 0 0 2.9 
North Carolina: Pantago and C utlers Creek- 536, 000 473, 000 1.5 0 0 1.5 
Oregon: | | 
Green Peter Reservoir 64, 000, 000 |1, 400, 000 1.3 96, 000 0 1.2 
Lower Columbia River bank protection, 
Oregon and Washington Salle _.| 8, 600, 000 400, 000 1.4 0 0 1.4 
Pennsylvania: | 
Maxwell locks and dam_.___._-..- ...|32, 200, 000 |1, 400, COO 3.5 0 0 3.5 
Washington __ : | 1,540, 600 400, 000 1.2 0 0 1.2 
Rhode Island: Fox Point barrier. ss __}11, 426, 000 800. 000 2.4 0 0 2.4 
Texas: Freeport Harbor: 36- and 38- foot chan- 
nels and realinement outer bar channel sl 920, 000 899, 000 | 8.0 0 0 8.0 
Washington: Colfax 3, 200, 000 425, 000 1.8 0 0 1.8 
West Virginia: Williamson-- 723, 000 300, 000 2 0 0 


! This amount represents benefits to recreational boating. However, the project as recommended in the 
survey document divided such benefits on 50-50 basis for purposes of allocating cost between the Federal 
Government and local interests. The cost to local interest is now estimated to total $1,110,000, including 
i cash contribution of $990,000. 


? Recreational benefits were not used in developing benefit-cost ratio of 1.6. 
PROJECTS BEING COMPLETED 


Mr. Cannon. How many projects will be completed this vear and 
what is their total cost? 

General ItscHNER. This year we will complete five projects—that 
is during fiscal vear 1960. Their total cost will be $388,031 ,000. 

Mr. Cannon. We will have no further concern with them until 
through age or accident they require repair? 

General Irscuner. We will have no further construction expendi- 
tures for those projects, sir. We will require operation and mainte- 
nance and repair and rehabilitation at some time, we hope, in the 
distant future. 

Mr. Cannon. Will vou insert a list of projects to be completed 
with 1961 funds in the record at this point? 

(The information requested follows: 
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Prosects To Bre CompLETED WirTH Fiscat YEAR 1961 BupcEr REQUEST 


\labama: Jackson lock and dam New Jersey: New York Harbor-New 
\laskaz Jersey pierhead line 

Homer Harbor New York: Endicott, Johnson City, and 

Seldovia Harbor Vestal 
Arkansas: MeKinney Bayou and Bark- North Carolina: 

man Creek, Ark. and Tex. Morehead City Harbor 
California: Pantego and Cucklers Creek 

Carbon Canyon Reservoir North Dakota: Lower Heart River 

Mill Creek Levees Ohio: 

Port Huenene Harbor Dillon Reservoir 

San Antonio and Chino Creeks New Cumberland locks and dam, 

San Lorenzo Creek Ohio and West Virginia 

Santa Clara River Oregon: 

Success Reservoir Malheur River, Vale unit 
Connecticut: Thomaston Reservoir Rogue River, Harbor at Gold Beach 
Florida: Tampa Harbor Multnomah County Drainage Dis- 
Hawaii: Honolulu Harbor trict No. 1 
lowa: Missouri River—Kenslers Bend, Pennsylvania: 

Nebr. to Sioux City, Lowa Bear Creek Reservoir 
Kentucky: Greenup locks and dam, Bradford 

Kentucky and Ohio Stillwater Reservoir 
Louisiana: Texas: 

Barataria Bay Brazos Island Harbor 

Bayou Chevreuil Corpus Christi bridge 

Plaquemine- Morgan City, alternate Freeport Harbor 

route Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 
Massachusetts: Colorado River channel 

Quincy shore Vermont: 

West Hill Reservoir Ball Mountain Reservoir 

Weymouth Fore River North Hartland Reservoir 
Michigan: Grand Marais Harbor North Springfield Reservoir 
Minnesota: Townsbend Reservoir 

Mississippi River between the West Virginia: 

Missouri River and Minneapolis, East Rainelle 
Minn.: rectification of damages Princeton 
ted River of the North, Minn., Mississippi River and tributaries: Vicks- 
S. Dak. and N. Dak. burg Harbor 
Missouri: 
Canton 


Fabius River Drainage and Levee 
District 


VETO OF 1960 NEW STARTS 


Mr. Cannon. At the same time that you were beginning to formu- 
late this budget with all of these new starts, the President was busy 
vetoing the 1960 bill because it had new starts in it. What cireum- 
stances have changed since the time that bill was vetoed because it 
had new starts in it? 

General Irscuner. I would like to comment on that, sir. This 
year we will spend for construction, excluding operation and mainte- 
nance and all the other nonconstruction types of expenditures, an 
estimated $675 million. 

As I indicated, we have estimated $305,500,000 to cover the total 
cost throughout the years for the new starts for construction, so you 
can see that the amount of new starts added is less than half ‘the 
amount that we are spending this vear for construction, so if we 
keep on in that ratio the program will be reduced rather materfally 
ina few years. 
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NEW CONSTRUCTION STARTS OR RESUMPTIONS FOR 1960 NOT YET STARTED was 


vet 
Mr. Cannon. We will insert in the record at this point a list of | Oct 
40 of last year’s new starts in which the corps has not yet started I 
construction. win 
(The information referred to follows:) the 
New Consrrucrion Starts oR REesuMPTIONS FoR FiscaL YEAR 1960 Wuicns | . ‘ 
Have Nor Yer BEEN SrartTEpD oe 
Alaska: Dillingham Harbor. in t 
California: ° 
Mill Creek levees. this 
New Hogan Reservoirs. | 
Redwood City Harbor (1945 modification). not 
San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek. | 
Connecticut: 
Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir. | pro 
Mad River Reservoir. \ 
Florida: Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee River to Anclote River. tha 
Hawaii: Kahului Harbor. | 
Illinois: ' 
Drury Drainage District. the 
Henderson River diversion. whi 
Hunt Drainage District and Lima Lake Drainage District. : I 
lowa: Red Rock Reservoir. I h: 
Kansas: | - 
Council Grove Reservoir. pro 
Wilson Reservoir. sult 
Kentucky: No. 2 Barren Reservoir. has 


Louisiana: Barataria Bay Waterway. » the 
Massachusetts: Naat 
Boston Harbor reserved channel. ul 
Westville Reservoir. con 
Michigan: Grand Marais Harbor. to 
Missouri: Des Moines and Mississippi River Levee District No. 1. pro 
Nebraska: Gering Valley. f 
New Mexico: Two Rivers Reservoir. Ont 
New York: 
Buttermilk Channel, New York Harbor. 
Hudson River, 32-foot channel. 


' 
New York Harbor, widen New Jersey pierhead line channel at bends. ’ 
North Carolina: h 
Morehead City Harbor. oo 
Wilkesboro Reservoir. \ 
Ohio: West Branch Reservoir, Mahoning River. 
Oregon: Malheur River, Yale unit. 
Pennsylvania: | Ten 
Brookville. 
Shenango River Reservoir. ri 
Texas: 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway: 
Channel to Port Mansfield. 
Colorado River Channel. Flor 
Proctor Reservoir. . 
West Virginia: | 
East Rainelle. \ 
Princeton. S Lew 
Mississippi River and tributaries: p Mas 
West Tennessee tributaries, Tennessee. i noes 


Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee. : 
Yazoo Basin, Yazoo backwater, Mississippi. ai 
Mr. Cannon. Why are you scheduling more new starts, General, | W's 
inasmuch as you had difficulty getting last year’s projects underway? | 
General IrscHNER. We had difficulty getting the fiscal year 1960 | — 
new starts underway for several reasons. In the first place, the bill 
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was not passed until September 10 of 1959. That meant we did not 
get our allocations of funds from the budget until the latter part of 
October. 

It is completely impossible to start many of these projects in the 
winter, and in those cases we are planning to start them as soon as 
the weather breaks in the spring. 

Mr. Cannon. With 31 more on top of that where will we be at this 
time next year? 

General IrscHNER. We are sure that of the new starts that we had 
in the fiscal year 1960 budget all but six will be started by the end of 
this fiscal year. 

In the case of those six, one of them is not yet authorized so we can- 
not start that project until Congress authorizes it. 

In the case of four projects we are waiting for local interests to 
provide the cooperation which they are required by law to provide. 

We have every reason to believe that they will be able to provide 
that local cooperation between July and October of 1960. 

In many cases the local cooperation cannot be accomplished until 
they have an election to pass a bond issue or something of that nature 
which has delayed the project. 

| might say there is one project in a different situation than those 
| have given you. This is the Gering and Mitchell Valleys, Nebraska 
project. We there have had difficulty due to changed conditions re- 
sulting from storms after the survey report was prepared. The result 
has been that we have had to reexamine the entire project. Some of 
the large concrete structures which existed there which we did not 
build washed out and it may well be that the revised plan will require 
construction so much more costly than is authorized that we may have 
to come back to Congress to get a new authorization because the 
project today is not at all the project which we visualized at the time 
of authorization. 


SMALL REHABILITATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Cannon. In your statement you referred to $2 million for small 
rehabilitation projects costing less than $400,000. 

Will vou please insert a list of those in the record? 

(The information requested follows:) 


Tentative list of small rehabilitation projects the total cost of which is $400,000 or less 


Type of Tentative 
project | allocation 
Florida; Jacksonville Harbor. __. ais 3 . Navigation $160, 000 
Illinois: | 
Illinois Waterway 7 — . a aal ae 250, 000 
Ohio River lock and dams, lock 52 do 90, 000 
Mississippi River, Missouri River to Minnesota, Iilinois, Missouri |__...do ‘ 45, 000 
Minnesota, and Iowa. | 
Louisiana: Bayou La Fourche _....___...--- o- ‘ ee ; 109, 000 
Massachusetts: Hyannis Harbor. ______-- Nl i a ie E do 45, 000 
— York: W hitney Point Reservoir ; ; | Flood control 100, 000 
no: 
Conneaut Harbor ss a Ls 7 Navigation... 265, 000 
Ohio River lock and dams, lock 16 ruidew: miKy 2 Met a WS do 336, 000 
Oklahoma: Hulah Reservoir et ae eee oa, ; ....| Flood control 250, 000 
Wisconsin: Port Wing Harbor...............---.---.- ; Navigation. __- 350, 000 
idee re Eo , “ee 2, 000, 000 
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LOCAL PROJECTS DEFICIENT IN MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. With respect to maintenance vou will insert in the 
record a list on which local interests are delinquent in maintenanee, 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LocaLt FLoop Protection PrRosgEcTsS DEFICIENT IN MAINTENANCE AS OF 
DECEMBER 1959 


CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS YEAR 


The number of projects deficient in maintenance remains unchanged at 17. 
Maintenance deficiencies reported March 1959 on Brookport, Prattville, and 
Tucker Lake have been corrected and those projects are removed from the list. 
Maintenance deficiencies on eee Red River below Denison Dam, Ark., 
Atascosa River and Bonita Creek, Tex., and Polecat Creek, Okla., cause addition 
of those projects to the list re ported December 1959. 


Estimated Normal annual 
Project repail maintenance 
cost cost 
Arkansas: 
Black River, Poplar Bluff to Knobel $20, 000 $1, 900 
Cardens Bottom Drainage District No. 2 8, 500 2, 000 
Red River below Denison Dam ! 106, 000 7,050 
Illinois: 
Reevesville-Cache River : 16, 000 5, 000 
Shawneetown 55, 000 1, 400 
Indiana 
Breevort Levee 25, 000 8, 500 
Muncie 40, 100 5, 000 
Iowa: Dry Run, Decorah_ _. 15, 000 3, 300 
Oklahoma: Polecat Creek 50, 000 5, 900 
Oregon 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 8 . 20, 000 2, 000 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 9 35, 000 2, WO 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 13___- 30, 000 2, 000 
Gardner Flats area 2, 500 300 
Magruder Drainage District__- 15, 000 1,000 
Smith River area 30, 000 2, 400 
Texas: Atascosa River and Bonita Creek, Plessanton 5, 000 1, 000 
Washington: Deep River area J 5, 000 700 
Total.. ; ’ : : 2 478, 100 


' 1 deficient unit is in Texas 
2 This compares with an estimated cost of $681,500 as of March 1958. 


General IrscHnerR. We have 17 projec ts throughout the country, 
sir, which we consider to be delinquent in maintenance at this time. 
[ am pleased to report that maintenance deficiencies reported a year 
ago at the time of defending the fiscal year 1960 budget on three 
projects have been brought up now to a standard which we consider to 
be satisfac tory. 

On the other hand we find we have added to our list three projects 
which have deficient maintenance. 

Mr. Cannon. It is still your policy to decline to go ahead until the 
delinquency has been taken care of? 

General Irscuner. We will not go ahead with improvements on 
that project until they correct the deficiencies. We have a survey 
every year of all of our projects requiring local maintenance and we 
consult with the local officials in an endeavor to get them to bring their 
projects up to proper maintenance standards. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, unless you enforce this contract we have 
with them, they may take the same course. 

More and more funds are being requested for recreation facilities. 
More and more they are becoming a factor in the benefit-to-cost ratio. 
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Mr. Taper. Are you asking in this particular question, Mr. Chair- 
man, for the amount included in recreation and the benefit-to-cost ratio 
both with and without it so we can see its effect on the benefits? 

Mr. Prixton. Is fish and wildlife benefits also included in recreation 
or is that separate? 

Mr. Cannon. We will be glad to have the General include that. 

General IrscHNER. We will do the best we can to include the fish and 
wildlife benefits. They may be virtually impossible to get but we will 
do our best. 

Mr. Pitition. I know there has been difficulty in estimating that. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a factor in many of the ratios. 

General IrscHNER. Where we have it, there will be no difficulty in 
providing it. In other cases it has not been evaluated in monetary 
terms. We will try to give you an estimate. 


RECREATION FACILITIES POLICY 


Mr. Cannon. What general policies have you developed to assure 
uniformity on recreational facilities? 

General IrscHNrER. We have stressed in our discussions and in our 
publications to the divisions and districts the necessity for trying to 
develop a more uniform treatment of recreational features of our 
projects. At the present time we have appointed a committee com- 
posed of representatives of our office and some of the field agencies 
charged with making a study in an endeavor to try to obtain more 
uniform treatment of these recreational features. I think that by 
the time we meet with you next vear we will have something to 
present to you on that subject. 

Mr. Cannon. Have you considered putting such projects on a 
remunerative basis? 

General IrscHNER. With respect to boat ramps and similar type 
facilities they are built by us and there is no charge made for their use. 
We have considered the possibility of charging, let us say, a parking 
fee for vehicles which park so they can use that boat ramp, or perhaps 
a fee for vehicles going down to the water and launching their small 
craft. 

1 am very much afraid that the provisions of the laws which 
authorize the use of reservoir surfaces and provide that we must 
furnish access thereto might be violated by our charging for use of the 
ramps. 

We do charge for other things indirectly by having concessionaires 
take over other features of these recreational projects. 

Mr. Cannon. What distinction would there be, General, between 
that charge and a charge of entrance fees in national parks? Would 
that not be identical? 

General IrscHNER. I am not familiar with the national park laws. 
I do know that they charge entrance fees to some “e perhaps all 
of the parks, I am not sure. It is on a once-a-year license basis. 
| think it would be much more feasible for us to ¢ hie on that same 
principle rather than try to charge each time a car uses a ramp. 

If it was desired by Congress we could charge an annual fee of 
$1 or some small amount for the use of these facilities. 
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COST OF RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Cannon. We shall insert a tabulation at this point showing a 
comparison of estimated total costs for 1960 and 1961 for recreation 
facilities. We shall also insert a list of the projects covered by the 
lump-sum estimate for recreation facilities on completed projects. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Continuing projects for which funds for recreational facilities are requested in fiscal 
year 1961 


Total estimated cost, 





recreational facilities Amount 

Project . included in 

fiscal year 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 1961 budget 

1960 1961 

Ball Mountain Reservoir, Vt : iaahbtaanaibe ied $43, 500 $43, 000 $43, 000 
Black Butte Reservoir, Calif___-- . 310, 000 325, 000 40, 000 
Chief Joseph Dam, Wash ee : ‘ 43, 500 41, 000 20, 000 
Dillion Reservoir, Ohio_.__._.._._--. hi el . | 60, 000 64, 000 24, 000 
Fort Randall Reservoir, 8. Dak éu 237, 700 237. 700 | 32, 800 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak : ‘ ; 345, 500 366, 200 | 23, 800 
Greenup locks and dam, Kentucky and Ohio_---- j 50, 000 103, 000 76, 800 
Hartwell Reservoir, Ga. and §.C._______- 602, 000 602, 000 102, 000 
Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg ; : ‘ ; 36, 000 36, 000 35, 000 
Ice Harbor lock and dam, Washington__-___- eee 108, 600 119, 000 113, 800 
Jackson lock and dam, Alabama__._- 29, 000 60, 000 60, 000 
Navarro Mills Reservoir, Tex._....-.-- ; ; 250, 200 | 225, 200 25, 000 
New Cumberland lock and dam, Ohio and West Virginia 50, 000 4, 500 4, 500 
New Hogan Reservoir, Calif___- ; 355, 000 375, 000 40, 000 
North Hartland Reservoir, V t_-.- re ; 100, 000 100, 000 84, 000 
North Springfield Reservoir, Vt 30, 000 30, 000 30, 000 
Oahe Reservoir, 8. Dak. and N, Dak____.__-- 419, 400 436, 600 65, 000 
Oologah Reservoir, Okla__.__.__.._- 63, 000 237, 000 137, 000 
Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo- _.- : 350, 000 350, 000 100, 000 
Russian River Reservoir, Calif ; 50, 000 100, 000 90, 000 
Success Reservoir, Calif s 210, 000 220, 000 195, 000 
Table Rock Reservoir, Ark. and Mo 4fe5 : 444, 800 835, 000 268, 700 
Terminus Reservoir, Calif. _____- 250, 000 255, 000 48, 000 
The Dalles Dam, Ore. and Wash ee 66, 700 33, 000 | 65, 200 
Townshend Reservoir, Vt__-._-- eciddhaameetle 44, 000 . 000 44, 000 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans . 500, 000 , 000 123, 000 
West Hill Reservoir, Mass______- crt sap ser eae ie 0} 30, 000 30, 000 


Total, construction general bhoponee j - 5, 048, 900 5, 872, 200 1, 920, 600 


Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries 


Arkabutla Reservoir, Miss_...........-- ? 365, 000 672, 000 | 70, 000 
Enid Reservoir, Miss etc 295, 000 | 1, 017, 000 50, 000 
Grenada Reservoir, Miss ‘ 276, 000 657, 600 30, 000 
Sardis Reservoir, Miss_._......_.- es 618, 000 | 1, 029, 000 50, 000 
Wappapello Reservoir, Mo- --- . 175, 300 245, 000 | 40, 000 

Total, flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries 1, 729, 300 3, 620, 600 240, 000 

Total Dic denk pe eceihal. Mabe damebdaabeboennky 6, 778, 200 9, 492, 800 2, 160, 600 
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Continuing projects for which no funds for recreational facilities are requested in 





ig a fiscal year 1961 
Lion cr a 
the Total estimated cost, 
ets recreation facilities 
cts, Project hs 
Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1960 1961 
iscal : = eg ee ee ee ae ee — — . | a 
Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir, N. Mex a coca . $19, 600 $31, 000 
es Allegheny Reservoir, Pa. and N.Y _- zs ; . 511, 000 542, 000 
Barkley Reservoir, Ky. and Tenn_-_- : 418, 000 443, 000 
Beaver Reservoir, Ark 3 ; ‘ 230, 000 523, 000 
nt Big Bend Reservoir, S. Dak._.__- ‘ 227, 000 | 525, 000 
din Canyon Reservoir, Tex. 400, 000 330, 000 
‘ear Capt. Anthony Meldahl locks and dam, Kentucky and Ohio ; 50, 000 100, 000 
dget Carlyle Reservoir, [l_- 191, 000 640, 000 
Columbia lock and dam, Alabama and Georgia. _- 60, 000 60, 000 
Cooper Reservoir, Tex- - -- 158, 000 193, 000 
: Cougar Reservoir, Oreg ‘ 32, 000 32, 000 
3, 000 Council Grove Reservoir, Kans | 215, 000 156, 000 
1), 000 Dardanelle lock and dam, Arkansas ; ee ha s 300, 000 720, 000 
10, 000 Eufaula Reservoir, Okla__- ; eae 700, 000 700, 000 
4, 000 Green Peter Reservoir, Oreg . 99, 000 99, 000 
2, 3800 Greers Ferry Reservoir, Ark - 260, 000 570, 000 
3, 800 Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir, N.H 180, 000 180, 000 
~ 800) John Day Reservoir, Oreg. and Wash- 400, 000 430, 000 
“> 000 John W. Flanagan (Pound) Reservoir, Va__- 103, 000 109, 000 
5, 000 John Redmond (Strawn) Reservoir, Kans_ 219, 600 219, 600 
3, 800 Kettle Creek Reservoir, Pa ‘ , 0 14, 000 
0, 000 Keystone Reservoir, Okla__- | 330, 000 330, 000 
9, 000 Markland lock and dam, Indiana and Ohio- | 52, 200 600, 000 
4, 500 McGee Bend Reservoir, Tex 500, 000 475, 000 
0, 000 Milford Reservoir, Kans 121, 500 451, 500 
4, 000 Monroe Reservoir, Ind_- 400, 000 424, 000 
0, 000 Nolin Reservoir, Ky 281, 600 202, 000 
5, O00 No. 2 Barren Reservoir, Ky aN 292, 200 475, 000 
7, 000 Pomona Reservoir, Kans 40, 700 187, 700 
0, 000 Pike Island lock and dam, Ohio 50, 000 51, 700 
0, 000 Pine Flat Reservoir, Calif 40, 000 
5, 000 Proctor Reservoir, Tex 500, 000 
5, 700 Red Rock Reservoir, Iowa 586, 000 
5, 000 Shenango River Reservoir, Pa ; 130, 900 
5, 200 Summersville, Reservoir, W.Va 100, 000 106, 000 
4, 000 Thomaston Reservoir, Conn . : 27, 000 27, 000 
3, 000 Two Rivers Reservoir, N. Mex 0 8, 000 
0, OOU Waco Reservoir, Tex... 425, 000 410, 000 
“0 Walter F. George lock and dam, Alabama and Georgia 205, 000 205, 000 
0, GO West Branch Mahoning River Reservoir, Ohio 95, 000 101, 000 
Westville Reservoir, Mass__- 140, 000 36, 000 
Wilkesboro Reservoir, N.C_ 100, 000 100, 000 
), 000 Wilson Reservoir, Kans_- 228, 000 228, 000 
), 000 
ve Total 9, 743, 400 12, 341, 400 
D, 000 Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries- : None None 
), 000 
0, OUD 
D, 600 1961 approved budget allowances—Recreation facilities at completed projects by States 
State and project 
Alabama: Amount 
Demopolis lock and dam _ - $15, 000 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Alabama, Florida, and Georgia (see 
Georgia). 
Warrior lock and dam 15, 000 
Total, Alabama_ _-__- 30, 000 
Arkansas: 
Blakely Mountain Reservoir - -_- 3 65, 000 
Blue Mountain Reservoir_- 12, 000 
Bull Shoals Reservoir, Ark. and Mo 20, 000 
Narrows Reservoir__-_ 65, 000 
Nimrod Reservoir _ _ - eet 120, 000 
Norfork Reservoir, Ark. and Mo - ; 15, 000 


Ki eS a Dna: a 189, 000 





Ko 
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1961 approved budget allowances— Recreation facilities at completed projects by | dC 
States—C ontinued t 
State and project : 
California: im if Nort! 
Engelbright Reservoir ; Ly ; ae $10, 000 ( 
Pine Flat Reservoir 5 , hs ‘ 92, 000 J 
f Nort! 
Total, California . 102, O00 fF Ohio: 
Colorado: John Martin Reservoir ee de wey 15, 000 
Connecticut: Mansfield Hollow Reservoir : Re nce 6, 000 Oklal 
Florida: ‘ 


Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Alabama, Florida, and Georgia (see , 
Georgia ; | 
Okeechobee Waterway ke 2 Siete 15, 000 , 
Georgia: 
\llatoona Dam ae sm : a ed 90, 000 
Bufford Dam ea eee 25 — 2 =i 130, 000 
Clark Hill Reservoir, Ga. and S.C_- ae it 40, O00 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Alabama, Florida, and Georgia_ - - 85, 000 
New Savannah Bluff lock and dam__- ; eo oe 5, 000 Oreg 
Total, Georgia. ee ; St aera a a Sea aE 3d50, 000 
Idaho: Albeni Falls Dam 20, OOF 
Illinois: Upper Mississippi River, navigation pools (11-22) (Rock 
Island district), Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin : 40. 000 
Iowa: Upper Mississippi River, navigation pools (11-22) (Rock ; 
Island district), Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin (see Illinois). wes 
Kansas: it 
Fall River Reservoir é 10, 000 Tem 
Kanopolis Reservoir : a 7, 000 
Toronto Reservoir si See aah 15, 000 


Total, Kansas = : : ee pees a 32 000 


Kentucky: 
Dale Hollow Reservoir, Ky. and Tenn. (see Tennessee). i 
W olf Creek Reservoir - : . oF = 2) OOO Texe 
Louisiana: Bayou Bodeau Reservoir 


ss es j Gite Ed ee 10, O00 


\Massachuse tts: 


sirch Hill Reservoir ; . j ; ee a 8, 000 
Hodges Village Reservoir _ : 5, 000 
Knightville Reservoir. : _ 8 000 

Total, Massachusetts______ _- , oe ; 21, 000 

Minnesota: 

Headwaters, Mississippi River_______- mas ae aes mie 3. 000 
Orwell Reservoir ; 1, 000 
Upper Mississippi, navigation pools (1-10) (St. Paul district ‘ 5, 000 

Total, Minnesota ee : s . 9 000 


Missouri: Virg 
Bull Shoals, Ark. and Mo. (see Arkansas) 
Clearwater Reservoir____. a ae . wae : 10, O00 
Norfork Reservoir, Ark. and Mo. (see Arkansas). 
Montana: Fort Peck Dam 


: eee ad 15, 000 " 
Nebraska: Gavins Point_____.._--_- eR. Se. Ree eerrrae 75. 000 as 
New Hampshire: Surry Mountain Reservoir _- - ; &, 000 


New Mexico: Vis 
Conchas Reservoir ee ae et ere nec 15, 000 
Jemez Canyon Reservoir _ - 3, 000 


Total, New Mexico 18, 000 
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1961 approved budget allowances—Recreation facilities at completed projects by 
States—Continued 

State and project 
North Carolina: Amoun 

Cape Fear River locks and dam Be eee ee oa 2 $5, 000 

John H. Kerr Reservoir, N.C. and Va. (see Virginia) Ca 
North Dakota: Lake Astabula_____________2- i ; ; 6, 000 
Ohio: Berlin Reservoir eo igi . 46, 000 


Oklahoma: 
Canton Reservoir__.- - bf : Lye 30. 000 
Denison Reservoir, Okla. and Tex. (see Texas) 1 oe 
Fort Gibson Reservoir ech eons 38 : 85, 000 
Fort Supply Reservoir. ___._____- bo BEES. fo. ke Sica el ot 20, 000 
Hutah Reservoir: . <<. ek fF Sete 34 ta. 8. ba oe 20, 000 
Polecat Creek (Hayburn) Reservoir________-_- prysii x 15, 000 
Tankiller Ferry Reservoir_- abet ferpie ook un wyeth apes 70, OOO 


eal. (iriengnees occ et oer ols bbs a yyo er 


Se oon bee oie 240, 000 


Oregon: 
Dorena Reservoir... 26.24... Se ee eee 20, 000 
Fern Ridge Reservoir _ ____- . i : ci 33, 000 
Lockout Point Reservoir. _______ be = De sagt 20, 000 
MeNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington___ 25, 000 

Total, Oregon eb baee es hee. pi ioe: iS 

Pennsylvania: Tionesta Reservoir. _. plage) $s... er 7% 

South Carolina: Clark Hill, Ga. and 8.C. (see Georgia) -_ 


98, 000 
38° OOO 


Tennessee: 
Cheatham lock and dam_ tn Bit Nt I ig 15, 000 
Dale Hollow Reservoir, Ky. and Tenn_ _- ey 17, 000 
Ola igtory ioek and:dam. -...- caisson cocks 70, 000 

Total, Tennessee 102, 000 

Texas: 

OILON ROROVVOIN =o 
Benbrook Reservoir___- 


a Narr 90, OOO 
a ae sail ae . vs ate 95, 000 
Dam B Reservoir- Bane er aes les ee 10, 000 
Denison Reservoir, Okla. and Tex_-_____- meats te 135, 000 
Farrells Bridge Reservoir_- eh ag Ne eee eee ; 30, 000 
Grapevine Reservoir___________- 40, OOO 
Hords Creek Reservoir. ____ 35, 000 


Lavon Reservoir__.__.______- Sree a erties or raeS : : 65, 000 
Lewisville Reservoir. _____- Seales 2 125, 000 
ban Aneel teeervor........... vane 60, OOO 


Texarkana Reservoir 
Whitney Reservoir 


25, 000 
75, 000 


Total, Texas 865, 000 
Virginia: 
John H. Kerr Reservoir - - 
*hilpott Reservoir 


aos a ph pares. , 50, 000 
30, 000 


80, OOO 


Total, Virginia 
Washington: 
McNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington. (See Oregon. 
Mill Creek Reservoir__-_-_-__- 
Wisconsin: 
Upper Mississippi River, navigation pools (Rock Island district’ 
Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin. (See Illinois.) 


33, 000 


? 


Grand total 2. 500, 000 


eee nme ween ee »< san=~e - = « . - a - - 
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HURRICANE STUDY REPORT 


Mr. Cannon. In its report last year the committee asked you to 
prepare a definite plan for continuation of hurricane studies. This 
has been done, and we shall insert your report in the record and ask 
you to give us now a brief summary of that report. 

(The report referred to follows:) 


HURRICANE STUDIES UNDER PUBLIC LAW 71, 84th CONGRESS 


Hurricanes of recent years have caused extensive damage and loss of life along | 


the Atlantic and gulf coasts. As an outgrowth of this experience studies were 
authorized by Public Law 71, 84th Congress, with a view to securing data on 
the frequency and behavior of hurricanes; determination of methods of forecasting 
hurricane paths and improving warning services; and determination of possible 
means of preventing loss of life and damage to property, with due consideration 
of the economics of breakwaters, seawalls, dikes, dams, and other structures, 
warning services, or other measures which may be required. 

On the basis of preliminary appraisal of hurricane experience and hazards, and 
subsequent study experience, some 81 reaches and localities along the Atlantic 
and gulf coasts have been selected for further study. These involve several 
thousand miles of tidal shores, hundreds of communities ranging from hamlets 
to metropolitan areas, and several million people. Under repetition of hurricanes 
of record in all of the study areas, damages to property would have to be reckoned 
in billions of dollars and loss of life would be severe. 

In the case of individual coastal reaches and localities the scope of investigation 
being undertaken ranges from limited reconnaissance to full-scale survey. In 
some instances separate studies are being made of subareas of coastal reaches 
where the hurricane problems are susceptible to localized treatment. In all cases 
emphasis is being placed on development of practical means of reducing hazards 
to life and damage to property, and duplication of plans and information available 
under other study programs is being avoided. The Weather Bureau is an im- 
portant participant in the hurricane studies. Estimated total and fiscal year 
costs are as follows: 


Total estimated cost ! $8, 419, 000 
Appropriations through June 30, 1959 4, 602, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal vear 1960 926, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 850, 000 
Requirement for fiscal year 1962_____- 1, 376, 000 


Requirement for fiscal year 1963 ae 458, 000 
Requirement for fiscal year 1964__ 7 207, 000 
Total balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 Ae: 2, 041, 000 


1 $2,163,000 (26 percent) of the total is for study of the Narragansett Bay area and $744,000 (9 percent) is 
for studies by other agencies on a reimbursable basis. 


Where studies disclose that measures for direct protection against hurricane- 
induced inundation and wave damage are justified, and local interests are willing 
and able to cooperate in their provision, such measures are being recommended 
to Congress. In areas where hurricane damages have been severe and hazard 
and damage potentials are high, but such factors as borderline economies and 
local inability or unwillingness to cooperate make recommendation of direct 
protection measures inappropriate at this time, studies are being directed toward 
providing guidance to local interests in regard to their local hurricane prepared- 
ness responsibilities, and a basis for additional investigation on an orderly basis 
should the need arise at a later date. Where studies disclose that direct protec- 
tion measures definitely are not feasible, hurricane hazards are being defined and 
corrective actions which may be taken locally are being outlined. 

To date measures for direct hurricane protection have been authorized for 
upper Narragansett Bay, R.I.; New Bedford, Mass.; and Texas City, Tex. (Study 
of the latter area was made under authority other than Public Law 71 but bene- 
fitted from concurrent Publie Law 71 studies.) The total first cost of these meas- 
ures is about $42 million. Projects for hurricane protection at Pawcatuck and 
Stamford, Conn., have been recommended to Congress. The total first cost of 
these is about $6 million. A report on Tybee Island, Ga., has been submitted 
to Congress. Although not favorable to provision of measures for direct hurri- 
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cane protection it outlines hurricane preparedness measures which may be under- 


' taken locally. A report on the south shore of Long Island, N.Y., is being readied 


for distribution to the concerned States and Federal agencies prior to submission 
to Congress. It proposes beach and dune enlargement for hurricane protection 
and beach erosion control at an estimated total first cost in the order of $40 million. 
The six projects for which cost figures are given above will reduce hurricane dam- 
ages by almost $8 million annually. 

Studies of the following coastal reaches and localities are well advanced toward 
completion, and studies of additional areas are in progress. 

Rhode Island coast: Narragansett pier area. 

Connecticut coast, Connecticut River to Pawcatuck River: Mystic area. 

Connecticut coast, New York line to Housatonic River: 

Fairfield area, 
Westport area. 

South shore of Long Island, N.Y., from Jones Inlet to Montauk Point 
(survey report on portion from Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point is 
being readied for submission to State and other interests). 

Atlantie City, N.J., area. 

Baltimore Metropolitan area. 

Washington Metropolitan area. 

Colonial Beach, Va. 

Garden Creek, Va. 

Norfolk, Va. business district. 

Ocracoke Island, N.C. 

Wrightsville Beach, N.C. 

Carolina Beach and vicinity, N.C. 

Cherry Grove, Tilghman, Ocean Drive, Crescent, Atlantic, and Windy 
Hill Beaches, S.C. 

Myrtle Beach, 8.C. 

Brunswick and St. Simons Island, Ga. 

Fernandina Beach, Fla. 

Freeport-Velasco area, Texas. 

Port Arthur and vicinity, Texas. 

Funds appropriated through fiscal year 1960 are sufficient for completion of 
about 62 percent of the hurricane studies planned under Public Law 71, 84th 
Congress. The remaining work is scheduled so that study of all areas with the 
exception of the Narragansett Bay area will be completed with funds appropriated 
through fiscal year 1963. Weather Bureau studies directed toward improvement 
of hurricane forecasting are scheduled for continuance through fiscal year 1964, 
and a final report summarizing the results of the investigation is scheduled for 
that fiscal year. Appropriations for the Narragansett Bay study also will be 
required through fiscal year 1964. In the main, scheduling by calendar dates 
will follow closely behind the fiscal schedule. 

More detailed information on the hurricane study program is given in the 
attachment hereto. 


ATTACHMENT—DETAILED INFORMATION 


1. INTRODUCTION 

I-1 Authority 

Study of the hurricane problems of the coastal and tidal areas of the eastern 
and southern United States was authorized by Public Law 71, 84th Congress 
approved June 15, 1955. 
1-2 Objectives of study 

The objectives of the investigations being made under Public Law 71 are: 
securing data on the frequency and behavior of hurricanes; determination of 
methods of forecasting hurricane paths and improving warning services; and 
determination of possible means of preventing loss of life and damage to property, 
with due consideration of the economies of breakwaters, seawalls, dikes, dams, 
and other structures, warning services, or other measures which may be required. 
From the beginning of the study emphasis has been on development of practical 
means of reducing hazards to life and damage to property. 


1-3 Organization for study 


The hurricane problems of individual sections of the Atlantic and gulf coasts 
are being investigated by division and district engineers responsible for other 
civil works activities of the Corps of Engineers in the areas in which these sections 
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are located. This follows the pattern of the flood control, navigation, and beac] 
erosion control survey programs, and thus permits effective coordination off 
hurricane studies with these programs of longer standing. The Weather Burea 
is participating in the development of information needed for solution of the 
hurricane problems of individual areas and also is making more generalized 
investigations of hurricane causative factors. Other agencies are participating 
in the study on a more limited basis, in relation to their special fields of com. 
petence and interest. To avoid duplication of effort the hurricane study has§ 
been directed toward development of information and plans not available unde 
other programs of the Corps of Engineers, Weather Bureau, and other agencies 
concerned. 
2. HURRICANE PROBLEM 


2-1 Nature of hurricanes 


Tropical cyclones originating in the West Indies, Gulf of Mexico, and Car. 
ribbean areas, generally during June through November, often reach the fulf 
and Atlantic coasts of the United States. Those which attain wind velocities 
of 75 miles per hour are known as hurricanes. The areas affected by such storms 
may exceed 100,000 square miles at any one time, and some travel thousands of 
miles from their points of origin before they are dissipated. Hurricanes, when 
fully developed, are the most destructive of all storms. Their winds cause great 
damage and high tides and waves accompanying them destroy lives and property 
They usually bring torrential rains, frequently extending inland and causing 
flooding along rivers and streams. 


2-2 Hazards to life 


More than 12,000 lives have been lost to hurricanes along the Atlantie and 
gulf coasts since 1900. Four hurricane disasters—-Galveston in 1900 (6,000 
lives), Galveston in 1915 (275 lives), Lake Okeechobee in 1928 (2,000 lives), 
and New England in 1938 (600 lives) —account for nearly 75 percent of this total 
Timely hurricane warnings coupled with good local hurricane preparedness plans 
are working to reduce hazards to life. However, this gain is being offset by 
increasing use of vulnerable areas, as in our rapidly expanding coastal cities and 
increasing development of Atlantic and gulf coast beaches for recreational and 
resort use. 

2-3 Damage to property 

Hurricane damage to property may be caused by wind action, tidal inundation, 
wave action, and combinations of these causes. As an example tidal damages 
caused by the three hurricanes which struck New England within 45 days in 
1954 amounted to more than $305 million. Recurrence of maximum hurricane 
of record at all coastal locations could be expected to cause damages aggregating 
several billion dollars. Hurricane damage figures for typical localities are given 
in table 1. The amounts shown are water damages, including damages caused 
by tidal inundation and wave action. Wind damages are not included. Com- 
parison of the water damages caused by individual hurricanes and average annual 
hurricane water damages for specific areas serves to highlight the catastrophic 
nature of major hurricane attacks. ITlurricane warnings, local hurricane pre- 
paredness plans, zoning, and improvement in building codes are working to reduce 
property damage. However, increasing use of vulnerable areas is offsetting this 
gain, 


2-4 Hurricane frequency 


Although major direct hurricane attack at any one coastal location is a rela 
tively rare occurrence on the average, more than a thousand hurricanes have 
visited the United States since 1600, and no part of the Atlantic and gulf coasts 
isimmune. Also, as attested by New England experience with hurricanes Carol, 
Edna, and Hazel during the late summer and fall of 1954, rarity in a statistical 
sense does not guarantee extended intervals between successive hurricane visita- 
tions. During the period 1900 through 1956 storms which reached hurricane 
intensity at some time during their life span transited broad, 300- to 400-mile-long 
zones along the Atlantic and gulf coasts at a rate approaching one each year, as 
indicated in table 2, 

2-5 Related storms 

Storms other than hurricanes, such as northeast storms, may cause damages 
generally the same as hurricane damages. Measures effective for hurricane 
protection reduce damages caused by such storms and, in some instances they 
may impose more severe design requirements than do the hurricanes of record. 
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\s an example, storms of other than hurricane type caused tides along the New 
England coast north of Cape Cod in late Decemker 1959 which were higher than 
had been experienced in more than a century. Severe inundation and wave 
damage resulted. In order to fully understand the hazards and damages accom- 
panying tidal flooding, and the benefits obtainable through corrective action, it 
is necessary to take into account the frequency and severity of storms other 
than hurricanes in the hurricane studies. 


2-6 Corrective measures 


Hurricane hazards and damages may be reduced by two general methods. The 
first approach seeks to reduce exposure to hurricane attack by such means as 
hurricane warnings preparation and use of hurricane emergency plans covering 
such matters as evacuation and relief, zoning, improvement of evacuation routes, 
and adoption and enforcement of improved building codes. The second approach 
seeks to reduce or eliminate tidal inundation and wave damage by construction 
of preventive works such as seawalls, dikes, barrier dams, and enlarged beaches 
and dunes. Both methods are applicable at Atlantic and gulf coast localities. 
teduction in exposure to hurricane attack is largely a local responsibility with 
Federal participation being largely of advisory nature as in the dissemination of 
hurricane warnings. In the case of construction measures, such as levees, walls, 
and barrier dams, a high level of Federal responsibility has been recognized. 


2-7 Summary 


Hurricanes of tropical origin and involving great potential hazard to life and 
damage to property frequently transit the Atlantic and gulf coasts. Other great 
storms contribute to the hazard and damage potential. Fortunately, direct hurri- 
cane attack of heavily populated coastal areas has been rare. Nevertheless, as 
many as 6,000 lives have been lost to individual hurricanes and property damage 
has been very large. Hurricane hazards and damages can be reduced by such 
means as hurricane preparedness, zoning, and construction of direct protection 
measures. The loss of life and property damage already experienced and poten- 
tially greater hazards and damages are considered to warrant careful study of the 
hurricane problems of localities along the Atlantic and gulf coasts. 






3. HURRICANE STUDY PROGRAM 






3-1 Areas selected for study 

On the basis of preliminary appraisal of hurricane experience and hazards, and 
subsequent study experience, some 81 reaches and localities along the Atlantic 
and gulf coasts have been selected for further study. These involve several thou- 
sand miles of tidal shores, hundreds of communities ranging from hamlets to 
metropolitan areas, and several million people. In the case of individual areas 
the scope of investigation being undertaken ranges from limited reconnaissance 
to full survey coverage. In some cases separate reports are being prepared on 
subareas where the hurricane problems are susceptible to localized treatment and 
solution. In other cases the reaches are being investigated as a whole. The 
areas selected for study are listed in table 3. 


? 


3-2 Nature of study problems 


The technical, economic, and human problems being encountered in the hurri- 
cane study are complex and, in some cases, unique. In undertaking work in this 
relatively new and unexplored phase of coastal engineering it has been necessary 
to develop new methods of analysis for some of the problems and, in some in- 
stances, to train personnel in their application.. Thus, in a very real sense, the 
hurricane study involves research as well as application of tested engineering and 
economie criteria. Local interests, too, are facing new problems in regard to such 
matters as the compatibility of hurricane protection measures and local activities, 
and participation in the cost of protection works. 

a) Technical problems.—Adverse hurricane effects—loss of life and damage 
to property—vary widely in individual situations. These effects depend on many 
factors, such as the development and use of the areas subject to direct attack or 
to flooding as a result of accompanying rainfall; storm characteristics such as 
central pressure, radius of maximum winds, and forward speed; shore configura- 
tion: onshore and offshore topography; storm tracks; and the astronomical tide 
at the time of hurricane passage. The individual and combined influences of 
these and many other factors, and the various ways in which they may combine, 
must be taken into account in selecting, scaling, and designing hurricane protec- 
tion measures. Examples of specific technical problems being encountered are 
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computation of storm surges in coastal and bay areas, estimation of hurricane 
and storm-tide frequency, determination of requirements for commercial and 
military navigation through openings in bay barriers, determination of the effec. 
tiveness of beach and dune enlargement in withstanding wave action during hurri- 
cane attack, and determination of the effects of protection measures on fish and 
wildlife and water pollution. 

(b) Economic problems.—The economic problems being encountered are closely 
related to technical problems and, in the main, concern estimation of project 
costs and benefits. On the cost side difficulties are introduced because of the 
unique nature of some of the protective measures being considered. As an exam- 
ple, extensive foundation investigation is needed as one of the bases for a reason- 
ably firm estimate of the cost of possible barriers for lower Narragansett Bay. 
An example on the benefit side is the necessity to divide hurricane damage estimates 
into inundation and wave damage components which can be reduced by protec- 
tion works, and wind damage components which generally cannot be reduced 
materially by such works. Also, because major direct hurricane attack of any 
one locality is relatively rare, extensive econonic development often takes place 
between attacks, and damage experience frequently cannot be used in making 
benefit estimates without major adjustments. 

(c) Human problems.—Potential for great loss or disruption of life by hurricane 
exists at many points along the Atlantic and gulf coasts. Under adverse combina- 
tions of such factors as storm intensity and track, and astronomical tide at time 
of hurricane passage, disasters could occur in many of the major population 
centers and in less densely populated areas where evacuation difficulties may be 
encountered. Obviously, the time of occurrence, frequency, severity, and extent 
of such disasters cannot be predicted with assurance, and protection against the 
worst possible combination of damage causative factors is impracticable. In addi- 
tion, hazards to life (and, to a much lesser extent, disrupted activity) may be 
reduced materially by careful preparation for hurricane attack at local level, 
including development of plans for best utilization of hurricane warnings and for 
evacuation if necessary. Nevertheless, the potential for loss or disruption of life 
must be taken into account in selecting, scaling, designing, and evaluating hurri- 
‘ane protection measures. This is particularly important where measures for 
partial or limited protection are being considered and have merit on tangible 
economic grounds, since such measures might lead to a false sense of security and 
delay in action necessary to minimize the hazards of direct hurricane attack 
beyond project capacity. The minimum acceptable level of direet hurricane pro- 
tection must be determined on a case by case basis in relation to human problems 
as well as engineering and economic considerations. In this way the favorable 
and adverse effects of protection, both tangible and intangible, are taken into 
account. 

(d) Local problems.—An important problem has developed in several of the 
beach resort areas being investigated. It concerns the adverse effect of measures 
needed to provide a high degree of hurricane protection on recreational activities. 
This may come about by such means as restriction of ocean views and the passage 
of ocean breezes, as in the case of levees or high dunes. In several instances, 
local interests apparently prefer to suffer either full or partial hurricane damages 
rather than suffer the adverse esthetic effects of high protection works. In cases 
involving partial protection measures as a possible compromise solution decision 
must be made at Federal level in terms of economics and the nature and severity 
of residual hazards and damages. Local problems are arising also in connection 
with participation in the cost of hurricane protection. The usual problems of 
ability to participate and competition of other local programs for limited funds 
are involved. In addition, some local interests do not appear to recognize the 
full potential for hurricane damage. 

3-3. Types of reports 

Three general situations bearing on study scope are being encountered along 
the Atlantic and gulf coasts, as discussed below: 

(a) Survey scope investigation.—The first situation involves areas where hurri- 
vane damages and hazards are significant, direct protection is physically possible 
and either clearly justified or has reasonable prospect of justification, and local 
attitudes are favorable to endorsement of and participation in plans for direct 
hurricane protection. Under these circumstances full survey scope studies are 
most profitable. These are directed toward definition of hurricane problems; 
study of the feasibility of corrective measures such as seawalls, beach and dune 
enlargement, and bay barriers; selection of the best suited plan of protection; 
establishment of the relative levels of Federal and local responsibility ; determina- 
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tion of corrective actions which may be undertaken locally; and recommendation 
to Congress for authorization of hurricane protection works, where appropriate. 

(b) Extended reconnaissance.—The second situation involves areas where most 
but not all of the conditions warranting full survey scope investigation are present. 
In general, these and areas where hurricane damage has been severe and the 
hazard and damage potentials are high, but where there are obstacles between 
study and recommendation of protection measures for authorization. These 
obstacles may include borderline economies, local indifference stemming from 
lack of knowledge of hurricane potentials, and local inability or unwillingness to 
participate in hurricane protection programs. Areas which might otherwise meet 
the requirements for full survey scope study but which involve very complicated 
technical, economic, and cooperation problems requiring substantial time and 
funds for resolution also may be included in this category. In such circumstances 
studies of extended reconnaissance scope appear to be most profitable. Such studies 
seek to outline the nature of hurricane problems; the types of direct solutions 
which might be provided; the economics of such solutions; corrective actions 
which may be taken locally, such as zoning and adoption of improved building 
codes; hurricane preparedness and evacuation problems; and other matters which 
would be helpful to local interests in meeting local hurricane preparedness respon- 
sibilities or in resolving local attitudes in regard to the need for direct hurricane 
protection. Extended reconnaissance type studies may lead to recommendation 
of direct projection measures for portions of the study areas involved, provide 
an effective guide for local actions, and provide a guide for future study should 
changed conditions warrant review investigation at a later date. 

(c) Limited reconnaissance.—The third situation involves areas where hurricane 
hazards and damages are relatively small, or where there is little likelihood that 
direct protection measures can be justified. Under these circumstances limited 
reconnaissance type studies appear to be most profitable. These seek primarily 
to outline the extent and severity of the hurricane hazard and corrective actions 
which may be taken locally. 

There are considerable areas of overlap between the three general types of 
studies discussed above. And, as studies of individual areas progress, it some- 
times is necessary to change from one category to another as—for example, where 
early local interest in a study is not sustained or does not lead to willingness to 
participate in direct protection measures. The scopes of the studies listed in 
table 3 are based on appraise! of information presently available. In some cases 
this includes the results of very substantial work under the hurricane study pro- 
gram, in other cases the results of preliminary appraisal only. 


) 


3-4 Special study problems 

As indicated above, areas involving very complex problems requiring extended 
time for solution generally are being covered by extended reconnaissance-type 
investigation. The purpose of this action is to permit completion of studies 
under Public Law 71 within a reasonable time, and at reasonable cost; and, at the 
same time, to provide a guide for local action and, if later found desirable, for 
further study under review procedures. ‘lhe major exception is the investiga- 
tion of Narragansett Bay which is being undertaken as a full-scale survey. The 
estimated cost of the Narragansett Bay investigation, including costs for the por- 
tion already reported to Congress, is about one-quarter of the cost of the entire 
study program under Public Law 71. Because of this the cost of the Narra- 
gansett Bay study has been set out separately in the study cost estimate presented 
in a later section. 


8-5 Related studies 


The Weather Bureau has been a major participant in the hurricane studies under 
Publie Law 71, its efforts being directed toward development of information appli- 
cable to the program as a whole as well as specific technical information applicable 
to specific study areas. The work of this agency is being done on a reimbursable 
basis and has been divided into eight general categories, as follows: 

a. Investigation of the regional frequencies of hurricane occurrence in 
Atlantic and gulf coastal areas. 

b. Study of selected hurricane characteristics and correlation of these with 
probabilities of occurrence in various regions. 

ec. Correlation of hurricane characteristics with excessive rainfall, and de- 
velopment of improved quantitative rainfall forecasting methods for use in 
connection with general hurricane forecasting activities. 

d. Development of improved methods of forecasting hurricane paths and 
characteristics. 
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e. Development of improved hurricane warning plan, including necessary 
coordination with other Federal, State, and local agencies. ; 

f. Wind analysis associated with development of improved methods of 
forecasting tidal effects and waves resulting from hurricanes. 

g. Special wind anelysis pertinent to determination of wave and tidal 
effects at specific locations involved in engineering studies. 

h. Investigation of nonhurricane coastal storms. 

Because of the important relationships between beach erosion problems and 
hurricane problems the Beach Erosion Board of the Corps of Engineers is par- 
ticipating extensively in the basic technical studies under Public Law 71, including 
instruction of district and division personnel in methods of storm surge computa- 
tion. The Fish and Wildlife Service also has been involved in the studies to a 
considerable extent, on a reimbursable basis, and mainly in regard to the fish and 
wildlife aspects of particular study areas or protection plans. 

3-6 Study schedule 

Funds appropriated through fiscal year 1960 are sufficient for completion of 
about 62 percent of the hurricane studies planned under Public Law 71, 84th 
Congress. The remaining work is scheduled so that study of all areas with the 
exception of the Narragansett Bay area will be completed with funds appropriated 
through fiscal year 1963. Weather Bureau studies directed toward improvement 
of hurricane forecasting are scheduled for continuance through fiscal year 1964, 
and a final report summarizing the results of the investigation is scheduled for that 
fiscal year. Appropriations tor the Narragansett Bay study also will be required 
through fiseal year 1964. In the main, scheduling by calendar dates will follow 
closely behind the fiscal schedule. In some cases, however, difficulties have been 
experienced in resolving local attitudes regarding the acceptability of protection 
plans and local cooperation. In other cases, it has not been possible to fully ap- 
praise the complexity of technical problems until studies are well advanced. 
Conditions such as these have caused delays in completion of individual studies. 
To a large extent, however, they are a result of the newness of the hurricane study 
program. While improvements are being made as experience is gained it is possi- 
ble that final completion of the several elements of work remaining will extend into 
the fiscal years following those in which final appropriations are made. 

3-7 Study costs 

The estimated cost of the hurricane study under Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 
is $8,419,000, including $2,163,000 for study of the Narragansett Bay area. This 
estimate is based on analysis of the individual study requirements of the 81 coastal 
reaches and localities listed in table 3. Appropriations and requirements by fiscal 
years, and the distribution of study costs between the Corps of Engineers and other 
agencies, are as follows. Additional details are given in table 4. 


Study cost estimate 





Amount (in thousands of dollars 


Narragansett) Studies of Total 
Bay study other areas 


Total estimated cost 2, 163 6, 256 
Appropriations thru June 30, 1959__- 1, 152 3, 450 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 170 756 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 SS 762 


Requirement for fiscal year 
1962 . : 470 906 , orb 
1963 Z 156 302 458 
1964 aT ” : 27 80 207 


Total balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 : 753 1, 288 2, O41 


1 Fiscal year 1956, $1,002; fiscal year 1957, $1,400; fiscal year 1958, $1,200; fiscal year 1959, $1,000. All in 
thousand dollar units 
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Distribution by agencies 






Amount (in 
Activity or study thousands of 


dollars 


Corps of Engineers studies 
Narragansett Bay 
Other areas 
Subtotal 
Reimbursable studies: ! 
Weather Bureau 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


Subtotal 


Total, all studies 








Distribution not made between Narragansett Bay study and studies of other areas 






4. STATUS OF 





HURRICANE STUDY 





PROGRAM 
Int oduction 

As described in previous sections the hurricane study program has been 
lirected toward development of practical means of reducing hazards to life and 
lamage to property. Measures for direct protection against tidal inundation 
and wave damage were authorized at three localities by the Flood Control Act 
of 1958—two as a result of studies under Public Law 71, the third as a result of 
related studies. Measures for direct hurricane protection at two additional 
localities have been recommended to Congress. The total estimated first cost 
of hurricane protection at these five localities is about $48 million. The works 
reommended will prevent damage from hurricane induced tidal inundation 
and wave action totaling about $4.6 million annually. Studies of remaining 
ireas ae in various stages of completion. A number of these, now well advanced, 
are described in later paragraphs. The results being obtained in these studies 
are generally similar to those presented in reports already submitted to Congress 
and generally typical of the results which may be expected from the remainder 
of the study program. 

-2 Projects authorized 

As a result of survey scope studies under Public Law 71 the Flood Control 
Act of 1958 ineluded authorization for hurricane protection measures in the 
New Bedford-Fairhaven and upper Narragansett Bay areas in New England. 
Hurricane protection measures at Texas City, Tex., also were authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1958. 

a) New Bedford-Fairhaven, Mass.—The authorized measures reported upon 

Senate Document 59, 85th Congress, Ist session, comprise an earthfill dike 
across New Bedford and Fairhaven Harbor at Palmer Island, a connecting dike 
aud seawalls at the head of Clark Cove, a dike in southeast Fairhaven, and other 
appurtenant works. These measures will provide protection against tidal 
flooding such as might result from very severe hurricane attack in the project 
area. The resultant reduction in hurricane damage is expected to average about 
$987,000 per year. The costs given in the authorizing act total $17,200,000 the 
non-Federal share of which amounts to 30 percent or about $5,160,000. Local 
interests also are required to make a cash contribution in lieu of maintenance 
and operation of the main harbor barrier. Maintenance and operation of other 
project facilities is a local responsibility. 

(b) Narragansett Bay, R.I. and Mass.— The authorized plan, reported upon in 
House Document 230, 85th Congress, Ist session, provides for reduction of storm- 
tide damage and loss of life in the Providence area of Narragansett Bay in 
Rhode Island and Massachusetts. It consists of a barrier across Providence 
River at Fox Point to a grade of above 22.5 feet above mean sea level, with 
hecessory pump, sluices, cooling water inlet facilities, and seawalls at each end. 
Reductions in hurricane damages are expected to average more than $1,700,000 
amually. The Federal and non-Federal shares of the first cost are set, respec- 
lively, at 70 and 30 percent, and were estimated at $11,550,000 and $4,950,000 
t the time of authorization. Maintenance and operation of the works are local 
responsibilities. 

¢) Texas City, Tex.—Hurricane protection measures at Texas City, Tex., 
also were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1958. The survey of this area, 













reported upon in House Document 347, 85th Congress, Ist session, was not made 
under authority of Public Law 71. However, the work being done in other areas 
under Public Law 71 was of value in setting general guidelines for the Texas City 
investigation. As in the case of the New Bedford-Fairhaven and upper Narra. 
gansett Bay projects, local interests were assigned 30 percent of the first cost of 
the Texas City project. This precedent has been followed in subsequent studies 
under Public Law 71. 


1-3 Reports submitted to Congress 


In addition to reports on the three areas discussed above, reports recommending 
hurricane protection me noueee at Stamford and Pawcatuck, Conn., were submitted 
to Congress late in July 1959. The doeument numbers assigne id’ to these reports 
are, respectively, House Document Nos. 210 and 212, 86th Congress. An 
unfavorable report on Tybee Island, Ga., is being readied for early submission to 
Congress. These latter reports are described below. 

(a) Pawcatuck, Conn.—The measures proposed consist of 200 feet of floodwall, 
2,400 feet of earthfill dike, stop log closures, and a pumping plant for local protec. 
tion against tidal flooding. More extensive measures, such as a bay barrier, are 
not economically justified. The estimated first cost at 1958 prices is $585,000— 
Federal $409,000 (70 percent) and non-Federal $176,000 (30 percent) 

(b) Stamford, Conn.—The measures propose .d were selected after consideratior 
of nine alternative plans of protection. They comprise a barrier across the East 
Branch of Stamford Harbor near its mouth, with land dike extensions and a gated 
opening for navigation; dike and wall protection along the east bank of the West 
Branch, including a pumping station; and dike protection in the Westcott Cove- 
Cummings Park area of the city. The estimated first cost is $5,586,000 at 1957 
prices. The recommended local share is 30 percent. Recurrence of the storm 
pattern of the last 20 years would cause flood damages in excess of $11 million 
without these works. Average annual benefits will be about $365,000. 

(c) Tybee Island, Ga.—The report on this area was referred to the Bureau of 
the Budget in December 1959 prior to its early submission to Congress. Direct 
hurricane protection measures such as offshore breakwaters and extension of the 
existing low bulkhead are neither desired by local interests nor economically 
justified at Tybee Island. The Tybee Island report, completed for a cost of 
about $6,600, defines the nature of the hurricane hazard and suggests local actions 


which would be effective in reducing hurricane hazards and damages. These 
include continuing participation in hurricane preparedness planning, protection 
of the sewage disposal plant against flooding and provision of an auxiliary power 
supply, enforcement of present building codes, raising low portions of U.S. Highway 
80, and provision of an additional evacuation route. 


/ 
4 


4 Studies well advanced 
Studies are well advanced for a substantial portion of the areas listed in table 
3, including the following: 
Rhode Island coast: Narragansett Pier area. 
Connecticut coast, Connecticut River to Paweatuck River: Mystic area. 
Connecticut coast, New York line to Housatonic River: 
Fairfield area 
Westport area. 
South shore of Long Island, New York, from Jones Inlet to Montauk 
Point (survey report on portion from Fire Island Inlet to Montauk 
Point is being readied for submission to State and other interests). 
Atlantie City, N.J., area 
Baltimore me tropolitan area. 
Washington metropolitan are: 
Colonial Beach, Va. 
Garden Creek Va. 
Norfolk, Va., business district. 
Ocracoke Island, ae 
Wrightsville Beach, N.C. 
Carolina Beach and vicinity, North Carolina. 
Che rry Grove, Tilghman, ‘Ocean Drive, Crescent, Atlantic, and Windy 
Hill Beaches, S.C. 
Myrtle Beach, 8.C. 
Brunswick and St. Simons Island, Ga. 
Fernandina Beach, Fla. 
Freeport-Velasco area, Texas. 
Port Arthur and vicinity, Texas. 
Brief information on the hurricane problems of the areas listed above is give 
in table 3, under remarks. The report on the south shore of Long Island, N.Y. 
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t made 
r areas 
as City 
Narra- 
cost of 
studies 


being readied for submission to State and other interests before submission to 
Congress will propose an economically justified plan for the combined purposes of 
beach erosion control and hurricane protection for the section extending from 
Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point. This plan provides primarily for raising 
and widening of beaches; raising of dunes; and construction of not to exceed 50 
groins, if required. The estimated first cost is in the order of $40 million, divided 
about equally between Federal and non-Federal interests. tequirements for 
mitigation of possible damage to fish and wildlife resources are being reviewed in 
connection With preparation of the Chief of Engineers’ report on this project. 
Reports on the other areas named are in various stages of preparation and review. 
The results being obtained are generally similar to those for areas on which reports 
already have been completed and involve— 

a. The likelihood of recommendation of works for direct protection against 
hurricanes in some areas, such as barrier dams, walls, and levees, and beach 
and dune enlargement. 

b. The likelihood that works for direct protection against hurricanes will 
be justified in some areas but not desired by local interests. 

e. The likelihood that work for direct protection against hurricanes will 
not be justified in some areas, 
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4-5 Remaining studies 

It is anticipated that the results of remaining studies will be generally similar 
to those described above for reports which have led to project authorization and 
those already submitted to Congress and well advanced. 






















TABLE 1.—Hurricane damages for typical localities 








Hurricane damage (tidal) 
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Direct 
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For individual hurricanes 
Average 
















mically ear f ¥* | annual 
cost of Amount ! Date 
actions = ie pea ak aaa I A I i a . —— == te 
These Narragansett Bay area, Rhode Island and Massa- | *$92, 230,000 | Hazel, October 1954___| $5, 922, 000 
s hy 
tection chusetts , : 
. : New Bedford-Fairhaven-Acushnet area, Massa- | 26,200,000 | Carol, August 1954___- 959, 000 
7 power enti 
lighway Stamford, Conn... ......... cabiet oe eo aiah 3, 430, 000 __do de 498, 000 
Pawcatuck, Conn ‘ 1, 090, 000 do 2 67, 000 
South shore of Long Island from Fire Island Inlet | *52, 600,000 | September 1938 3, 667, 000 
to Montauk Point, N.Y. 
, Va., business district 7 : - | *3, 430, 000 August 1933 259, 000 
in table 1 Beach and vicinity, North Carolina : *5 378,000 | Hazel, October 1954 246, 000 
New Bern, N.C fa Bes foe a Lea | 13, 000,000 | 1954-55 hurricanes 576, 000 
Myrtle Beach, S.C eee : 2, 362,000 | Hazel, October 1954-- 52, 000 
: Tybee Island, Ga a : a8 1,000,000 | October 1947 115. 000 
le area, Mami and Miami Beach area, Florida- atte aot *68, 541,000 | September 1926 4, 372, 000 
Lake Ponchartrain area, Louisiana... ._._-~-- : | *300, 000,000 | 1893 and 1901 hurri- 6, 000, 000 
j canes 
Z *43, 776, 000 | September 1900 1, 121, 000 
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Lontauk 
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irked with (*) are estimated on the basis of recurrence of indicated hurricanes under current 
conditions. Figures not marked are estimated for dates of indicated hurricanes 
? Mechanie Street area only. 


TaBLE 2.—Hurricane frequency 


Number of 
Approximate zone limits ! hurricane 
transits ? 














Atlantic coast: 


Portsmouth, R.I., to Snow Hill, Md é 32 

Snow Hill, Md., to Cape Romain, 8.C i 

rs ; Cape Romain, 8.C., to Malabar, Fla 38 

y = ’ J , 3? 
Wind Malabar, Fla., to Key West, Fla__- 44 
Gulf coast: 

Key West, Fla., to St. Marks, Fla_-_- ; piel 51 

St. Marks, Fla., to Lake Charles, La ‘ : 42 

Lake Charles, La., to Brownsville, Tex ; 37 


zones considered all are 200 nautical miles wide, extending from 50 nautical miles shoreward of a 





- > “oastline to 150 nautical miles seaward of such a line [hose alor the Atlantic coast extend 5 
1S given , (about 300 miles) and those along the gulf coast are about 400 miles long. 
d N.Y, ? Period 1900 through 1956. 
, NN. 





52882 





60——5 





» IOATIN Yon 
' CIHN | pnoyOoUuUOD | OF A@AIZZ BNOPWOoOUTIO,) 1sBO9 3N011 , 
cl 








































































"Od AJ GOULSSIVUUOODI! JO Og [[TM Svoue Suyurwuroes 
jo Apny Svulep A[SNOLIOS O1OUI Ot} JO F 10} pouuBld | | 
aie sjac yAAINS IE "PS6l pue see | | ; 
ul BOOM O10, “PS6L ISNSNV UT OOO" *(vore Avg 
( EUR OACM | | JJOSUBTBIIVN IpNpox9) JUIOG youUOYeS 
: syJt 190s! | ce Ss pus] 9pouy 0} JOAN FONPROMC ‘qsB00 pUuBRIs] 9poyuy 
| 
| 
| 
| | 
| | | “$4 5 
GUN | -esseyy pus puxsy epoyy |~-~~~~7-7 777 Bede Avg JJesURsBIIBNY 
‘s OO] [BNPIAT] uo sqylodai ayearedeg 
uvl 0} poju iB PS6I Ul SeseWMIrG SO] 919M So te | | 
out SEG1 9X UT “peziuily ee seynos ) PUB SUTAT MO] 7 
018 SOUT[IIOYUS Bolt } Ul poyN yynoulyeg pues vole Avg 
‘o . vl . VON THogt ~) | }JOSUBABLIBN Sutpny XO) OH Spoo AA 
) 2 l | | - IVUIOI 90S -AVAINGS Gun Se 0} OUI] PUB[S] 9pOyy *qSBOO S}JVSLIIOBSs’ JY 
! 
OT AO.1 | ddN oe BOIB 4 y ‘USABYTCY “ploypoy AON 
000'e$ | 
euro 9i0ul 
= JIOSOl lou | o = aan ee eae - IM “qysBoOo S}ESNITPVssV JL 
| 
| 
dAIng MON | 
I 2 OF OWMOS PUL OUT] QUTYsSduIe FY 
JOAO UB SBATOAUT BOIB STY | i. op” Gan |" “—— S}JOSNIPOVSSB JV MON 0} O1OUIRZEg ‘qsvoo S}jOsNUpesse [YT 
"JOJOR] Bul 00 | 
*PpeAJOAUl 
‘yynoulsy0dg 
sutipnpur puv of oul JOSNYOBSS IY 
ea . op-~ Gan | oul put ollysdwivy{ MON | WlOdy s}svoo suIBJy PUB ysdurvy, MON 
| 
e jv jo | | 
a.m: ~“QOUBSSIBUULONRY | css har OUuIBIY PO Rrra Tee ee isve “4s ) GUIRY 
1 SONY 
yeu -SIp pus so}81g svois Apnjsg 
SUOISIAIC 











upibosd fipnjs auvoi4injyg—g ATAVT, 


G 





oO 





} S}BOG PU SdT}I]]OVJ JUOIJ OIOYS Jo ouns 
L ‘JOYS 04} Zu0Te spuvq MoJIeU 
pozUI] st uc 





“YOUVE VACM 4JOOIIP 
-Odx9 ST Wi id sofeur < 


Zuo, A[PAT}B[AI 0} AT[B19 






me, qoid jedjourid 


9} ST WOTSOID BAOYS 910M SJ 018 stole Zurureur 
19dx9 ST WOTVepuNnuy [epl 


“OY ‘SUOT}JBOO]T PodlI}}BVOS 4B 
“mle|qoid payejel 8 ST uC 19 


{ovo *sAuq pues uBveoo0 oq4 ul Seply UNOS Wo JvSsvulep 
UOTIVPUNU] BBAVS 04 JOO[Gns puB podo]sAVp A[YATY s} vow 

‘sorpnys ; PUBSSTBUUOVII Aq PaJ9AO9 Oq [ITAL Bore STyy 
jo suojsod Suruyeuroy “fy doid oe sylom Jueuojindd 
pue jusmIesIv]Us oUNpP pUe Yovog ‘“SsaIZUOQ OF UOTSsTUI 
-qns 04 JOLId ‘YUOTIUIOD JOJ SofOUVSY [BIOPOT PUB 9IeIg YIOX 
MON OF UOTSSIUIQGNS JO} pourdoid suloq St pue pojoidui0o 
usveq sey jUIOg YNvJUOPY puev JOU] PURIST dq Uvemjoq 


BOIB SIU} JO MOTOS 4st 
"000°000°S6T$ Govoidav p[noOmM sosvulep Fcgl ysnsny 


U] PeoUdLIIdXx9 [VAY] OY} OAOGB Joo E Zuypooy euvworNy WIT AA 
*‘SSoldU0D 07} paqyIUIqns U9eq svYy ApPBal[e BIB pPlOJUIL]g oyy UO 
W10do1 AvAINS Y ‘“SBOIB P1O;WBIg puB ‘yodespiig ‘yPBMION 
*q10d4S0 4 ‘P[OYATB 9) 10; pouuvld ov sj10de.1 odoos AvAuNS 
ayeivdeg ‘setisedoid Yyoteq JoUIUINS 9UIOS PUB *¥/BMION 
pues ‘yiodesplg ‘pioyureyg ye ApiBpno avd ‘stare [vpos0Ul 
“W100 PUB [VLIISNpUT 9[qBzis WIM s]usuIdO[aAep [Piusptsel 
enjea YysIy Ayjedjouyid sepnypouy Zuypooy 04 yoofqns Bou 
“9d 4} 90uBs 
-sIBvuUODOI JO 9q [ITA SOIPNys Suyureulezy ‘sqodes a}Biedos 
UUM ‘plojuBIgG PUB UBABTT MON 48 poyeldureyuod os t 




















































SAQA 
“ng ‘000‘O00'0E$ YOROIddB plnomM Aevyy AVYSIY Joos E SOA] 
1V “O00 OOO LE JSOU[V 07 PoyUNOUIB POH, JsSNANy UT sosvurEG 
“psojyuBig7 PUB *PJOJ IY “‘UDAB]T MON 7B SBoIB [BLIISNpul pus 
‘SoulOY JUVUBULIOd sUIOS ‘soTOY JOUTUIMS JO A[UTBUI sysTsuod 
SuTpooy 01 poolqr Bole oth TU O£T ynoqe jo euTTe10Yys 
[[B19A0 UB YITM ‘YOOIQARS pl[O pueB *ZoOoIG4Se Ay ‘UOJUTTO ‘uOS 
“IPVIY ‘PsOj[ING) *ployuvAg_, ‘UVAV]{ JSBY ‘UPABTT MON *UOAB]T 


SOM “PION JO 


















000°000'0¢ 
€ S[eAv, pooy 
3 [8}0} sesvued 
SuUTUIvUIO! JO Apis 
YONIVIME J {} uo 4eyy 
AINS 0781 
ony sur 
SuTpooy [Vpr} 0} posodxe 









oayeurxoldde prnom sesvuep ysty 
TUM “6 Wnsny Uy OOO'FI$ 4 
1A} OOUBSSTVUUODEI JO oq [ITM St 
uOg) OF poerit Cpt 
Ipnypxe ‘pouurld 

oe A[OAU] nyunu 
cuvd SABA AIDA 
O18 BIOYUS JOALL PUB OUTTISBC 








ssoui 










qus gt 







"*OdAY GOUTSSIVUUOVOI! JO Og []T“ Sve. 





jo Apmis 
aie sqac 











}epuNuU] 9pTy u1I01g 





WL 


NUeIyV 84} UO 410de1 odods AOAINS Y 


ou"L 





I}JUNUTIUIOD [B}JSVOO OY} SOATOAUT Bare SIG, 


Bois’ siyy uy 


' Supureares 


ToIt I esvUuIvp A[snolies e10ul oud jo ft 410j peuut td 
OL PUB SE6l 

















op 


op 


| 
| 


d ‘a1 qe} Jojpuaziejaj0uy y 












puss] Zuo] uo A“ Ny ‘AQUI 





{ YNVIUOTY 
Wy AON 





SYD YOK MIN 
Pa jo Syd J UJOISBva 














A[10SOM “AYN ‘p 





"quod yNejUOW 
‘A'N ‘purys] 


01 jo Uy] S$ uor 


4¥IOA MON 


“IOATY OTUOesNOoT] 
}NOTe 








IATY WOT9UuNK 


d1U0PBSNO}P] pNoy}oouUuND 









“SOATY YONI 








pnoOPOoUUOD | OF AAT 


*(eoie Avg 















| } 1 ) i 1 I LOU ABY l l o1ourInu oO Bug o% re mid se { oy 101] 
\ 4 jo pu Bou so Ao ITpooy I i i\ A} puBbl s41B py tl ive rq) jo OYys SOM PUB ISUA 
Mii. sa nil tet insist a 
epedionsed 04 | ] | 





Su[IM oq 07 vedde JOU Op sjso107UT [ROOT ING Po 
IOVATQYY O ) UILOW ay Sst 


TUJIA Out eg jo quod 
ait 





10 y.edso 


\ Bd. 
t 





















[BNIW9y 94? JO ITy OvVSAvIC| n wut 10U 

113 oqt iduroo Sune ply 0} 4oof uor}.C J aang | UN IBA BO, Wy 1 910 rs I 
s3 AIJUT [ROO] OF use y v4yi jo ; z 1 Lyi 

d on dyN IVA My put MON l ua t dyjapt d 923 | § I LS4UIO 





AV TOAOS PUB BINGVU VY 









1} JO OUO ST 19 Ing ARC | 
ys put oos 10 j | 
1 ApIAS SIUL “po | 





J 





MOLA Avg aj4st 




































} WBMBIIC | 
“I | op | AVN | ‘Avsaoe MON ‘B]UBATASUUOg | aie At pueB Jo 
P4AUMOT Pa}OOIpP SUlLagG | 
OSIOAPB VI q!I sod 
iv uot) | 
osUUITp oF 
8 OATM put | 
UBPISeYy | ‘ ‘ 
1 -_ DIU Ov oH dVN op j ROT tN AD 
| 
I pessoidxe sey Al[eUuLIOJUL 93u49 | | 
| 
[JUOIINNUOD POSS OAUL Zulog We d pojejal & st UCT 











us ‘s U ep jo Ay ured Sy9I [BIE | J 
uonepunul } WI04S 03 Jofqns ouR sto Zin'y + ‘“surdojs rs me INSTT 04 : 
{]]L03 p {[]ws9ues sI jy VicYys Avq 9Y} Zuole puvy] en op 2 NVN ) iN AvgT YOOH, Ap u 






arqo.id t DAIY AuNGsMOIYS puv ut 


P teu oy} JO uoTjAod Ajs9yjsOU 9Y4 UT 







































eyui YIoq Woy culpe | | ; 
OSLUIEP DARM PI sulpooy [ep 044 ofqns d18 4SBOd JO Yoredl | : , ¥ Yoox], ApuBy OF 4 
SIU} SUGLB SOLTUNUIWOD [[B Ul) Haut ITA[-MO] ] ed JoAep A1q2 IH | . AOA NVN | Aosior MON uvnbseut IW ‘Aossoe NON JO YSBOO oI 
TPRSIPSOAUT DINYNY JO 9sino0o | } | 
poeeu 8} @yVorIpul oF pap 11 Quan ‘9d A} OoUTSSTBU } | 
‘sorIpmys quasaid 0 Lastaep ay prnoos uorMee}oid 
PIDAO I ol 0 qoid | 
xord uc uByY S¥IOM [ROO] PuR ‘sJOLIeG | 
Oo} * nq A yr ePLMPLOM COAG Put t I 
Wewu jo spepye Aswpuc yIts ‘000'000'C00"G$ Yorordd . 7 
plnom sesso] pooy Aawuud } [ROTMIOUOIIsSt jo out} oy} | AdS1O/ Is] 
WB INO [Zl AOQuiejdeg Jo JEU SU Y O43 ‘ a aOUvsSs!' NVN £9s0f IB Y¥JOL MON udINIS 7 N 













panurjuog upibosd fipnas aunoisingy—E ATAV 





Moiese 





us|qoud suBOTLInY 
oq [[EM sel] 
AY Jo 





“is 
poulvu 














BIUT SAI BIB SITY] JO UOT} 








“SUOTIOE {t 0] 10} opis P rod : 1 Jo S} Iuzt Y ut 
oy} JO UOTPIUYep pawBMo} ATLWeUITId poyoodip Buloq ot 
JOLIJSIpP SSouIsNg 
LON OY} 10] SOANSVOUT UOT{DO4OId [LOOT JURLIBM ide 
JO ULIOJS JSvOYJIOU PUB GUBOLLINY Jo osBUILP Poo [Bpr, 
“Suro qoid [BOO] JO UOT{NOS 94} Ul S}sedvJUT [BIO] OF 
QUBPING Zuliovulsue jo JuUVWUIdOJBAVpP PUR Ue|qoud 
VUBILLINY 944 JO UOLNLUYIpP PABMO PIII P 9q [LM SOIPTYS OL 
‘SOLIVINGI [BPly puw sAvG Jo[]/BUIS FUOTB a1OYs JO SoTIUL OOO'T 
UBY} BOUL BIB 9104) UOTIppe uy 1U1 GT OF dN Soy yodys WILK 
‘IOAIYL, YOouuvysddey BSuope sojiw OZ pue tse Zz 02 dn 
SVP} YIM “JOATY OBUIOJOG Buo0pe sojlur 677 fsepiur OF oF dn 
Sayojej PULA YILM ‘Avg ayRadRsoyD BuCTe o1oYsS [CpTy Jo ul 
CY WNOGv a8 WoUT, “Belv Syd JO SaOYsS [ep og) UO OTT 
-ndod 00¢ 03 dn azts SUISUBI SOTJIULLGIUIOD (CZ VULOS JIB 0101], 
It 
Stud Ul OOO pA j} UL SOSVUIEP OSNBO P[NOM FPFHT 
ySNnSNY JO IVY) SB YONS ouvOLIINY BJO UOIPVOO] [BOIL = ARg 
ayRodesey.) UlOIJ JOATY OVUIOIOg 9Yy1 dN po R[suBI OI” ADY] SB 
POSBIIOUT OB SUOIJBAY]9 BINS OpLL, “Bele STy) UL OsvUIep pooyg 
[VIQUBISGNS JO 9INOS [B1JUeIOd B ok § [epl) peiwloues pul jy 
‘osvureap 100d pu sztsod 
-9p WBS [eNpIsel uO 4[Nsed Bulep [wingynousy ARG 
oyvedesey (+) UO SUIWUOI Bole FAULAT-MOT & UT AQsodoid feangynd 
“1438 put Sulpooy [Bpty st jqoid Asevuid ayy 
SUID] UOTSOJd YORAG ued BuIpor U 
[ep Woy uNnTUUL00 it 1lOjOD 
out 


«pms 
od 
q 


u 

































































ts re a a RE 


epedjornsed of 
SuT[IM oq 07 Avodde jou Op sjsol07UT [ROOT NG PoYTisnf Zureq 
jo y.adsoid sey JOATY Oosdeyed JO UILOUL 9Y4 SSOJOR JOLIE 
\ VOIR SIL UPYIIA OV aIOWITIeG JO quod 9Yy4 Jo serqipors 





















ULfOIB) YON W 
}OLIYSIP SSOUTSNY H[OJION JO 
VAISN[OXe) AdUaFY VdBY OF Y[OJIONY UO’ 
yyRodESseyY JO a10Yys YINOs pusw “eR, 
JON YOS puw “YWOUIspod “YOJION 











A ‘MIOJION 





“BIUISIT A JOLI|SIp Ssoutsng 


*WLISIP UOIDUI 
Sdi0,) UL SBOIB IYIO 





UISITA puB puBlAIEPY | -YSBA, 








IGUINO: Jo JLWISIC 


“BIUIBILA *puslAlsyy M1OIp,IUL 071s 














JO1jU0) UOT 


qta1yuoo 


ye epee mt oR <a Bled cee Pl ee ae et 


rePLe “q?nos ey UO JOTUT @exYOOeIOG PuY YIA0U EY UO JoTUT 
suave F, sutpn *‘puev[s] oy IIQ jo 8 e10ys pur 
pues uBav0 } UOISSO00/ }uU09 SI wme[qoid ey 

ue] 
eUvOLLUIT e]eUIT}se pog 
JO JOM oy put in 
sv.lé UBIS] 80g 


jediound ¢ § 


oq JOALY OSTNAN 
wy 
110} ¥ 
M 
‘cogl Ul sout Y 
noy “Bale 
UL Spunos Jo[|VUul 
put *yIVt " o1] snonsa Stall I Byult IN 
‘ApM4s [Or}UC B0q YILM PoUTquUIOD st ApNjs oy. 
B SIU) 10} SOuNSBOUT JU WIvyues ouNnp pues qoBveqd JOjJ uot} 
-woyrysnt jo qoodsoid {} Saye uoT}e]dW00 Sullveu Apnjs Vy 
*yorq4e 
Ie aNDOg BUC| 
pues ‘puts 
pue syuvg 
SIT 
CO'RS JO 
SVABM PUB 


einjoniys ad A4 
on xo Al 


dUBITLINY 03 V[GeIOUINA ST OSTe spunog yoRg | 
purluyed ayy, “AUD pweyelopy pus qWojnvog 
SioyIBEY SB UMOUY PUBS! oy} ‘syuRG IDO] 
Plgjopyouys puvysy phpouy vo n4s 
“PSB UT ( 

HT ouRolunyy 

S SIQ) JO UOTJBIUVO OL, 
}UOIJ BIOS JO I-Z€ B SI Bo {pnys euL 

F261 Ul 000*000'E$ JO SS80Xe UT sesRvUITp 

IBOLLIN]] ‘puvls] [1esdoy, 10 oysy uo ¢g ISR] OY4 

MAIN pus ‘AQIO Jung ‘usABT] Bog JO selyTUNIN 

‘asvg Ssdi0g oulieypy ounefeyy duieg ‘yovog 

qsSUuBMS JO SUMO} 4 I BUI[OIVD 
}SBOO JO YOu Jo]1IVq 0 U-Sp 8 Sf BOG SIL 


I SoZ 


Ivp posnevo | 
ILINY OF I Sasodxea 





MO[SUQ 
YWON | 


poenulyuor 





foang MV 


1 $1014 
-SIp I 





wpsbord fipnjs auvor1inyqy 


“""""BI[OIVO YON 





nal i demain aamaitiinmatimeeene, i a Ate LL -  — ARaen 
fen “ een illte _ 


puYys] Oy 


‘oul 


vH ‘syuvg J01NO 


“in YT 
syurg 191NO 


IlOTA PUB WIOGT MON 


19g] MON P 
O18.) YWON Jo 


~sw=-===--aaruy anzog 0} JnNoyoo'] edeD 


IT BUI[OIBD YI ‘O'N ‘avegq odeg 


““"go[Uy d1O0PY 0} JoTUT onZog 


18 Apnysg 





> ATAVT, 





1 AVUl SOINSvOUT 

udyewopun 

redLwny 
yOIMSUung 


1 ONT 





0} AlpBa yoru Ms 10 qaodal eu} 
*“IOAIMOT] : nlog o. p 
WIC] 


101}00704d 

W1odel ¥ 
Oljot 
Yt jo 
SUOLI UOTI 
yp popu] 
}SvO0 

1OJVM WOT 
“‘yoveg OIpy 
I ulvp 4sOul 

VABY SYUBOLIINY £ YSBOT VY 
144 jo swo[qoid Zuipoog [epi eyd 04 

PoINGl4UOS sBy YOuIIV OUBOLLINY WOdJ SOUP PUB YORed JO sso] 
§ BULEP Jo} BdIs 
esSnvod P[NOM T1038 OPHI JST any 04} JO dUdLINDI ayep 4yeyy 
OUTS BIE IYI JO Jud udo} AVP JO MOIA UT ‘(Sood OF6L) OFBI 

} BUY Ul OOO'VOO' I$ TOGB OF POJUNOLUIG VSVUILP JOJVM JOT 
“PS6L 

19q0WO UI 000‘000‘T$ }HOQGe OF PAJUNOUIV SxsvUIvVp VUBOTIN |] 
‘SOUBOLLINY GCG puB Fog Aq posneBo 

UOlpnIjsevp suNnpP PUB TOBeq Vy} Jo vsnBoeqd SuUIIOJS pP10OI0d 
JO d0U0LINDOL WWO0l 4[NSel prnom Alqeqoid soseuIEp Jewel 

"P86 19Q0PVO UI O00 OL°%$ O} PAJUNOUIV VSVUILP JAIVM JOIIG 
‘000‘ObZ$ JNO IV pe JeUITISo o1B SUdvUIBpP [BUUUB 

esBIVAY “poouvli0dxe Apvol[e vsoy} UBYy JO}VIId SesvUIEp 
OSNBI P[NOM P1ODII JO SUTIOIS JO DOUBLINIA GGG] PUL FOI UT 
SOUBILLINY SUTMOT[OJ] JUMUTGO[VADP PoaseaIOU] JO VsNVOVE “FSI 

JIqowo Ul 000‘000‘R$ }NOgGe OF PYJUTLOUIV VSVUILP VBUBOLLIN AT 
UBILLINY SC6L PUB FORT WOI] FUT[NSe1 UOTPONAYSOp 
eunp pue Yoseq oy} JO ssnewoeq MOU vaALUTUpP J40}vOI3 
esneo prnom A[qeqoid 1404s YOUs JO BUDDY “VZV 
VUBITLING JO 4[Nsel B SB FCG JVQGOPO UT OOU'OOP'ZS JSoW[S 

0} pejunoWs LOveg v[WAPY 7 Ajledoid 0} osvurep 10}8M Wo IG 
‘uorjeoyrisnt[ 

jo wedsoid sey usd JUeUIesIe[Ua OUNP PUB YORE B YB) MOY 

uolJe]duI0D Zuliveu seIpNig ‘“OOO*SPOS YNOGe oF pPoJUNOUIV 
ccat Ul seuworlluny Joj[euIs ¢ WoO 000° OFS *Z$ 
{NOqG’ O} PIJUNOUIB FEGl Ul [9ZVFT 9UROTLINY Zulanp sosvurrqg§ 

‘pus! DurA[-mo, Al[[eseues ‘[[eaIs & SI Youog oaf[[TAswysAy 
‘000‘OLE*Z$ JNOGeR JO sadvuIep pasnvo A[po oda 

I UL ‘ON ‘UO ZuTYSB AA 3 8IOUT 

OU [Vpl} peonpoid vARvY OOGL GUTS SoUBOTINY 
‘Apm 

OJ IVI 

pooy 


pe} 


u uy 
vuljoleg YyInos 


1109 1¢ poAOLsep ‘OPEI 
ZRR[ dul | 







































sosvulRp 













egal pu 


IO yooj 9 JO 








eu 


[O1}U09 UOTsOJ9 YORed B UITM PaUIquIOO st Apny 
put 


SUTIINGUPUOS B S] SOUBOLINY SULINpP 4OVpIG VAt 





rePLe “q7Nnos ey UO JOTUT eYOowsOG puv yIs0U eI UO JoTUT 
susoyeFyY SUIPN[ouL “puv[sy] eyooe19O JO seuljesoys punos 
pue UBIO BY} JO UOTSse0d1 SMONUITUOD sI dey Welqolid Oty, 
000'O9F FS JHOge eB sesRUTep 















iii he ii at sas NA ena i senate 


WUBSSTVUUODIY 





“op 


~--90UvSSIBUUO 


op 


AVAING 




















BUI[OIt 





) ynog 





‘ez ‘d ‘a[quz JO pua 4B 04000] 99g 








oo 18410 





BUuI[OIVY WNos 





‘soyovog pus], 3uyjunyy pue oysIpy 





a Alloy 


O's ‘yor 


“O's ‘10q J H uo} 
-SoLIBYO pus ‘puBIs] SUBATT[NG ‘SUI[R, JO aIST 


““="="=9y"g ‘puvys] sfapmeg 


eyoveg AjIO UopsIey pus eprsying 





fs 


"O'S ‘soypovog 
tn Apuray pus ‘onurpy ‘yweose9 
‘ALC UuvedO ‘ULvUIYSIIT, ‘9AOIN ALIOYO 


O'S ‘qoveg apA 


ON “YoRog o[TAs} 





OTN “UO PWUTYSE A 








——- purrs] YOoR1IIO 








‘ 





















ponulyuor) 









MVS 





1V 


op MY 


“Ys 












iwpaboud fipnjs JUDILAAN GT 


sv}By 


atav E 


! 


op 


op 
































up ‘ayepsopnv’y WO 




























Sol prnoo sul 


}u910g 
odxo u90g 
mM DAC 


ADT TY 


t 


}90}01d IO 109 ssao0id-foayoru & puv ‘AJouy 


1 anyins vB ‘syuRtd JazZT[TWI097 auued Ysy ‘suyuTIey sniy70 
‘Asn put pe Pel-T10 * ulULIv] yon} Jo A[asIvy] s}sIsuoo pue 
JOATY IddISSISSTTY 94} Su0le st vores styy ul yuouIdopIAVp Jofeyy | 
Aq PINOM SULIOYS OSOYI J 
UOTIBIUOINIO IIOAIS IN ‘ JO SsoT AIG pus ‘sosRlvy 
ydoayst }eO ‘SsaInjonys dato IoOId Zurstx9 ] )JIVAO 
Ul J[NSOI P[NOM SOUBOLLMY [O61 PUR FEST 9YI JO 20 
SUBAIO MON JO A710 VI] UT Sopra arenbs K yNo¢ 
Ul poejpNnso. Uno q ZE61 dJaqtanidag ayy 
VSIOA OYJ UO WB AID Yi UIMUBT] SBOly Apt 
SI voile APMs sSiq) Ul weuw suReIO I 
Apliq puB ABMOSNBI BUC] 


urgdneqd Woy uonvnoBvaAy ‘sasodand 4 
-U9PISol Joy AT pide LOJA 


) 


U101190}01d [BUOT{IPPB JOJ poou ayy, “sT[RAwBoS 1 
{PVai[e BIIB OY} JO AUTOS JO "vale OY) UT AWW [Bde 
-urid Q) St Bpnosvosed YAOS DULAT SPUBIST 
JO sj WIV JO SOLIS B AQ OOIXOIY JO fF) 0) UO po yes 
-edos UM punog Iddisstsstpy uo s y AyuNOo,) uosyoue 
*Svout NUBIIBM Og ABI 1199010 [eUuoTIIppt Ios 
“S|[BMBOS d07101d Apr doad [Rd 9 puB [ey 
“UdpIsal | <TUsTy Y} JO ouljatoys vty Jo 

0} Seprns jo 
P4JBMOY ATUTBUI ‘ eu ‘pum 
4 ATQBAI U t ) yi j pus 


aud 


MUBOLAT 


f9AINg 


op 





NWT 


"EN 





“BUBISTNO'T 


BUIBQBLY 





» JB 9JOUZOO] 99g 


euBIsino’y “Bare BI[IC TAdISSTSST JY 


BUBISTN WB UTBIZIRYOUOT IYyB’] 
B[V ‘seTJUNO,) UIAPlesT PuB OIGoO]Y 
‘Aqunog uosyove 


Iv YOOOUBFT 































































































= = oe ¥ a a a ’ Ff 
UlIOY CU Jp UMOJP OUD OF re | , RPE tetes wut 1 #4Vd 
} wd y Lo oid you py] “won 1OGABY Ywod-]| [Vu | | | | 
ai. ‘ saneiiiiins sein ities 7 = - antieeeat o_o pemenecnsnnisemmens 
] | ] 
| | 
| 
op NAS | . . ie eens svxo,,, ‘AJJUIOTA pus Jlodyoo0y 
op op Sexo, ‘AIUJOTA PUB [BqBS] J10g 
ul IVUUTP O[G BA ofqns o18 Ad ay) Jo St | 
IMO] OY} JO OULOS Uj I | OUT yy | N | op : sex ‘AYIUTOIA | OVC 
| 
“lung 01 91qt | 
poqyoojoidun ovy,J, “Bvaie styy jo uoy.10d | 
[[BAvoes 4IING A][vVoO], Y “[BAd] Bos Ut ee 
}8 S[OAV] PUNOIS YIM YNIq BJO osuq ¢ St ‘JO1STp | 
ssousng 944 JO Yonu Zulpnypouy ‘sy O snds0g jo aed Jopyo oy, ‘ | NAS op sexa, ‘AJfUPOTA pue TysyO sndi0pH 
"SOOAD] Pe ad | 
A][ B90] Aq pepsoye st SBoIB JOpjoO 1} jo eulo0s Jo u0yj00401d 
Ieqivg ‘suIpooy osuvojiny o10A0s 04 Joofqns PUR[YsivU | 
SUIAT-MO]T UO JIB SBOIB [CLYSNPUT Sj] puv ABO OY, ‘OOTXOTY 
JO JNA) OY) WO] SOT]UI FI INOGS PUB OYV'T VUTQVS OF JUvot [pe | 
iojuoo Suyddyys puve [eysnpuy yueyoduly ue sy} INGy Wo |- ard Oo} SOR k Ge wom seroprt ttn [rrr sexe, ‘AQUA PUB INYWYV 410d 
“uoTyeoyrlisnt 
jo 4yoodsoid sey SVVAD] DUTISTIXO oq} jo uoIsud xo pue yuo 
N -0AOIdUIT «=‘souvayuny Jofeul Aq poonpul sepry Aq peyorolq 10 
™ poddo419Ao0 oq PINod osoy,T, “SeAISNpuU] PUB SUMO} OF UOTJ00} 
-O1d yeyqied ZuTpPIOYV sooad] PopyAoid oAvt] S}sosoqUyT [BAC 
"SOURILLINY JSUIBAB U0TID0}0Id 9137] Psoye puB MOT AT[e10N03 
BIB SUOTIBAN]O PUBT ‘“OOTXOTY JO JING) OY WJ] Soplur p YNoGB 
Ayunog vyuozeig, Uy JOUUBYO JOATY SOZBigZ O42 UO ST VIIV STI, = oo "NMG Peters Te ee a eee ls ge a ‘Bole OOSBII A -}10d901,] 
*mo}qoud jedmuyid oy} st sainped 
-o1d ssoupoiedoid Roo, Jo quemidojaAog ‘soya OF pPUR[UT 
puojxo AvUI SuIpooy wW0Jg ‘“suIveIyS [BpPT} sMosouUINU 04 
jusoL[ pe SXTPl SUO[V ST UOTIVIIGVY YOoPY “CUBISTNO’T [B1yUVO 
YjNos Ul SpURTYSivuUl [eIsvod poy}jos Ajosuvds oe svoOIe 9SOL,L, , 75 = tte ee oe --"4svoo J[N3 vuvysyno’y ‘store Buy A[10j,UyT 
*ROIT SOLIVYO BYyVy] oy AUTPOOY SNOlies osnvo ABUL 
Surpooy JoyvM Sepl PoNnpul-suToLLNy JO suOT}BUIq 
“M0, +=“sout wood sept} Burst ATMO[S AQ posoyo oq 
Avul O[ 78 Seynol UOTIEN ) JO SSals0 puB 
ssooot ayO 24} Buoy 3 uOoTIdO|aANGd 
*4ISBOO JOIUM SaJOlUe poAa uv SOYP] | | | , 
put I 13 Aq poquept joo ‘soeByO | “AYUPOIA PUB SOPIVY CO 
oye’'T JO Ay A OVI POUT] O44 Ul Javed ot} SuTydooXe “voI’ SIQL - DOURSSTRUTLODO} NW‘ eee euRISINO’y | OYBVT Sulpnpouyt euvismnoyT ysoemyynog 
| 
| | 
| } ,spw | 
SYAVUIOY | 410d91 Jo edoog -sIp pus | saqyeis | svois Apnjg 








ISsIAIC] 


‘eo 





ponulyuo ) mpibo.d fipnjys IUDIVAAN GT 











[[AUOS yous 
“PLIsip YRUURARS—S 
“Wil Ip uoy 10 Ny 
*JOLIYSIP UOJSULUITL AA MY 
SUOISIAIP OIQULTLY 








‘U0T}00}0Id OJdTdUIOD OAt ye 
SBOIB BSIYJ Ul Soo IUBOLIUI ‘| 
JO] [BUS XT VIB AOU) “JAAD MOY “Js 9 UO 
soft ul {yuo ou) SI UOJSIATB 1) “SUOTYVULIOS ABQ IIOYSyO 
-IBU YIM SUOOsL] JO s { MOTTVYyS Aq J[NS oyI Wold poyeaedoas 
ST BOIL SUTUIVMIOI OYJ, “AVATY OpPBIOT[O, VY JO VoIE 1 
-IVU OYJ UT SOTIW J INOGB puw ‘Avg BpsosKyepy 07 A 
WIO1] SOLILL OF INOGR ‘IUTGBS JO JOMUINOS JSBOD J 
Sell CE WOgGB Zulpnypo TPRIO] | A]UO UL 4SVOdD 0 
PURL[UICUT dU] SUO] SOTIUT C/E YOYB ST Jsvod J[Ns s 
“OULL} SITY YB YSo107 [Bo] 101} 
St a04) Inq peyysnf eq prnom Alquqoid sty} JUeAeId OF STTRM 
-pooy pure sve vy [{BMVoS j} JO pus 947 puNnolse 
MOY Aq SBvaIB pojdeJO1d PUB sBaIe pejoeJOIdUN JO ZuTpoOoT 
*pepuo}xo Sujoq st ATJUOLIND YyoTyM [[eMros @ AG poqyoojold — | 
St Aj1o oy) JO UOTWIOd v[qRIapTsUOD y OO6L UL OOOO) aft, JO 
SSO] SNOLIOS SUTATOAUT S10SBSIP VUBILLINY PasojNsS Svy UOJSBATLH) 
SULA{-MO] 
j} Sulue 
1OpIsuo;) 

























Is 














qQrssod s 


















19010I1d 
lots put 
MO} JI JO 
) pens 


noid yYsiy ALA] 
















UOoTPIIIOI 1 


hi ictal om shea o . otitis oo a a lata tac at AA NNER a 


JO} 001}90}01d 107vVM-YSNOI Sop] Acid e1OYysyo sour 
JdjVMYRoIG 9U0IS ¥ “QUOIPIOJVM OYJ SUO|[C SVOIB « 
pid TOM) SEU TUOUTICOIDARD VIULIEDISUOD USATOUTIB ‘Ik 














yinoes 








| 
| 
} 


NAS 








op 


















*PHYSIP YLOJION—OVN 
*JOLIYSIP UOTDULYSEMA—M VN 
"J0114SIp d1OULIZ[Be — VN 
*~Lystp viqdpepeyiyd—d VN 
*POLIYSIP YIOR MON NVN 


UOISTAIp O1]UR] TY YIION 
AIp puev[sugq MON—CLAN 
:SUOIPVIAVIG GS OF Avy 1 














wv IYUIO 





‘? . qsvoo J[NS sexoy, Ju 













74 


TaBLE 4.—Hurricane study costs 


In thousands of dollars] 





Fiscal year allocations— 





Total Proposed 
esti- le we 
Division or other activity mated |Through| Fiscal Through/maining 
cost fiscal year fiscal after Fi l 
year 1960 year fiscal year Fiscal} Fiscal} Fiscal 
1959 1960 year 1961 year year vear 
1960 budget | 1962 | 1963 | 1964 
year 
Yew nd D I 
Na nsett I ] e 2, 163 1,152 17 ] 2 S41 SS 170 Lie 127 
Other 1li¢ 2, 037 1, 138 17 1, 313 72 out 247 12¢ 5 
Subtotal 4, 200 290 34 2,635 1, 565 384 717 282 182 
North Atlantic D 1, 250 S71 11 987 263 10] 12 7 
South Atlantie Divi i, 14 12( 138 58 S4 189 293 102 
Lower Mississippi Valley Divi 
sion 648 278 132 410 238 111 127 
ithwestern Di 273 140 2 Lot 1 33 74 
Tota! for Div 
N tudy.-... 2, 163 1, 152 170 1, 322 S41 88 {71 15 127 
Other studies___- --..| 5,35 2, 847 587 3, 434 1, 916 730 R66 265 
IN te aie 7,513 3, 999 757 4, 75¢ 2, 757 818 |1, 336 421 182 
Other activities 
Beach Erosion Board ae 162 71 20 91 71 20 20) 16 1 
Fish and Wildlife Service____- 7 61 61 x0) 10 lt 10 
Weather Bureau Sac 653 383 80 463 19( 7 68 37 1 
Temporary adjustment on 88 69 157 157 73 58 | —26 
TS ee Qt 603 169 772 134 32 10) 37 2 
Total 
Including Narragansett Bay 
study 8, 419 4, 602 926 5, 528 2,891 850 11,376 458 207 
Excluding Narragansett Bay 
tudy 6, 256 3, 450 75¢ 4, 206 2,050 762 OOF 302 Sy 
Corps of Engineers studies 
Narragansett Bay study 2, 163 1, 152 170 1, 322 R41 SS 47( 15¢ 127 
Other studies 5, 512 3, OOF 67¢ 3, 682 1, 830 677 828 255 70 
Total ene - 7,675 4,158 S46 5, 004 2, 671 765 |1,2 411 197 
Reimbursable studies 
Fish and Wildlife Service 91 61 61 30 10 10 10 
Weather Bureau 653 383 80 463 190 75 e8 37 10 
Total 744 444 SO 524 220) 85 78 47 10 


1 The temporary adjustment figure includes $88,000 loaned to flood control and navigation studies through 


fiscal vear 1959 and $59,000 not vet allocated to individual studies in fiscal vear 1960, total $157,000 A ppli- 
1 


cation of this amount to remaining work is scheduled for fiscal year 1961 through fiscal year 1963, with cor- 
responding reduction in budget requirements for those years. 


General Irscuner. I can summarize our plan for hurricane studies 
briefly. I can go into it more extensively, if you wish, but if vou want 
a brief treatment I will proceed. 

We have had appropriations through fiscal vear 1959 of $4,602,000. 
We had appropriated in fiscal year 1960, $926,000. We have re- 
quested in this budget $850,000 with which to continue this work, and 
we will require a total of $2,041,000 to complete the studies. The 
grand total is $8,419,000. 

We anticipate that the entire study can be completed with funds 
appropriated in 1964. 

With money already appropriated we have completed the study of 
the upper bay at Narragansett Bay, R.I., and that work is authorized 
for 1958. 
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Hurricane protection work also has been authorized at New Bed- 
ford, Mass., and work at Texas City, Tex., which is partly for hurri- 
cane damage prevention and partly for other purposes has proceeded. 

We have recommended, in addition, two hurricane damage pre- 
vention projects in Connecticut, one at Stamford and another at 
Paweatuck. 

We have 19 other studies that are well advanced, scattered along 
the coast all the way from Rhode Island to Texas. 

In addition, we have sent one to State and Federal agencies, which 
is for the south shore of Long Island, and we did not recommend 
proje ct in Georgia, but we did outline hurricane preparedness measures 
to be taken by local interests at that point. We did not recommend 
a project at that point because we felt it could not be justified 
economically. 

POLICIES ON RESERVOIR CLEARING 


Mr. Cannon. Our report last year also made reference to the 
investigations staff re port on some of vour activities. In this connec- 
tion you indicated at that time that vou would refine your policies on 
reservoir clearing. Will you give us a statement on that? 

(The information requested follows:) 


REVISED PoLiciEs ON RESERVOIR CLEARING 


A revised Engineer Manual 415-2-301 was issued to the field on June 1, 1959. 
The general oDdjectives of this revision are to 
a) reduce construciion costs to a minimum; 
b) clear areas presenting hazards to primary project purposes; 
c) munimize maintenance; 
/) recognize that floating debris comes from outside the reservoir area; 
e) minimize public health hazards; 
f) eliminate interference with navigation; 
g) maximize fish and wildlife benefits; 
(h) maximize salvage of timber; 
improve usefulness of public use areas 
The horizontal limits prescribed are out to one-half mile from public use areas 
or highway crossings, out to 1 mile from major structures or populated areas and 
wherever clearing and subsequent maintenance are less costly then mosquito 
control. 


( 


Vertical limits are from just above (0 to 3 feet) the conservation pool to 5 feet 
J I 


below the minimum eer in flood control reservoirs, from just above the maximum 
2694 ary to 5 feet below the 10-year frequency drawdown in power reservoirs, 
and : et above the normal oper: iting pool along the banks, complete cle aring 


of the navigation channel, and snagging as necessary in navigation reservoirs. 
[he problem of decaying vegetation in water supply reservoirs requires individual 
solutions as to clearing or other treatment. 


USE OF ARCHITECT-ENGINEER CONTRACTS 


Mr. Cannon. Our report also made reference to a study the com- 
mittee would undertake concerning the extent of and the need for 
employment of private engineering firms for survey design work. Our 
study shows that the volume of suc ‘h contracting Is increasing. Will 
you explain why this is necessary? We shall be glad to have you 
discuss the question of relative costs. 

(The information requested follows.) 
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Use or ArRcHITECT-ENGINEERS 


In the use of architect-engineer contracts for civil works projects, the basic 
policy is as follows: 

(a) Because the civil works program requires continuity of planning, integra- 
tion with related projects, distinctive engineering and design skills, and special 
responsibilities to local and Federal governmental objectives, the basic engineering 
required for civil works projects is performed by Corps of Engineers’ organizations, 

(b) District and Division offices are staffed with sufficient qualified personnel 
to accomplish the average load on a year around basis for the program in the are: 
served by such offices. 

(c) When existing workload or lack of specialized skills prevents timely accom- 
plishment of work by the staff of the office to which the work is normally assigned, 
all or part may be assigned to another Corps of Engineers’ installation capable 
of undertaking additional work. 

(d) Private firms are engaged when it is not practicable to accomplish the 
programed work within the Corps of Engineers’ organization. 

Thus, when the workload is heaviest and it is necessary, we obtain assistance 
by contracting with private engineering firms for such work as surveys, mapping, 
core boring, detailing, and preparing plans and specifications. This type of 
work requires lesser engineering skills, but entails larger manpower requirements, 
The basic design is usually accomplished by the corps’ own forces. Also, non- 
recurring types of work such as detailed design of parts of projects like power- 
plants or movable bridges requiring special skills are contracted to architect- 
engineers under the direction of the corps’ own forces. 

The following tabulation indicates that for the 6 years from fiscal year 1954 
through fiscal year 1959, the Corps of Engineers accomplished on the average, 
89 percent dollarwise of the engineering required on civil works projects. In a 
typical year, such as 1958, 48 percent of the contract work was specialized design, 
Hydropower accounts for 20 percent of specialized design. 


| 











By contract By own forces 

i z ; Total | Workload 
Fiscal year | amount increas¢ 
Amount | Per- | Amount Per- 
| cent | | cent | 
| | 

1954 ae at 7s esd $2, 056, 000 7.4) $25, 608,000 92.6 27, 644, 000 — 
1955 Sz PERS OR ee 2, 566, COO | 7.8 30, 252, 000 92.2 | 32, 818, 000 | $5, 174, 00 
1956 > ke ta See 4, 848, 000 | 10.9 39, 516, 000 &9. 1 44, 364, 000 | 11, 546, 000 
1957 ee Fie ie i ote 9, 531,000 | 16.2 49, 189, 000 | 3.8 | 58, 720, 000 | 14, 356, 006 
eS SS he 2 sa 7,450,000} 12.3 53,155,000 | = 87.7 60, 605, 000 | 1. 885, 000 
al 8, 951, 000 | 13.0 | 59, 978, 000 87.0 | 68, 929, 000 | 8, 324, 000 
Average percent._.......]......-.------ 11.3 | eee: | 88.7 | Be eee ee a 

' 


Available professional engineer organizations can be drawn upon to supply 
services which are essential to carry the corps through peak demands for pro- 
fessional manpower. This capability makes it possible to meet peak demands 
without recruiting engineering personnel for short periods of employment. It 
also makes it possible to meet unforeseen changes in schedules of construction 
progress. 

This whole system enables the Corps to maintain on its own staff a well balanced 
group of professional engineers with the highest professional capability by supple- 
menting its own organization from time to time through the use of architect- 
engineer organizations with specialized skills or with manpower to supplement 
the specialized skills of the corps. 


GAO REPORT ON COST ALLOCATIONS FOR POWER 


Mr. Cannon. In its recent report on certain of vour activities, the 
General Accounting Office has again called attention to the problem 
of cost allocations for power and has stated that financial statements 
of the Southeastern Power Administration and the Columbia River 
power systems do not present fairly the financial positions of these 
Svstems. 
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We should be glad to have you discuss that problem in some detail 
and advise us of any progress you and the Department of the Interior 
are making in ironing out your differences. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Cost ALLOCATIONS 






In its report of December 1959 to the Committee on Appropriations, House of 
Representatives, on significant findings developed in the course of audits and 
other examinations, the General Accounting Office stated as follows: 

“In our report to the Secretary of the Interior on the audit of the Columbia 
River power system and related activities for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1958, 
issued December 31, 1958 (B-114858), and again by letter dated February 6, 
1959, the Secretary of the Interior was informed that the following deficiencies 
existed: 

‘1, Memorandum accounts maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation for 
the purposes of the report differ from the accounting records maintained 
pursuant to official accounting practices and policies of the Bureau. Officials 
of the Department do not consider the financial statements representative 
of the Bureau of Reclamation operating results under existing instructions 
and policies because they are not prepared from official records and reflect a 
number of specific differences from normal Bureau practices. 

“2. Accounting policies on which the financial statements are based are 
not consistent in several important respects, such as accounting for deprecia- 
tion on plant in service, interest on the Federal investment, and costs incurred 
DY other agencies. 

3. Firm allocations of construction costs of the Hungry Horse and Yakima 
projects (Bureau of Reclamation) and the Albeni Falls, Detroit-Big Cliff, 
MeNary Dam, Lookout Point-Dexter, and the Dalles Dam projects (Corps of 
engineers) have not been made to power and nonpower purposes.”’ 






















Comments on these findings, numbered to correspond to the above, are as follows: 

1. The Corps of Engineers has no comment on this item, as it pertains only 
to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

2. This item concerns activities of the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Bonneville Power Administration. As noted by the 
GAO, there are inconsistencies in the accounting policies and practices of the 
individual agencies. With the resolution of these and other differences as 
an objective, an Interagency Committee on Cost Allocation and Accounting 
was established in 1957, comprised of representatives of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, the Department of the Interior, the Federal Power Commission, and 
the General Accounting Office. This Committee has already given much 
attention to the matter, and the Corps proposes to continue working through 
the Committee to the end that policies and procedures can be adopted which 
will meet the needs of all concerned. 

3. The projects mentioned in this item for which allocations of cost are the 
responsibility of the Corps of Engineers are Albeni Falls, Detroit-Big Cliff, 
Lookout Point-Dexter, and The Dalles. A final allocation for Albeni Falls 
was adopted in August 1959. Substantial agreement on the Detroit-Big 
Cliff and Lookout Point-Dexter allocations has been reached among the 
Federal agencies involved, and the allocation reports which will form the 
bases for final allocations for the projects are being modified in accordance 
with this agreement. It appears probable that final ocations can be 
established by about August 1960. The Dalles project is under construction 
and the power installation will not be completed until November 1960. A 
preliminary allocation has been prepared for use in the interim period. 
Studies leading to a final allocation have been deferred pending resoiution 
of problems affecting the allocation in the Columbia River review report. 
These problems have now been largely resolved and prospects are good that 
a final allocation can be established by the time the installation is completed. 


Mir. Cannon. Also, the Comptroller has pointed out that there 
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should be some revenue to the Government from the sale of spoil on 
havigation projects. What is being done about that? When the 
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transeript reaches you I wish you would discuss that point, please. 
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SPOIL DISPOSAL 


General IrscuNer. Would you like me to discuss it now or insert 
it, sir? 

Mr. Cannon. Insert it in the record. 

(The information requested follows:) 


Spot DIsSPosaL 


In their report to this committee of December 1959, the Comptroller General 
stated that “the value of spoil (dredged material) was not always acequately 
taken into account by the corps * * *. The spoil (1) has provided the ce Ips 
dredging contractors with substantial revenues when sold or (2) | 
the value of privately owned lands when it was deposited thereon.” 


In mam 


as enhanced 


iv cases Credee spoil is wasted at sea or in other water areas where it 
will not interfere with navigation. In a few cases spoil is deposited on Federal 
lands. In these eases, the comments of the GAO do not ann}, 


Navigation and flood contre! nrojects involving dredving, which has been au- 
thorized in recent years, 


provide that local interests shall provice spoil disposal 
areas. The contractor’s bid takes this into account where he elects to use the 
areas so provided. If the contractor elects to Cispose of the spoil to any other 
locations, recently revised guide specifications provide for a price adjustment to 
protect the Government’s interests. 

Current instructions in engineer manuals for preparing survey reports set fort! 
methods for determinius land enhancement us a result of spoil disposal so as to 


include this consideration in recommendins the extent of local cooperation 


Future project authorizations based on these reports will inelude such con 


s1iaer©r- 
ations. 


GAO FINDINGS ON RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Lastly, the Comptreller General also has suggested 
that flood frequency method of determining relocation such as is used 
by the Bureau of Reclamation would substantially reduce relocation 
costs. We should |} | } 
the validity of his conclusions, what you have done about it, and what 
you propose to do about it. 

General Irscuner. All right, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


. ; ; 
e glad to have vou discuss that irst. discuss 


a Li 


RELOCATIONS 


GAO REPORT FINDING 


\s a general practice, the corps relocates facilities located within project design 
flood arens, and use is not made of a flood frequency principle in the determination 
of which ilities are to be relocated. The policy of the Bureau of Reclamation 
is to relocate facilities located generally within a 100-year flood frequency line, 
the area in which inundation is expected to occur once every 100 years. We 
believe that the corps should adopt as a general guide to relocations a specific 
flood frequency, the boundary lines of which encompass the smallest practicable 
area from which relocations are to be made. 





RECOMMENDATION 


That to help limit relocations by the Corps of Engineers to those required for 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of the projects and thus reduce 
Federal relocation costs, the Chief of Engineers considers establishing a policy for 
relocations which would take into account specitie flood fr quencies in determining 
the areas from and to which relocations are to be made. 


COMMENTS 
While concurring in the objective of the GAO, the corps does not agree with 


their prope sed solution of relocation problems for flood control projects An 
arbitrary criterion, such as the establishment of a 100-year,flood frequency line, 
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is never as good as a determination based upon consideration of all pertinent 
factors. 


Wi are gn our reservoirs to accommodate either the flood of record or a greater 


flood that we know will oceur under certain plausible weather conditions. These 
conditions are similar to those that have been experienced in the vicinity. The 
degree of protection afforded depends upon the value and importance and the 


risk to life involved in the area being protected. However, the result nationwide 
averages less ths an a 100-year frequenev flood. 

The basis fo egotiating with local governments for the relocation of roads 
and bri aoe is the demonstrated need for a road or bridge in the new loeation. 
Frequentiy lightly traveled roads that would be flooded by a flood of a frequency 
mucl se than 100 years—some even by floods with less than a 10- year frequency 
are not relocated at all. This results in a considerable savings to the Government. 

On the other hand, it is the corps policy to remove all habitations from the 
reservoir area because of the risk to life involved. Should the reservoir be designed 
with a standard project flood with a frequency of 150 or 200 years, which might 
be the case for important dams, this policy costs slightly more than that proposed 
by GAO. But it is believed that we cannot risk human lives by having habitations 
within a reservoir, even though flooding is infrequent. 

Many of our projects are designed for floods with less than 100-year fre- 
que nore —especially in agricultural areas where damages from large releases will 
not be excessively harmful. In these cases, there are savings to the Government 
which would not be realized by application of the proposed GAO policy. 


Mr. Cannon. We shall recess until 2 o’clock. 


ang 


Monpbay, FEBRUARY 15, 1960, 


Mir. CANNon. The committee will be in order. 

The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Rabaut 

Mir. Ranaut. General [tschner, while the members of this com- 
mittee are accustomed to the changes which take pl: ice from time to 
time in the personnel of the witnesses who me pear before us, it makes 
is take notice when we read the opening lines of your statement today 
that this is the last time you will present the civil works budget. 

| note further that you were the Assistant Chief of Engineers for 3 


years and the Chief of Engineers for 344 years. I guess when you ar 
with good companions time flies fast. I would like to say at this 
time that in everything that has ever happened when you have been 
before us, we have always found you frank and determined in your 
efforts to present your case to the committee. I should like to be on 


+ 


record as voicing that 


opinion. 
General Ivscuner. ‘Thank you very much. 


CONSTRUCTION PRINCIPLES 


Mr. RaBauT. | made one or two notes on your statement, put ] 
think they were covered by the chairman this morning. 

You made several points, and I took cognizance of the second point 
which you made at page 8 of your statement about the unnecessary 
embellishments, to have construction which is simple, austere, durable, 
strong, and economical to maintain. “Economical to maintain’’ ts a 
very good phrase. So many things are made which are difficult to 
clean up, to take care of, to paint, and things of that kind. T am 
lad to see you include that principle. 1 do not know whether that 

an expression which is usually made when the construction 1s 
referred to, but it is something which would be a matter of great 
cost over the years if it were not considered. I want to commend 
you for the use of the phrase. 
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The chairman covered so much of your statement this morning that} 
I have no further questions to ask you. 
Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Kirwan. 


FLOOD DAMAGES 


Mr. Kirwan. General, I do not know how true it is, but I read g 
quite lengthy article in a magazine recently which appears to haye 
quite a bit of merit to it. First I want to ask you, how much money 
is in this budget for flood control? 

General Irscuner. We have a total of $244,877,900 in the { fiscal § 
year 1961 budget for construction of flood-control projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. This writer went on to state that the damage last 
year was $450 million in cash from floods. Counting the many 
millions the Red Cross spent on relief, and including losses from soll 
erosion puts the total damage at about a billion dollars a year. We 
are only spending about $300 million, including the watershed and 
flood prevention work of the Department of Agriculture, so we are 
not going forward very fast. The damage is a billion a year and 
we are spending about $300 million. 

[ am not blaming you or this group of engineers. I am merely 
pointing out the slow rate of overcoming these losses. 

General Itscuner. I think we are making good progress. 

Mr. Kirwan. Not at that rate. If there is a billion dollars of 
damage a year and we are spending only $300 million to correct it, 
we are not going forward very fast 

General ItscHner. It will take, of course, many years. 

Mr. Kirwan. It will take many, many years, but also our resources 
will be destroyed much faster. As you fly over America today in an 
airplane you can see the great urban development that is going on in 
the suburbs. Every new drive, every new road, and every new build 
ing sheds rainfall, and, without the previous lands to absorb the runoff 
in 5 minutes the water goes into a sewer and into a river with inade- 
quate channel capacity. So the destruction will be twice faster in the 
next 20 vears than it is now. 

General Irscuner. We will reduce it, of course 

Mr. Kirwan. What will be the damage from floods 20 years from 
now? 

General IrscHner. That is very hard to say, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan, At the rate we are going, we will never catch up. 

General ItscHnER. Sir, we did not start this flood control program 
really until the first general flood control legislation, which was i 
1936. So we have been at this for only 24 vears. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, but you did not have the runoff problem years 
ago. We must remember that it is only in recent decades that we 
have had all this development of fine highways, homes, and so forth, 
which have reduced the ground area available to absorb the runoff. 
The rivers cannot take it today. 

General IrscHner. It is true, sir, there are several factors which 
cause flood damage to be higher today than it was, say, at the turn of 
the century. 

Mr. Kirwan. This is one of the big ones. 

General Irscunur. One of the big ones is the fact that the runoff 
is more rapid today ‘th an it used to be because of highways, airfields, 
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Mr. Taper. Is it not a fact, Mr. Kirwan, that a big part of these 
floods comes as a result of cutting - n the timber? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, in some ar Mr. Taber. But the big factor 
affecting many urban areas is ac gine runoff caused by all the de- 
velopment of highways, homes, and so forth. You did not see that 
20 years ago, but you see it today. from every new roof on a garage 
or a house “and a drive and a street, the water is in the sewer in 5 min- 
utes on its way into the river. All water tables, as in Ohio, are drilled 
70 feet deeper than our grandfathers drilled for water. That is all 
being wasted, all going into the river creating floods on its way to the 
sea Without doing the good that our Maker had in mind when He let 
it fall. 

General, last year the Public Works bill was vetoed twice because 
we included some new items. The Budget proposed no new starts. 
When did America follow the road that we should not have new starts? 
Where would this Nation be today if we had followed that philosophy 
down through the years. Where does the Bureau of the Budget get 
the idea that it should tell the Congress of the United States that there 
will be no new starts? Now the next year they come along and ask 
for new starts with a total cost of over $300 million. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Kirwan, I indicated in my opening remarks 
that I felt that a reasonable program of new starts every year and on a 
uniform basis was the best overall program. 

Mr. Kirwan. Surely. 

General Irscuner. I have always maintained that, and I think I 
always shall. It should be on a reasonable basis, a sound program. 


LUMP-SUM APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. Kirwan. We are sitting around the table here today consider- 
ing a request of about $900 million for rivers, h: arbors, and flood con- 
trol. We are going to spend something like $9 billion next year for 
interest alone on the national debt. Much of this is due to the back- 
door approach to the Treasury which has permitted spending millions 
for surplus minerals, highways, and so forth, without any real annual 
control by Congress. Much of this would not have been spent if 
those agencies were coming back here and reporting annually as the 
Army Engineers are reporting. 

The only thing I have against your statement this morning is that 
you propose lump sum appropriations for these projects. I do not 
believe in that, because this is the only method—and whoever set it 
up set up a good one—to have an annual accounting of what is going 
on, a report of stewardship. If you have to come back before this 
committee every year, there will not be much scandal and there will 
not be much waste of money. 

I hope you come back here every year for annual appropriations 
for these projects and, when you do come back, that you have a 
bigrer budget for flood control. 

Did the Army Engineers ever build a project that the Congress 
did not authorize? 

General IrscHuner. No, sir. We do have blanket authority for 
small] projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not referring to them. Other than that, every- 
thing was authorized by the Congress of the United States? 
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Ceneral IrscHner. Yes, sir 

Mr. Kirwan. You are just carrying out the wishes of the Congress, 
is that correct? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 


Mr. Kirwan. How long is your tour of duty here? 


General IrscHnrer. Four years. I have been here actually 3% 


vears. 


Mr. Kirwan. And you said this would be vour last appearance. | 


General IrscHNER. Yes. 
NO CONSTRUCTION FAILURES 


Mr. Kirwan. If vou ean, supply for the record a statement of 
whether, under your supervision on this tour, the Corps of Engineers 
made any failures in the construction of huge reservoirs. If you can, 
supply the same information about your predecessors, whether there 
were any failures under them. 

General Irscuner. That I can very easily do. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am asking this question because I have a lot of 
faith in the Army Engineers. 

If the Army Engineers ever pulled a boner, such as some I have 
seen in private industry, all the papers in the country would carry 
the story—all those opposing you, which have been hollering ‘pork 
barrel, pork barrel.’”” That is why I am asking if you can name 
me one failure since the day we first started building dams. 

General IrscHner. No, sir, 1 do not know of any failures. 

Mr. Krrwan. I wanted to getastatement onthat for the record. 
Of all the billions that have been spent on Government projects by 
the Army Engineers, they cannot name a failure, showing that 
the Army Engineers have done a pretty good job through the years. 

General Irscuner. I think that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentieman from Tennessee, Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, | would like also to join with vou and 
Mr. Rabaut and others in commending General [tschner for his great 
service to the Nation, and to say for the record, that when you leave 
the public service, it will lose a great public official, dedicated to the 
Nation. I for one feel, that the work of the Corps of Engineers is one 
of the most important of any agency of the Government. We are 
interested in the de velopment of our own country and the strength- 
ening of our country through the building of capital investments and 
improvements, and General Itschner during his distinguished service 
has contributed immensely to these accomplishments benefiting the 
Nation. 

1961 BUDGET REQUESTS 


[ notice that vour budget proposed for next year, for 1961, is $936 
million. J was just wondering how this figure compares with previous 
budgets in the past as to overall amount, General [tsciiner? 

General itscuNer. This is the largest budget we have ever had, sil 
Last vear we had a budget of $864,848,000, and the appropriation 
was eae 871,000. 

Mr. Evins. The budget request which you are making for 1961 is 
the ee request the Corps of Engineers has ever made to the 
Congress. 
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General IrscHNeR. That is correct. 

Evins. I have this thought: The budget request is under a 
billion dollars. The President has submitted to the Congress a 
budget of about $80 billion. Less than $1 billion of that amount is for 
water resource development and capital improvement in our own 
country. You have the staff and the capacity to do additional w ork— 
more work than that recommended here, if approved by the Congress? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we do. I say that rather readily this 
year because our military construction program is dropping off 
markedly. As a result, we have capacity which formerly would have 
been devoted to accomplishing that military construction program 
which is available or will be available certainly by the beginning of 
next calendar year for transfer to a civil works program. 

Mr. Evins. I believe you have testified in the past that it is the 
view of the Corps of Engineers that it is much more economical and 
more efficient to have a reasonable number of new starts each year 
on a steady basis rather than fluctuating high one year and cutting 
off another year into peaks and valleys. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir, that is very true. We feel that a 
fluctuating program is most difficult to accomplish, and it is much 
more expensive for the Government than a program having a reason- 
able uniformity. 


CORDELL HULL AND PERCY PRIEST PROJECTS 


Mr. Evins. I like many of the suggestions you propose to the 
Congress in your statement, and I should like to suggest also General, 
that you supply for the record a statement as to the status of the 
Cordell Hull project and the Percy Priest project in my State. There 
has been much public interest and there continues to be much public 
interest in these projects. There has been much in the press and 
much concern about the studies by the district division, and the 
Chief of Engineers and the shifting back and forth of this report and 
study. If you would supply for the record the status of these two 
projects, it would be appreciated. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. We shall be very happy to 
furnish that information. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The information requested follows:) 

Stratus oF CorpELL Hut AND J. PERcy Priest PROJECTS 

The Cordell Hull project is in the corps’ ‘‘active’’ category of projects. Plan- 
ning work on it was suspended several years ago and has not been resumed. 

The corps bas completed its restudy of the J. Perey Priest project and finds 
that the project would not be economically justified if constructed for its presently 
authorized purposes. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Washington, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maanuson. General Itschner, I want to join in expressing my 
regret that vou are leaving as Chief of Engineers. I think you have 
done an especially conscientious job, and this committee is sorry 
to see you go, and particularly sorry to hear that you are retiring. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. 








S4 t 
LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, SNAKE RIVER, WASH. : 


Mr. Macnuson. I want to ask a couple of questions about 4] 
specific project with which I am sure you are familiar, although this 
is slightly out of order. What is the status of pl: inning and design 
on lower Monumental Dam on the lower Snake River? 

General IrscHNER. Lower Monumental Dam, as you know, sir, is 
one of the four navigation locks and dams and powerhouses that 
constitute the lower Snake River navigation and power project, 
It is the second one upstream. 

Lower Monumental Dam is ready for construction or will be by 
the end of this fiscal year 1960. The pre-construction planning has 
been largely completed and will be by the end of this fiscal vear 
and plans and specifications for the first step cofferdam and. thy 
access roads and the field offices and other miscellaneous constructior 
will be completed by June 30, 1960. 

Mr. MaGnuson. Would there be any economy involved in starting 
on lower Monumental at this time, now that Ice Harbor is well in 
hand? In other words, economies in building four dams on the 
lower Snake in orderly sequence? 

General Irscuner. I think there would be, Mr. Magnuson. The 
original plan we had was to construct these projects 2 vears apart 
so we could benefit on each successive dam from the construction 
on the prior dam. It has now been 4 years since the Ice Harbor 
project was actually started. Construction started in fiscal year 
1956. Since we have four of them to build, at that rate it would 
take 16 years from 1956 to start the construction on all of them, 
which would be a very long period of time. 

Actually, Ice Harbor Dam is of only limited value until the othe 
three—Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite Dams 
are completed, because the major portion of the navigation that will 
use this stretch of river we believe will originate or te rminate in Lewis 
ton, Idaho, and Clarkston, Wasb., which are above all four of these 
dams. 

Mr. Maanuson. In your original planning , When did you plan to 
start Lower Monumental construction? 

General Itscuoner. Originally we planned to start Lower Mont 
mental in fiscal vear 1958 or 1959. That, of course, is long past now. 
We did have in mind after that, that it would be started in fiscal vear 
1961, because we are prepared with our plans and specifications for the 
initiation of the work. 

Mr. Maanuson. Why is there no money in this budget for construe 
tion, then? 

General ItscuHner. We would, of course, like to have included this 
project among the new starts, but the reason it is not included is that 
there were limitations on the amount of new starts that could be put 
in with respect to the total amount of money which they would cost 
at the time they were completed. Since this is a very expensive 
project as compared to all of those in the list of new starts, we were not 
able to include it within the monetary limitation we had. 

Mr. Maanuson. In other words, a budget ceiling was imposed by 
the Bureau of the Budget? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, a ceiling for new starts. The figure 
given was $250 million to $300 million, and this project alone costs 


a 


amou 
Mr 
Mr 
\r 
of the 
Engi 
had a 
nave 
have 
forwa 
lt has 
tried 
mann 


Ge 


distri 
this 
treat 
woul 
in th 
lt 
Engi 
woul 
proj. 
your 
ing c 
Say | 
put 
m™ 
inch 
the § 
proj 
dest 
play 
men 
I we 
bees 
ther 
pria 
S) 
be i 
just 






































85 


$151 million. This would have taken up more than half of the total 


H. : ; : 
amount of money available to us, so we could not include it. 

out a Mr. MaaGnuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

rh ths Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 


design Mr. Jensen. General Itschner, I want to join the other members 
of the committee in expressing regret that you are leaving the Army 

sir, is) Engineers when your tour of duty is over, and also to say that I have 
s that® had and still have great regard for you and the manner in which you 
roject,— have carried on this creat responsibility as Chief of E nginee rs. You 
i have always been willing and able to answer all questions in a straight- 
be by— forward manner. I want to compliment not only vou but your staff. 


ne has— It has been my pleasure to work with you and to know that vou have 


| vear,— tried your very best to do the job you had to do in a most efficient 
id the manner 

‘uction General Irscuner. Thank you very much, sit 

farting LUMP-SUM APPROPRIATIONS FOR PROJECTS 

well in Mi 

yn the Mr. Jensen. First, I want to discuss your proposal that we appro- 


priate the full amount for a project at one time. It is quite possible 
The f that there would be some savings, that a contractor might offer a lower 
apart bid on some of these projects, but I can see very little saving and, on 
uction | the contrary, I can see that we would spend more money for this very 
arbor § Te#son. : ; ; 
| ven Were we to select, say, four or five large projects and appropriate 
would} for those in one lump sum, human nature being what it is, the other 
them, — Members of the House and the Senate, representing their respective 
districts and States, who were left out would say, ‘“How can you do 
- other | this to my district and to my State? We also should have priority 
Jams—} teatment. We have a terrible flood problem in our area.” They 
ot will would bring pressure to bear on the Congress to include their projects 
Lewis: | M2 this one-package appropriation bill. 
f them It would be difficult for this committee to go along with the Army 
Engineers in such a program of differentiating between projects. It 
lan to Would be a difficult thing to say, “Senator, we are going to leave your 
project out for 2 or 3 or 4 years. We are going to appropriate for 
Monu | Your colleague’s project. We feel that your colleague from the adjoin- 
st now. | lg State is more entitled to it than you are.”” You might just as well 
al vear | Say that to him, because that is what he would understand when you 
for the | Put his project behind another project. 
So what would be the outcome? Even if this committee did not 
nstrue- | melude his project in the priority list, he, a Member of the House or of 
the Senate, would stand on the floor and make a wonderful case for his 
ed this | Project. He would show the number of millions of dollars of property 
‘< that | destruction. He would show where lives had been lost. He would 
be put play on the heartstrings of his colleagues, and he would offer an amend- 
ld cost f Ment to include his project in erage one-package appropriation program. 
yensive | | would estimate that in most cases his project would be included, 
ere not | because if his colleagues did i vote for his project to be included, 
then he would feel duty bound to vote against the bill, and your appro- 
sed by | PYiation bill, of course, would be much greater than it is. 
Small projects which cost a million dollars or less, I would s: Ly could 
. figure be appropriated for in one lump sum, and we would be completely 
e costs | Justified in doing so. That would be true, perhaps, of projects costing 
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even more than a million. But on projects costing $100 million, 


$200 million or $300 million to comple te, it would not work 

Another thing, General. Just as Mr. Kirwan has said, the members 
of this committee, have had an opportunity to keep, us the old saving 
goes, its fingeron the program. Year after year you have come before 
this committee and justified your request for funds for the continua- 
tion of these projects. Were we to appropriate in one lump sum, this 
committee and the Congress of the United States would lose control of 
the expenditure of those millions and millions of dollars. I do not 
believe we can shirk our responsibility to that degree. 

Surely, if we wanted to take it a little easier, if we did not want to 
sit here in these committee hearings for weeks and months at a time 
listening to all these justifications, then we could say, “We can relieye 
ourselves of an awful lot of work if we just appropriate in one lump 
sum and let the Army Engineers run the show from there on for many 
of these big projects.” I think we would be shirking our responsibility 
no end if we did that, and in the long run it would cost more money 
than it is now costing. 

It is alwavs good to have a watchdog at the gate, I don’t care what 
business vou are in. That is why we have boards to run the great 
corporations. That is why we have managers of companies. We 
must have someone with his finger on the pulse of the people involved 
or else it will run wild. I am not saying that you would, General. 
I am saving there would be a tendency in any ageney where money 
was appropriated in the great sums which would be required, to say, 
“We have the money now. We do not have to worry too much about 
what Congress does from nowon. They have appropriated the money 
for this project, so here we go.” 

Not only that but, as I said, human nature being what it is, the 
contractors would say, “Well, the money is there. We can now go 
ahead and bid on the project knowing full well that we shall not be 
questioned very closely from now on.”’ 

I would wager that over the long pull the project would cost more 
money. 

i do not mind telling you that last fall a member of the President’s 
staff in the White House called me and asked, “What do you think 
about giving the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army Engineers 4 
one-package appropriation?” T said, “I don’t think anything of it.” 
I told him what I have just said. 

[f this committee wants to take it a little easier and not sit here 
for wee ks and months listening to the justification of the Army Eng 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation each year, then the thing to do 
is to say, “All right, we will just appropriate the money for these 
projects in one lump sum, and we will not worry about them any 
more. 

General, you know how I feel. I am just one member of the com- 
mittee, but I think you will find, after every member of this com- 
mittee and every Member of Congress takes a second thought on 
this, he will have about the same sentiments I have expressed. 

Have you any remarks? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Jensen, I would like to say I appreciate 
your views. I feel there are many disadvantages as well as advan- 
tages to a proposal of this type. It occurs to me that most of the 
objections, or all of the objections you have could be taken care of 
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by proper controls which would not involve the appropriation a 
funds for a large project by increments each year. You could ¢ 
complish the same purpose, I should think, by having reports made 
to the committee as to the expenditures that were contemplated. 


Mr. Jensen. You know, it is a pretty easy thing for an agency to 


make a report. You know that we folks are so busy reading and 
doing other things that we have to do, we simply do not have the 
time to read many of these reports, and we would not de it. We 


might as well be honest about ib. But we do take time to listen to 
your justanegtions ach year for the money to carry on these projects 
‘the next fiscal year. 

Repo rts are submitted to us by the agencies and by the people who 
appear before us. There are not enough hours in the year to read 
one-tenth of them. We simply do not have that much time. Millions 
of words, thousands of pages. 

‘This committee last year listened to 1,100-and-some people who 
came before us to testify, in addition to 240-some Members of Con- 
gress, from this House and the other body. Had we appropriated 
the money that those people asked for over and above the budget, 
ad of appropriating $1,200 million for all public works for Amer- 
ica, We would have appropriated about 244 times more. 

it is no small job, of course, to turn down worthy projects. It is 
no small job for you to turn down worthy projects. But if this 
proposal were to be put into effect and it were general knowledge, as 
it would have to be, publicized far and wide, the Army Engineers 
and this committee would have to listen to possibly three or four 
times more people to try to prove to you and to this committee and 
the committees on the other side of the C ongress that their project 
was more worthy than the project which you had recommended for 
the one-package appropriation. In my opinion, we would have a 
much greater job and it would be the most confusing thing in the 
long run and the greatest job that this Congress or any committee 
of this Congress ever had to try to prove to anybody who was not 
in the Pp ‘ogram that their proje ct was not entitled to be in the program. 

i can see that there would be no end to the pi ‘oblem. 


durit 


SOIL CONSERVATION 


General, I have always had the greatest regard for you because 
you a és one Chief of the Army Engineers who has been favorable to 
watershed programs and the soil conservation practices which are 
carried on under the Soil Conservation Service. I know we do not 
have to sell you on the value of that program. That is water reten- 
tion and hence it is flood prevention. As the chairman said this 
morning, nO One Opposes a watershed program because they can see 
the benefits. 

We used to have a lot of vegetative growth in this country, all 
over this country. We had weeds, we had brush, we had vegetative 
growth of every nature that retained the water. Now we have de- 
nuded this Nation, to a very great degree, of weeds, thank God, and 
brush and a lot of vegetation. Hence, when the water falls it rushes 
fast to the streams. ‘The Soil Conservation Service has come in and 
taken over the big job that nature used to provide. They often have 
done a better job than even nature did in the growing of this holding 
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vegetation which we used to have and which now is gone to a great] 


degree. 

Again I say, General, I am happy that you mentioned in you 
statement the value of the soil conservation program. I know you 
cooperate fully with that program, do you not? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Both personally and as a re presente. 
tive of the corps. We believe thoroughly in the program of conserving 
the soil and capturing as much water as possible at the headwaters, 


Mr. Jensen. You also know that almost every Chief Engineer f 


before you did not have much respect for the soil conservation pro- 
gram. In fact, I have heard them state that the soil conservation 
program would never reduce the need for big dams. I am sure you 
know that proper soil conservation ane watershed treatment wil 
eliminate the necessity for some of the bigger dams. That has been 
proved. I know in some cases we must have big dams in order t 
have proper flood control, but the soil conservation program has really 
done the job in many instances. 


SNAKE RIVER 


There are areas in this country that used to flood at intervals. Of 
course, we have built dams in many areas whose reservoirs inundatea 
good proportion of the land that used to flood intermittently. We have 
built enough dams so that a good portion of that flooded area was 
flooded permanently. You might call that good flood control. | 
don’t. Our good colleague from Washington has mentioned the dam 
on the Snake River. Is it not a fact that the Snake River above the 
Salmon River is the best flood controlled river in America today? 

General Irscuner. It is very well controlled for flood control, sir 
I would not say it is the best, but it is very well controlled for flood 
control. 

Mr. JENSEN. I have had engineers tell me it is the best one in 
America. 

General Irscuner. I would say that is a little bit of exaggeration 
for this reason: The Snake River still does require some more flood 
control capacity. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you mean the major tributaries of the river, 
but I am talking about the main stem. 

General Irscuner. Sir, I include in that statement the main stem 
above the mouth of the Salmon River, and then it becomes an i 
creasingly true statement as you go downstream because of the trib 
utaries that enter. 

Mr. Jensen. The reason I ask this question is how can this Congress 
justify appropriating hundreds of millions of dollars to build multi 
purpose flood-controi projects on the Snake River when the Snake 
River is already so well flood controlled? Such dams are for the 
primary purpose of producing power for a certain area which will not 
benefit all the taxpayers of America to the extent that we always 
consider flood control will do. Just how can the Congress justify it, 
especially when the private utilities in that area are ready, willing, 
and able to build the dams, to furnish the power needed in that are 
at reasonable rates and will provide revenues to the Federal Treasury, 
which now needs money so badly? In the next 50 years hundreds of 
millions of dollars in Federal income taxes would be derived from the 
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profits made by those utilities. How can this committee or this 
Congress under present fiscal conditions, at least, appropriate all the 
people’s money for such purposes? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Jensen, the four projects on the lower 
Snake are very similar so when I speak about the group it applies to 
Lower Monumental and the other three projects. None of them is 
in any way for flood control. Their purposes are two: No. 1, for 
navigation, and No. 2, for power. 

In the case of the power that you mentioned, the projects in the 
Pacific Northwest particularly are extremely well justified. 


NAVIGATION 


Mr. Jensen. But General, you talk about navigation. When we 
spend all this money for navigation, we give competition to the 
regular carriers of goods and the water carriers pay just about exactly 
nothing into the Federal Treasury and our railroads and our trucks 
pay into the Federal Treasury millions of dollars from their revenues. 
Now, I cannot understand how we can justify appropriating the 
people’s money for such things. 

General Irscuner. I think we have to look at these problems, not 
on the basis of what taxation they pay, because that is something 
that is a matter for Congress to adjust if it is done incorrectly, but 
rather what is the economic advantage to the Nation as a whole? 
There are certain commoditics, as you know very well, that can be 
handled on waterways much better, much more cheaply than they 
can on trucks and railroads. 

Mr. JENSEN. Sure, when they do not pay anything. We furnish 
the waterway for them gratis. The railroads have to keep up their 
rails and their rolling stock and everything and the truckers have to 
keep up their trucks and pay great license fees. Sure, if the farmers 
of a neighboring State of Iowa, for instance, were to be donated a 
farm or furnished the money to buy a farm and all the machinery 
and stock was put on the farm and the farmer was to be relieved of 
any taxes of any consequence, how long do you suppose the farmers 
of my State of Iowa would stay in business, even if they had their 
farms paid for? That is the thing that we have to think about, 
General. You have to liken this program to just such an example 
as I have just stated. Who is going to pay this great running 
expense of Government one of these days? Are we going to take in 
each other’s washings to try to live? Somebody has to pay the bill 
and the more tax-free projects we put on the books, the more the rest 
of us are going to have to pay and God pity the man across the street 
that has to live and try to do business with the man who doesn’t pay 
taxes to speak of. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Jensen, may I say something? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

General Irscuner. With regard to the power features of these 
projects in the Pacific Northwest, and specifically in connection with 
the Lower Monumental project, the rates that are charged are suffi- 
clent to pay off these original investments in considerably less than 
\0 vears. It is really a eood investment for the Federal Government. 
In this particular case this project would generate 540,000 kilowatts of 
electrical energy. That is a great deal. 
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I have never heard of any private company that wants to build this 
project or any of the other three power projects on the Lower Snake 
I think if they did, that they could easily have applied for a license 
and have gotten it. In fact, there are several of these projects on the 
Columbia where private capital has financed construction of these 
projects for hydroelectric purposes. It was done by public utility 
districts, but nevertheless it is private capital that is doing this work, 
On the other hand, all the private utility companies out in that area 
are very much in favor of the Federal construction of these projects 
which -_ presently authorized for Federal construction. 

Mr. Jensen. I wonder if they were in favor from the outset? After 
they were authorized, they knew their hands were tied and there 
wasn’t much they could do. 

Mr. Priti0on. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Pitt10on. General, I note very often that private concerns do 
favor some of these projects but I find upon examination the reason 
they favor them is this: They are perfectly willing to let the Govern- 
ment build these plants at 2!5 or 3 percent interest, long-time retum 
and they find it a lot more profitable to buy power at a very cheap 
rate and make the profit in the transmission and distribution and let 
the U.S. Government sink the big investment into the nonpaving 
project, which is that of generating the power so of course with an 
investment of $1 million they make just as much money as they would 
make with an investment of $25 million in the plant itself, so that the 
mere fact some of these companies favor some of these projects is not 
because it is good for the Government, it is good for them. 


















MISSOURI RIVER DEVELOPMENT 














Mr. JENSEN. | am afraid that is too general. 
I have voted, as the General knows, for many river valley develop- 
ment programs. have voted for the appropriations, generally speak- 
ing, for the Pick-Sloan Missouri River development program. Why 
did I do that? For the very simple reason that we had a flood control 
problem in that Missouri Valley that was second to none in America 
and every year there was hundreds of millions of dollars worth of 
property destruction caused by constant flooding. 



















PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION VETO 








I did not vote for that program for navigation. I did not vote for 
that program for hydroelectric power. It was incidental and it does 
pay a big part of the cost. I admit that. We had to have many big 
dams on the Missouri River and its tributaries in order to stop those 
devastating floods. But I might say this: That last year I was 
accused of voting for pork barrel because 1 supported the Public 
Works bill as it came to the floor of the House. Even after the 
President vetoed it I still voted to carry on the program as Congress 
had appropriated the money. 

After I did that there were a few people in the district that said 1 
voted e pork barrel so I went home and I made a couple of talks and 
I said, ‘Do you know, my friends, when I voted to spend all this 
money on the Missouri River, on the Columbia River, on the Sacra- 
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mento, the San Joaquin River, and all these flood control projects in 
America, I was not voting for pork. Never did I hear one word about 
pork barrel appropriations when I was voting to take you folks here 
in this area out of the flood waters. Now, since you are high and dry, 
do I understand that you don’t care how m any more people lose their 
lives and how many more millions of dollars worth of flood damages 
are going to occur that will occur in other areas? Am I to understand 
that, that since you are high _ dry, you don’t care?” 

I had some of my critics say, “Well, Ben, I guess we did not think 
about that.””’ But where Sond control is not essential and where the 
power to be produced will only benefit a certain area, I cannot see 
how we are justified. I don’t see how we can justify appropriating 
these huge ee for such projects. 


STATUS OF NEW STARTS 


I was going to ask you, General, how many of the projects that we 
appropriated for last year over and above the budget have been 
started. 

I believe you are going to furnish a list. I believe the chairman 
requested such a list. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. I am going to furnish such a list. 
I can tell you that out of the 50 projects that were new starts last 
year—at times the figure 52 has been used but we consider there really 
were 50 projects that by the end of this year we will have started 
all but 6, by the end of this fiscal year. There are justifiable reasons 
back of not starting every one of then six projects, including, in one 
case, the project has not been authorized yet, so we cannot start it. 

Mr. Jensen. | knew about that. 

General IrscHner. In other cases it has been due to difficulties with 
local cooperation, in four cases, and in the remaining case, which is 
in the Gering and Mitchell Valleys, Nebraska, near your own district, 
it is due to the fact that we had a very bad storm after the survey 
report was prepared and we really have a new project there which 
possibly will require new authorization, it is so much bigger than it 
used to be. 

Mr. Jensen. For these 31 additional projects on which you are 
requesting new starts in 1961, what is the average benefit-cost ratio 
in those projects? Give us the range. 

General IrscHNer. I can give it to you best as arange. ‘There are 
seven reimbursable projects in here. One of those is 1.1 tol. That 
is a beach erosion project, but in all the remainder, the 15 projects 
Which are construction projects, the benefit-cost ratio varies from 
1.20 to 1, on up to 8.0 to 1. 

alt. JENSEN. Now, can you give me the benefit-cost ratio on the 
22 projects you placed i in the revised 1960 budget last year? 

ae neral IrscuNer. I will have to insert that in the record, sir. 
do not have it broken down. 

Mr. Jensen. Show for the record the benefit-cost ratio for each 
project. 

General IvscHner. I think those were only planning projects, 
advance engineering design projects. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 





It appears that most of these 22 projects have low benefit-cost 
ratios. 

They go down to as low as 1.05 to 1 in at least one instance. How 
do you reconcile these low benefit-cost ratios with your statement last 
year that they were taken from a list you got by obtaining from the 
various division engineers these items or these projects which are most 


urgently needed and which will produce the most benefit for the | 


amount spent on their construction? Would you want to comment 
on that or would you like to furnish that for the record? 

It is that group of projects on page 51 of the fiscal year 1960 hearing, 
Those are the projects that you requested in the so-called revised 
budget request. 

General IrscHNEeR. Some of the estimated benefit-cost ratios on 
those projects have gone down, Mr. Jensen, but others have gone up, 
These were, and still are, high priority projects. We believe they 
should be constructed as soon as our planning is sufficiently advanced, 
and the necessary local cooperation and funds can be provided. As 
we have stated to this committee on other occasions, the computed 
benefit-cost ratio of a project is not the only criterion which is used to 
select a project. That ratio, for example, does not reflect the danger 
to life, the effect on the general economy of an area or how widespread 
the project benefits would be. We try to take all of these factors 
into consideration. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the benefit-cost ratio in each of these projects 
at 4 percent interest? Do you have that? 

General ItscHNER. We can figure that, sir, and will do so and insert 
it in the record. 


Mr. JeEnsEN. In each instance I wish you would point out how much 
local contributions there will be for each project, if any. 

General IrscnHner. Yes, sir. We will furnish that information. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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New planning starts in fiscal year 1960 budget 





Project 
senefit- Renefit- to be 

Benefit- | Benefit- | cost ratio | cost ratio! Amount turned 

Project cost ratio | cost ratio | at 3 per- | at 4 per- of local over to 
last vear | this year cent cent coopera- loeal 

interest interest tion interests 

for main- 

tenance 


(1) 


: Montgomery nanan + 72 | : : $305, 000 
\lamo Reservoir L: 1; 2 :02 0 
Trinidad Dam and Reservoir 1s J . ): 1 460, 000 


c: 
ill Meadow Brook Reservoir 3: 2 2:2 { 10, 000 
Mad River Reservoir. | - j 26 : | : 390, 000 
ii W 1iloa streams ¢ ind tributaries _--| “y a : “f 1, COO 
elbyville Reservoir_- ; 26 5 = , 970, 000 
Ci olumbia River local protection, 
ise-Roberts extension _ -- wineriaat 
liana: 
Huntington Reservoir ---_----- 73 | 3 : = 52, 000 
Mississinewa Reservoir ------ “3 3 ! 235, 000 
Salamonie Reservoir id 76 736 | : . 16, 000 
Larysville <2 ae aang : : :0 ( 92, O0E 
: Bayou Chevreuil-_--- ets 2:2 | 78 :7$ + | 914,000 | 
setts: Littleville Reservoir__- -- ati : : . | 0 | 
Saginaw River - :8 75 26 ; 5, 310, 000 
} and Mitchell Valleys-_ -- ‘ : 6 2 3 66, 000. | 
It Creek and tributaries Badia : 0% 205 = . 400, 000 


Nichols. iad 2:% 2:° 2 34, 000 
‘arolina: Par itezo and Cucklers | sf 3 : S 164, 000 


nia ‘Tyrone.. seca Ciena 32 | 2 | ; 3 977, 000 
xas ¢ ‘ity. a. cia ede 4:3 | 4:4 ; | 3: 2, 890, 000 
inia: Williamson imma 3 : : :f 45, 000 


1ddition, local interests are required to repay the Ist cost allocated to irrigation, established at 51 
t of the total project cost and presently estimated at $10,640,000, generally in accordance with Federal 
law procedures, except that repayment of the irrigation first cost may extend over a period not 
years. 
| interests are required to (a) maintain the channel of the Purgatoire River through the city of 
ind (6) contribute annually an amount equal to 54 percent of operation and maintenance costs 
tion benefits. 
iter ests are required to contribute an appropriate share, presently estimated at $11,400 annually, 
V the cost of operation and maintenance, for water supply bene fits provided. 
4 The e Heis St -Roberts extension project was authorized subject to a finding of economic justification. The 
tudy of economie feasibility is not yet complete. 
5 Data on local costs not firm, to be developed in the justification report. See footnote 4 above. 


Mir. Jensen. Also indicate on this list, how many will be turned 
over, when completed, to — interests to operate and maintain? 
General IrscHNER. Yes, si 


DECATUR BEND, IOWA 


Mr. Jensen. Now, General, I am never too critical of Members 
of the House or of the other body who try to look after their districts 
or try to get things done in their districts which they feel are necessary. 
[am not going to accuse them of playing pork barrel. Those Con- 
gressmen know the situation and conditions which exist better than 
the other Members can know. It is very natural that they should 
come before this committee and urge that we do something to take 
care of their problems. It is one of their responsibilities. Some- 
times they get too ambitious but the committee and the Army Engi- 
heers can generally ferret out the justified projects. At least we 
try. I make no bones about it. I have asked for appropriations 
for my district for public works that I think are justified and I shall 
continue to do so if 1 feel a project is justified and within the power 








94 


of the taxpayers of America to pay. In fact, right now I have g 
request from two sources, one from people along the Missouri River 
in Monona County, lowa, where the Army Engineers are cutting 
off an oxbow in the river, and to save expenses in building levees and 
maintenance they are shortening the distance for that navigable 
stream by 2', miles. That area is known as the Decatur Bend, 
The people in that area are anxious to have an inlet and outlet to 
the oxbow. I understand the Army Engineers have estimated the 
cost at $155,000. There will be recreation areas, sporting areas 
wildlife, et cetera. They are needed. [ am wondering if the Army 
Engineers have recommended that project? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. We have not recommended that ex 
penditure. We do estimate the amount to be $155,000. We feel 
that 

Mr. Taper. What was that figure? 

General IrscHner. $155,000, sir. We feel we have no authority 
under the law to spend this money for a purely recreational purpos 
not connected with the navigation or flood control projects on th 
Missouri River or the Missouri River bank stabilization projeet 
We think special legislation would be required. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that. 

I believe vou will admit, General, that it would be a pretty cheap 
way to get a recreation area for a bunch of land lubbers out there 
that don’t have many recreation areas to attend. 

General IrscHnerR. We think it would be a very fine project, s 
and one that would produce many benefits, purely recreational, for 
the funds spent. 

Mr. Jensen. As most every member of this committee knows, | 
have been quite liberal in appropri iting money for Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Park Service, for the very simple reason that ther 
is hardly ak a thing as child delinquency among children whose 
parents take them hunting and fishing and to the great outdoors 
where nature abounds. In areas where we have adequate facilities, 
where children hunt and fish and camp out there is hardly such a 
thing as child delinquency. This child delinquency has become quite 
a problem in many areas of this United States of ours. 


CARTER LAKE, NEBRASKA—-IOWA 


Then I have another request for the dredging of Carter Lake, whieh 
lies between Nebraska and Iowa, which is filled in with silt due to 
the floodwaters of the Missouri River when that river was flooding. 
Thank God that river isn’t flooding any more. 

Those people asked me to try to get an appropriation for the dredg- 
ing of that lake. It is about 6% miles long. Part of it lies within the 
city of Omaha. About half of it does. I told those folks that I would 
see what I could do. I told them that several years ago, but I said, 
“That is local benefit to a great degree and I will not ask the Con- 
gress to uppropri: ite all the funds for such a project.”” I haven’t so 
done in other places and for people in other areas and I shall not do 
it for m4 people. 

i said, “I will make a request for about 50 percent of the funds.” 
! understand the dredging of that lake dredged properly would cost 
about $550,000. I said, ‘When you folks are ready to stand about 
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half of that then I will start talking to the Army Engineers and to 
the Congress about appropriating money,’ and they said, ‘That is 
fair enough.” I did that on the Little Sioux flood-control project 
where the people in that valley paid possibly $4 million to get about 
a $15 million project. 

I come to you with clean hands and make a clean statement on this 
matter. Last vear we appropriated $20,000, I think it was, to make 
an investigation. 

General Irscuner. In the case of Carter Lake we received last 
year $20,000 and we have $2,000 in fiscal vear 1960 to complete the 
survey. We expect to get the survey completed before the end of 
this vear. 

Mr. JENSEN. Before the end of this year? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Then you will make a report to Congress? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeNsEN. How soon will that be? 

General ItscHNeEr. | think it certainly should get there before the 
next session of Congress. 

Mr. Jensen. That will not need special authorization? 

General ItscHNner. It will need an authorization. 

Mr. Jensen. We have dredged other lakes in the Missouri River 
on the big Sloan plan, General, without special authorization. 

General IrscuNeR. We are asked by the resolution to report to 
Congress, that is, to the Public Works Committees, as to whether 
this project should be recommended for authorization. 

Mr. Jensen. You will find that we have dredged other lakes where 
silting has been caused by the flooding of the river without special 
authorization. We have made such appropriations. 

General IrscHNER. I realize there was one up there north of Sioux 
City. 

Mr. Jensen. I know of that one. There is at least that one. 
That is all, Mr Chairmar. 

Mr. Ranaut (presiding). Mr. Taber? 












SNAKE RIVER PROJECTS PAYOUT 
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Mr. Taser. General Itschner, 1 want to ask you two or three 
questions. 

Is it a fact that these lower Snake River projects will not pay off 
at the present power rates? 

General IvscHNeR. | cannot answer that question, sir, whether 
they will or not under the present power rates. That is, whether 
they will pay off in 50 vears or not. They certainly will pay off 
sometime. | am not sure about the time, ee 

Mr. Taser. Didn’t the corps testify a vear or so ago that the 
benefit-cost ratio of all these four aoaiaie were around 0.7 to 1, or 
less, based on Bonneville Power Administration rates? 

General Irscuner. It is true that the rates c ‘-harged by the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration at this time are not sufficient to justify 
the power features in some of the newer projects, because the newer 
projects are more expensive than the projects which were built when 
money was worth more, such as Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dam 
and since all the power rates are the same regardless of what dam 
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the power comes from, it is true that some of them average out higher 
than others. 
Mr. Taser. Some of them do not average high enough. \L 


General IrscHner. Yes. From some of them the power is being | gets. 
sold at a rate less than the amount which we have used in our justifie | .jar 
cations, since our justifications are based upon the value of the power Ci 
and not necessarily at the rates which it is sold. T 


Mr. Taser. If it is going to pay out it would have to have a 
different approach than the present approach? 

General Ilrscuner. If it is to pay out for any individual new project, 
that is correct, yes. 


NEW STARTS 
Alask 
Mr. Taner. The benefit-cost ratio for these projects proposed as 
new starts Is figured on the basis of 25 percent interest cost? bila 
General Itscuner. That is correct, sir. Calif 
Mr. Rapaur. A 50-year period? Conn 
General IrscHNER. Yes, in a 50-year period. Flori 
Mr. Taser. At the present time, and if they were figured on a sa 
4 percent basis, there would be a very serious question as to whether | India 
a lot of these projects would have any B/C ratio at all? 


lowa 
General IrscHNeErR. It is true that in some cases, based on the 24 Kans 


percent interest rate, if the project is a marginal one, that project | _ 
would not be justified at a 4 percent interest rate. Mich 
I might say with respect to interest rates that we use in our economic Minn 
evaluations the interest rate which is furnished us by the Bureau of Nort! 
the Budget and the latest determination of an interest rate that we 7 
received was received in September of 1958 and that was 2}4 percent. | 
Mr. Taser. How many new projects do we have up here now? Penn 
General Irscuner. In the 1961 budget we have 31 new starts, of 7 
which 7 are reimbursements so it really means 24 new projects. for | pyog 
construction. | Texa: 
REIMBURSEMENTS p bar 


Wash 
West 
\ 
start 
Gi 
M 


' 

Mr. Taper. ‘“‘Reimbursements’”’ means what? 

General IrscuNer. Reimbursements to local agencies. 

Mr. Taper. By “local agencies” you mean what? 

General Ivscuner. Local governmental bodies for construction of 
beach-erosion projects, in all cases except one. 

Mr. ‘Taser. Those items do not run into much money? ects 

General I7rscuNer. No, sir; not relatively. The last one out of | work 
the seven which is not in that category is the Milwaukee Outer Gi 
Harbor project, for which a reimbursement of $132,000 is provided. were 

Mr. Taser. That is for what? then 

General Irscuner. Milwaukee Harbor, sir. That is only $132,000. M 

Mr. Taser. That is a reimbursement of $132,000? on t 

General IrscHNrER. Yes, sir. Provided by law. poin 

Mr. Taner. The B/C ratio is what? with 

General Irscuner. On that project we don’t have it. It is a proj- | Wou 
ect which was accomplished by the Milwaukee Harbor authorities G. 
and the law merely stated we would reimburse them for a portion of ‘| 
their costs. 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIOS 


Mr. Taner. For each of these 24 projects that you could call proj- 
ects, | wish you would give us the B/C ratio figures on an interest 
charge of 4 percent. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

The information to be supplied is as follows: 


Ne w starls in fiscal year 196] (erclusive of reimbursements) 
Current 
R/C ratio 
based on 
{ percent 
interest 
Alaska: Project rate 
Homer Small Boat Harbor lee 
Seldovia Small Boat Harbor % : i. 3 
Arkansas: Bull Shoals Reservoir, Arkansas and Missouri, units 7 and & i, 
California: Santa Cruz Harbor_- s ee : eer 2 
Connecticut: Bridgeport Harbor Ld 
Florida: Port Everglades Harbor Bags 7 1. 2 
Hawaii: Kawainui Swamp { 
Illinois: Campbells Island | 
Indiana: Monroe Reservoir 7 
Iowa: Flovd River and tributaries l 


Kansas: Milford Reservoir 
Louisiana: Bayou Chevreuil el 
Marvland: Baltimore Harbor, 42-foot channel 
Michigan: New Poe lock 
Minnesota: Minnesota River 
North Carolina: Pantago and Cutlers Creeks 
Oregon: 
Green Peter Reservoir 1. O 
Lower Columbia River bank protection, Oregon and Washington baal 
Pennsvivania: 
Maxwell locks and dam oe ae = > 
Washington : a ce 0. 96 
Rhode Island: Fox Point Barrier 2. 0 
Texas: Freeport Harbor—36- and 38-foot channels and realinement outer 


bre hee BD bee Kool Sat Gt et 


bar channel ir des ial Se th PRE Sa aie “% oe 7.0 
Washington: Colfax . y fi ‘ aa l. 4 
West Virginia: Williamson __ ; 0. 9 


Mr. Taper. Are there quite a lot of projects thac have not been 
started that have been provided for? 

General Irscuner. None of these 24 projects. 

Mr. Taser. I know none of them, but are there quite a lot of proj- 
ects on Which funds have been appropriated but there has been no 
work started or other substantial disbursements? 

General Irscuner. There are quite a number of projects which 
were new starts last year that have not vet been started, but most of 
them are under advertisement or will be in the next few months. 

Mr. Taner. Some of those last year were rather close to the cushion 
on the B/C ratio. I wish you would give us for the record at this 
point the names of each of the projects that have not been started 
with the B/C ratio as it was submitted to us a year ago and as it 
would stand with the 4 percent rate. 

General IrscHNngR. Yes, sir. 

The information to be supplied is as follows: 
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Fiscal year 1960 new starts not yet started 


ae 


Current Bi | 
Project B/C ratio ratio based | 
last year on 4 percent | 


interest rate 


Alaska: Dillingham Harbor 1.3 13 | 
California 
Mill Creek Levees 2.1 2 
New Hogan Reservoir hea 14 
Redwood City Harbor, 30-ft. depth, San Bruno Shoals 1.6 ] 
San Jacinto and Bautista Creek 7 ma l 
Connecticut 
Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir . 2.4 ] 
Mad River Reservoir 1.2 L 
Florida: Intracoastal Waterway Caloosahatchee River to Anclote River 1.3 1) 
Hawaii: Kahului Harbor 2.9 2 


I}linois 


Drury drainage and levee district _- z7 2 

Henderson River (diversion unit) 2.8 Lé 

Hunt and Lima Lake drainage district 1.8 1.2 
Towa: Red Rock Reservoir 1.5 Ll 
Kansas: 

Council Grove Reservoir 1.8 ] 

Wilson Reservoir 1.2 1 
Kentucky: No. 2 Barren Reservoi! 2.3 0% 
Louisiana: Barataria Bay Waterw iy 3.5 3.2 
Massachusetts 

Boston Harbor (reserve channel) -. P 2.3 

Westville Reservoir. _- ; S 
Michigan: Grand Marais Harbor ( 
Missouri: Des Moines and Mississippi River Levee District No. 1 ‘ 2.7 2 
Nebraska: Gering Valley. ' = 1.8 l 
New Mexico: Two Rivers Reservoir 1.2 Li 
New York: 

Hudson River, 32-feet channel to Albany 19 lL, 

Buttermilk Channel ( (1) 

New. York Harbor, New Jersey pierhead line, New York and New Jersey 1,4 L2 
North Carolina 

Morehead City Harbor—35-foot channel a ; Spuabiraas 1.9 l, 

Wilkesboro Reservoir = ( 
Ohio: West Branch Mahoning River Reservoir 1.3 l, 
Oregon: Columbia River local protection, Malheur River, Vale unit = 2.3 2 
Pennsylvania 

Breok ville ae a 2.7 é 

Shenango River Reservoir, Pennsylvania and Ohio . LF l 
Texas 

Proctor Reservoir 7 14 1 

Gulf Intracoastal W er iy 

Channel to Port M ansfield 1.1 l, 
Colorado River Channel ‘ 1. L 

West Virginia 

East Rainellk ‘ 2.0 

Princeton 1.8 
Mississippi River and tributaries 

West Tennessee tributaries, Tennessee ae : 2.9 2 

Wolf River and tributaries, Tennesse¢ = 1.2 { 

Yazoo Basin, Miss., Yazoo backwater : 2.2 l 


Not evaluated. 


Mr. Taper. | think that is all I have. 

Mr. Rasaur. Mr. Boland? 

Mr. Botanp. I just want to commend the general for the years! 
has given the corps in the vears he has been the Chief of the corps 
| think he has done an outstanding job, as the corps always does. 

General Itscuner. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Mr. Pillion? 

Mr. Pinion. General Itschner, I would like to commend you als 
for a dedicated and conscientious job. 


LUMP-SUM APPROPRIATIONS 
General, | would like to state to vou that I fully concur in the vel 
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probably be much more wise to come back to this committee each 
vear for annual appropriations. 

~ Might I ask this: In the event that vou have a $50 million project 
at, sav, a 5-vear completion period and if you were given the full 
appropriation under the proposal made here, isn’t it true that in most 
instances that contract would be let over a period of years and would 
not be contracted all at one time to one contractor? It would either 
be separated or in various subcontracts or a contract would be given 
for 2 vears’ work? 

General Irscuner. | think that depends somewhat on the situa- 
tion. It has been found extremely desirable in the case of some of 
these dams that have been constructed by private interests in some 
parts of the United States to award a single contract, a large one, and 
the results have been excellent from the standpoint of overall cost. 
They would seem to indicate that if we could make a single award of 
a large contract there might be very appreciable savings to the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Prturon. Congress is rather jealous of its prerogatives, and I 
think it should be. I should hate to see these large blanket delegations 
of power. I sometimes think the fourth branch of the Government, 
the civil service branch of the Government, sometimes decides what 
should be done. 

ST, LAWRENCE SEAWAY 


| would like to compliment you and your staff, General Itschner, 
on the construction of the St. Lawrence Seaway. I think it was a 
tremendous job. I don’t know just how it will work out economically 
but technically it was a tremendous job. 

How is that working out? Is there any prospect that that St. 
Lawrence Seaway will become a bottleneck and not have the capacity 
to take care of the prospective shipping? 

General IrscHner. I think that is a possibility. I think it is par- 
ticularly true in the Welland Canal section. As vou know, there is 
a survey authorized now to determine whether there is a possibility 
of constructing an American canal. I suspect the Canadians, too, are 
considering the possibility of double-locking the Welland Canal. That 
is the bottleneck. At times it is a rather serious one because it causes 
delay of vessels in the seaway. The seaway has had a small tonnage 
in comparison with what we estimated it should eventually have, 
however, and which it must have to justify its construction. 

Mr. Pittion. The Canadian Government is also studying the possi- 
bility of another parallel canal to the Welland Canal, I understand, 
a completely new canal. Is there anything definite on that? 

General Iyscuner. I don’t know of anything definite on it. 

Mr. Pittion. At the present time the present locks will take care 
of shipping for the immediately foreseeable future? 

General Irscuner. | am sure it will. I have noted that as the vear 
Went on during the last navigation season the operation of the canal 
got better. Many of the problems were the original difficulties that 
we must always expect. 

Mr. Pinuion. Is the 27-foot depth of the St. Lawrence Seaway 
adequate for present shipping needs, General? 

General Irscuner. I think it is adequate for present shipping needs. 
Of course, it would be much better if we had a depth such as 30 feet 
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or 32 feet, but the added cost of constructing a seaway of that depth ( 
Was so great it Was felt it could not be justified. 10) 
y Mr. Prttroxn. Would it be possible to deepen the present 27 -{o0! har 
depth to 28 or 29 feet without too much cost? : Id 
General IrscHner. I have no figures on it, but I am sure that th las 
increase in depth of even 1 foot would be quite expensive, and if it | dat 
were to be done, if vou were to deepen it, I certainly would not recom-| to 
mend just deepening it 1 foot. You really should go down, let us say tre 
3 feet, if at all. res 
Mr. Priitton. As a more economical step? 
General Irscuner. In the long run; ves, sir. 
Mr. Pruuion. I have read about the Soviet assumption of the second 
step in the Aswan Canal. There seems to be quite a difference of 
opinion in their method of diverting the waters there. Do you know WO 
anything about that? for 
General IrscHNER. No, sir; I am sorry that I do not know about the 
that. I will say this, however: I think the Soviet engineers are 7 the 
competent and J suspect if the V decided to do it in a certain way, 
will probably work. ind 
CO! 
LIMIT ON RECREATION COST 
sol 
Mr. Pinion. In your discussion of benefit-to-cost ratios vou stated ( 
vou place a limit of 15 percent of the cost of the project as the limit thi 
for recreational use. ine 
General Itscuner. That is correct. I might sav we have used un 
recreational benefits on very, very few projects, and those only ind 
recently. | 
Mr. Piiuron. Is it mandatory under the law that vou give weight is 
to recreational use of the projects or is that discretionary? hes 
General IrscHner. It is a mandatory provision under the law that pel 
the recreational aspects of projects constructed for other purposes bt | 
considered. ‘The extent to which they are considered is not mat vel 
datory. thie 
Mr. Pituion. In other words, vou place a limit of 15 percent and the 
you can also place a limit of 10 percent upon the rec eh al benefits pe 
General ItscuHner. Very definitely, sir. Fifteen percent is what wef ar 
felt was fair. on 
Mr. Pituion. Fifteen percent would very often make the difference} ru; 
between a favorable and unfavorable benefit-to-cost ratio, would it} — be 
not? sit 


General IvscHNER. That is correct. On the other hand, some of — th 
the projects are quite obviously heavily weighted toward recreational 


benefits and they do not have a high benefit-to-cost ratio only becaus fac 
we did not allow more than 15 percent. There are many projects a 
where recreational benefits might easily have been 30 to 40 percent. | — gre 

Mr. Pinion. We are placing the U.S. Engineers prettv nearly into | 
the category of a recreational agency in that case rather than a public ms 
works agency. aff 

Gene ral Irsc HNER. We are trying to avoid that. We feel our pr- CO) 
mary mission is not recreation. That is completely incidental to ow} th 
regular work. we 


Mr. Pruuron. I notice in one report that the Department issued> my 
a number of bulletins giving a considerable amount of recreationd 
information. r in 
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General Ivscuner. In spite of our desire to stay out of the recrea- 
tional business, and we do not want to get into it, I assure you, we 
have a public use resource which has been of tremendous value. 
| don’t know how many visitor days of use we had at our projects 
last vear, but it was in the vicinity of 90 million to 95 million visitor 
days. As was remarked by one of the other gentlemen earlier today 
to the committee, the use of small craft on trailers has improved 
tremendously. Recreational potential of our projects is a fine 
resource, but one we like to feel is incidental to the main purpose. 


FISCAL SITUATION 


\M[r. Prttionx. [ sometimes wonder if recreation situations are so 
worthwhile why is it that those who use them are unwilling to pay 
for them. It is easy to see how valuable they are if we were to prod 
these people more. Then we could determine easily whether they 
thought they were necessary and desirable. 

You made a statement here this morning that the construction cost 
index rose to 811 in 1960, which is almost a doubling of the cost of 
construction in a period of 10 years. 

As an ordinary citizen does that not give you some concern and 
some apprehension as to the fiscal soundness of this country? 

General Irscuner. It does concern me greatly that we are getting 
this inflation in time of relative peace, but it is very real and it has 
increased, with the exception of the Korean war period, at a pretty 
uniform rate, averaging about 5 percent on the construction cost 
index per year. It has “been reflected in many ways. 

| returned from Canada just the other day and I noticed our dollar 
is discounted by over 5 percent now, whereas back around 1950, the 
beginning of this period we are talking about, it was perhaps 10 
percent the other way. 

Mr. Pritron. I am not an expert economist, but this involves a 
very interesting theory—where inflation has devalued a dollar to 
the extent of 50 percent in the period of one generation it indicates 
the remaining 50 percent of that dollar will be lost in a much shorter 
period than the original 50 percent. I know, for instance, that we 
are losing the value of the dollar at a greater rate of 50 percent in 
one generation. If we lose confidence in the dollar there is a headlong 
rush to runaway inflation. I merely call that to your attention 
because [ wonder sometimes how much weight is given to this overall 
situation when a budget is made up, how much thought is given to 
the overall fiscal situation of the country. 

I know this year one of the reasons assigned for the increase is the 
fact that military construction is going down because your corps has 
a greater ability to take up the slack. Is it because you have a 
greater capability? 

General ItscHNER. I am afraid I was misunderstood on that re- 
mark, because our capability to handle additional work has not 
affected this budget request. I merely said it is true that our military 
construction program is dropping and probably would drop more in 
the next fiscal year, and if it does, we would be able to undertake more 
work than we have provided for in this budget. I was not by any 
Means suggesting that we need any more funds. 

Mr. Prttron. Your Department is one of the better departments 
in our Government from the standpoint of producing value for the dol- 
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lar spent. I am not asking these questions in a spirit of criticism. | 
am asking merely with regard to the overall future of the country. 


INTEREST RATES 


In talking about returns in general and justification for a project 
that will pay off in 50 years at a rate of 2!) percent, do you know of 
anyone in this room, do you know any citizen in the country, do you 
know of any bank or any corporation which would lend me money at 
a rate of 24 percent over a period of 50 years? 

General IrscHNerR. No, of course not; but on the other hand there 
were times a few years ago when they might have. 

Mr. Pituion. Yes. I am talking merely about today’s conditions 
and how things have changed. 

General ItscHNER. What it will be 10 years from now is hard to 
predict. If we could predict what the rate would be from now on out 
for the next 50 years we would have a much better answer to the 
problem. 

Mr. Pituron. I also would like to point out that when we talk of 
benefit-cost ratios that are favorable we assume they are favorable 
from the standpoint of return to the Government, actually. Benefits 
are a sort of jumble of benefits and not necessarily a return to the 
Government. 

General ItscHner. I think that is correct. The only benefits 
directly paid back to the Government are in the case of power sold 
and in the case of water sold for domestic purposes. In the case of 
flood control and navigation the benefits do not accrue directly to the 
Government. 


SNAKE RIVER NAVIGATION 


Mr. Pitiion. I don’t know what types of shipping would use the 
Snake River, but how far up from the ocean is the Snake River 
navigable? 

General IrscHNer. It is intended to be navigable all the way from 
the mouth to Lewiston, Idaho. 

Mr. Pitition. Roughly how far? 

General IrscHNER. 460 miles. 

Mr. Pituion. What is the depth of the proposed channel? 

General Irscuner. A 12-foot channel, sir. It is a barge operation 
entirely from The Dalles on up. 

Mr. Pituion. I have to agree with the remarks of the gentleman 
from Oregon about the navigable features. That is one industry 
which seems to receive an awful lot of public subsidies or expenditures 
in competition with railroads, highways, and other forms of trans- 
portation. I sometimes believe that instead of being an economic 
asset these highly subsidized forms of transportation tend to ruin and 
to disrupt the more economic forms of transportation. I think this 
should be given more consideration than has been given in the past. 

I have no further questions except some staff questions. 

General Irscuner. Might I comment on that last statement? 
We, too, recognize that problem. We are examining all of our nave 

gation projects much more carefully than we did in the past. 

Just recently I had to do something I regretted very much. That 
was to recommend against the extension of this very project you are 
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talking about from Lewiston on upstream, up the Snake River to a 
point ‘called Lime Point, and also from the Columbia River in the 
vicinity of the point where the Snake has its confluence with that 
river, upstream to the foot of a dam called Rock Island Dam which 
would have given navigation to the central part of the State of 
Washington. 

I did this reluctantly, but I did it because my staff and I felt that 
the justification for extending that waterway was not warranted at 
this time, until we could see how the existing authorized project turns 
out in fact. 

We are looking at these navigation extension projects extremely 
carefully. 

CONTRACT ENGINEERING 


Mr. Piituion. I would like to ask a few questions about the staff 
report on the extent to which you contract out engineering work which 
the chairman asked you to comment on for the record. Is this con- 
tracting out of survey engineering work a means to get around a 
personnel limit? The staff report indicates this is the prime reason. 
Would you care to comment on that? 

General IvscHnerR. NO, sir; it is not for the purpose of trying to get 
along within a limited personnel ceiling, but it is for other reasons. 
The reasons are these: In the first place, in some cases the nature of 
the work is such that we do not have the personnel that are fully 
qualified to undertake that type of work. Iam thinking in those cases 
of rather complicated and specialized types of design such as power- 
house design, movable bridges, and that sort of design. 

True, we could hire people to accomplish that specialized type of 
work, but we would not have enough continuous work to warrant 
doing that. 

Secondly, we have always had the policy of trying to do as much 
of the engineering work as we can with our own forces. I speak of 
design work specifically. However, in different districts and in dif- 
ferent parts of the country we find our workload fluctuates, so ob- 
viously our staff cannot take care of the peak requirements. We 
staff to take care of only the firm loads throughout the years and we 
must then rely on architect-engineer contracts to take care of the 
peak requirements. 

There are also some other specialized types of work that we contract 
out, such as aerial mapping. We do not have airplanes and mapping 
equipment to accomplish that type of work. 

Quite frequently we turn relocation design over to State highway 
departments. We give them the problem of designing highways and 
bridges we must relocate. They can do it very well and we feel that 
it is an economy for the Government because they do not charge a 
profit. 

Likewise we also find it desirable to turn over to a railroad the de- 
tailed engineering for relocating that railroad. It has worked out very 
well. I have given you the principal types of design and engineering 
we contract for. 

Mr. Pitiion. I would like to comment that this is an area where 
this hiring of personal services lends itself to abuse. I have in mind 
a publication recently of a long list of hirings of engineering firms in 
the State of New York by the New York De ‘partment of Public Works. 
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It created pretty nearly a scandal because there is no real competition 
in this sort of thing, and it lends itself. as | say, to many abuses very 
easily. I hope the Department will keep that in mind when it comes 
to this kind of spending of public funds. There is no real bidding 
competition. 

General Irscuner. We are anxious to do as little as we 
and still accomplish our work. 

Mr. Pituion. To what e 
district offices where there 


possibly ean 


xtent do you attempt to shift work between 
is an excess workload in one office as com- 
pared to an excess of personnel in another or Where vou hav 
skills in one office and not in another? 

General Itscuner. If we find that a district is unable t 
the design for a project which must. be done, they ende 
the design cannot be done in some other district. ) 
some other district in the same division and then the problem would 
be referred to us and we would make an effort to find some other dis- 
trict capable of doing that design. A great deal of that is done. 

In the Buffalo district in particular in the last two vears, they have 
designed lock gates for instance for the Ohio River because the Buffalo 
district had rather a full design program during the design 
the St. Lawrence Seaway and then they found their 
dropped off so that they would either have to disch 
help other areas. 

Mr. Priiion. In other words. you do make a comprehensive survey 
of vour skills to utilize them as much as possible between districts? 

General Itscuner. We do when we find that a district has a need 
for additional strength. We try to find some place in the Corps where 
that work can be done before we resort to an architect-engineer con- 
tract, with the exception of the highly specialized skills I mentioned. 

Mr. Pillion, you may continue. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Pillion, if vou will yield? 

Mr. Prtiton. Certainly. 

Mr. Jensen. General Itschner, is it not 
reasons why 


e specific 


O accomplish 
auvor to see if 
First they will try 


period for 
workload had 
urge personnel or 


a fact that one of the 
you must employ outside engineers and architects de- 
signs for large dams the fact that the salary which you are permitted 
to pay often is not inviting enough to induce topnotch engineers in 
that field to accept positions with the corps. Private companies and 
architectural designers can pay far larger salaries than you are willing 
or able to pay under the laws you operate? 

General Itscuner. I think that is a true statement, sir. Actually 
we are not able to retain n 
and architects because we c 
in architect-engineer firms. 


lany of our better designers and engineers 
annot pay them as much as they are offered 


Mr. Jensen. You lose engineers constantly, 
to private engineering concerns for one reason, 
and that is that they 
firms? 

General Irscuner. That is right. 

Mr. JensEN. Hence, it is a problem which is difficult to cope with. 
I can understand it. It is no small job to design a great hydroelectric 
dam, for instance, and to do the architectural work on it, and then 
to see to it that that dam is built according to specifications which is 
your main responsibility. That alone is a tremendous responsibility, 
to see that that dam is built according to plans and specifications. 
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The dam in France went out. Without a doubt that was due to the 
fact that in a semicircular dam there is great pressure on the end 
abutment, and without a doubt the end abutments were not sound 
enough and strong enough to stand the pressure. Hence, we must put 
in more concrete to reinforce the abutment and make the concrete 
thicker. 

We have a few semicircular dams here in America, but the engineers 
were well aware of the fact that those abutments, where the concrete 
was placed against the rock, that that rock had to be 100 percent solid 
and sound. We have therefore had no trouble that I know of. There 
are a thousand and one things to consider when you design a dam of the 
magnitude that we do here in America. It is no small undertaking. 

| remember one dam below Boulder Dam, Parker Dam, where we 
started to pour concrete and then discovered that the under strata of 
the ground was faulty. We had to drill thousands upon thousands 
of very deep holes in the ground and rock and fill the voids in those 
rocks with cement grout. It seems to me it cost us some $12 million 
to get that job done. 

‘That was a case where there was not sufficient investigation and, 
that is one reason we have to spend all this money for investigations 
and soundings to see what is under the ground where we will pour 
these tremendous amounts of concrete. It is a big job. There is no 
question about it. The top engineers in your De; partment now are 
very likely to leave you at any time and go with these large private 
engineering and designing outfits because they can better themselves. 
That is certainly no “discredit to the men in your employ, not at all. 
They do the very best they can, and no doubt there are many of them 
who are now capable of designing and engineering, but the moment a 
big private engineering firm learns of that fellow the »y will get him. 

All right, Mr. Pillion. Thank you. 

Mr. Pituion. Is it not true, General, that the loss of your good 
engineers to private concerns is a greater problem during periods of 
high construction, and as soon as there is a slack-off there is less a 
tendency for your men to leave? 

General Irscuner. Yes, that tendency is very marked. Then of 
course many of the loval and dedicated engineers, as well as othe: 
employees, never leave even though it might appear to be more 
advantageous to them. 

Mr. Jensen. | admit that. 

Mr. Prnuron. General, this staff report of January 1960 indicates 
that back in 1954 and 1955, the non-Federal cost of design ran roughly 
5 percent of your total costs for design, and it kept going up until in 
1957 the Federal design cost was $32 million and non-Federal $7 
million, which is roughly somewhat more than 20 percent of the total 
design cost. 

Then on page 20 of the report, I should like to quote: 


That Corps engineers can be reduced to the status of reviewers was evidenced 


by one distriet whose use of outside firms was reportedly so extensive, because of 
its desire to meet deadlines, its engineering staff had to work almost full-time 
reviewing the design work performed by these firms. Little, if any, of their time 


Was available for creative design work. 


Based upon those statements, General Itschner, do vou think it 
might be perhaps wise that some limitation be placed upon the em- 
ployment of non-Federal designers so this situation will not get to 
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the point that it may get out of hand or that it may be abused? 
Certainly no one on this committee would like to restrict unduly the 
design of public works but, on the other hand, there is a possibility 
that the situation could get out of hand if a firm hand were not kept 
on the situation. Is it possible to arrive at, say, a limitation of 5, 6, 
7, or 8 percent of the cost of design so there was not an unlimited 
situation here? 

General Irscuner. I certainly would recommend against any ad- 
ditional restrictions. We are always faced with restrictions of one 
kind or another until it is very difficult to accomplish our program. 

Mr. Pinion. I realize that. 

General IrscuHNner. I would like to say I am very much opposed to 


the assumption of deadlines as the excuse for our people being s0 | 


much involved in other design work that they cannot do the work 
which they should be doing in orderly fashion. I gave as my No. | 
point that I make to our district and ‘division engineers that we must 
not sacrifice the soundness of our construction because of the pressure 
for speed or because of insufficient funds. The emphasis is on pres- 
sures for speed. I probably should have specifically added design, 
too, and included that in the generi al context of the instruction. 

Mr. Pruuron. It is just a matter of perhaps seeing that it is done a 
little bit more in compliance with the policy. 

General Irscuner. I certainly do not feel it is necessary. I cannot 
verify the figures you recited, because we have other figures which 
show the amount of our architect- -engineer contracts to amount to 7.4 
percent in 1954 of all of the work designed, which went on up to a 
maximum of 16.2 in 1957, and then dropped down again to 12.3 in 
1958, and now has gone up again to 13.0. That is because of the 
relatively large amount of new starts last vear. With the amount of 
new starts which we have in this program, which is about half the 


volume of the new starts we had last year, I think the problem will | 


take care of itself. 
UNBUDGETED PROJECTS 


Mr. Prttron. General, I have two or three more staff questions 
here. 
Nearly every year Corps witnesses have testified to their capability 


to utilize more funds than are provided in the budget. This is par- 
ticularly true with regard to hundreds of nonbudgeted items coming 
before the other body. In recent years, funds have been provided for 


many of these increases or nonbudgeted amounts, only to find that 
the corps was unable to use such funds to the extent claimed. Do 
vou care to comment on that? 

General Irscuner. I think the statement is incorrect. I say that 
because I think that the measure of accomplishment would be the 
amount of unexpended or unobligated balance at the end of every year. 
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Actually, the amount of such balance has not changed materially over 
the years. In 1954, the unexpended balance was 22.7 percent of all 
the funds we had. It carried on at about that rate until 1957, and 
then it dropped down to 17.9 in 1958, 17.4 in 1959. We think at the 
end of this year it will be still lower, about 17.1. So we really are 
gaining on our backlog instead of losing. 

Likewise, in the obligations measure it is even much more marked. 
In 1960 we estimate we will have 5.4 percent unobligated. We may 
be off a little on that. Sometimes we are too optimistic. That is 
much less than it ever has been before, at least since 1954, which is 
the earliest vear for which I have the records with me. I think we 
are gaining on it and, therefore, I would not agree with that state- 
ment. 

Mr. Pituion. With respect to the unbudgeted items, would you be 
good enough to furnish for the record for the fiscal vears 1959 and 
1960, a list of the unbudgeted projects and other projects for which 
the corps claimed increased capability and for which part or all such 
unbudgeted funds or increased funds were allowed? And will you 
show for each project listed the additional or unbudgeted amount 
appropriated and the portion thereof that was obligated during the 
year for which it was appropriated? 

(The information requested follows :) 
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' 
Fiscal year 1959 new starts 
Estimated 
Project Capability A ppropria- obligations | 
stated tion 2 fiscal year 
1959 
\labama: Columbia lock and dam, Alabama and Georgia $600, 000 $555, 500 $517, A] 
\laska: Gastineau Channel 1, 100, 000 1. 100, 000 489, 1 Cc 
Arkansas 
Beaver Reservoir } R50. 000 750. 000 57 4 | 
McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek, Ark. and Tex 300, 000 300, 000 207.7 
California j 
ack Butte Reservoir 500, 000 500, 000 428 59 I ( 
River 370, 000 370, 000 a4 rn 
if Moon Bav (] ir Point 1. 500, 000 1. 200, 000 ORD. 64s 
Port Hueneme Harbor 840, OOO 840. 000 615.7 j F] 
San Francisco Hart 
45 ft. main ship channel (removal of Raccoon Shoal 20, 000 20, 000 ‘ H 


main ship channet 285, OOO 285, OOO 208 Oi 


Santa Clara River 600. 000 4160, OOO 4(). 7 


Santa Maria River 500. 000 100. OOO 236, 4 
sep! Bay >, OOO 539. O00 
Georgia: Brunswick Harbor = OOM 173, 000 


2 5 low 
Hawaii k 
Hanapepe River 4107, OOO 107. O00 181.7 
Honolulu Harbor 1, 480, 000 1, 000, GOO 907.0 
Idaho: Columbia River local protection, Little Wood River 58, 000 8, OO “13° Ki 
Illinois 13,2 





Chicago, Burlington, & Quincy R.R. bridge, includin 
channel change 1, O50. 00% iM). OK aon = 
Mississippi River between St. Louis and lock and « 
Illinois and Missouri (dam 27 1, OOO, 00K 1, 000, 00K 


27 448 § 
The Sny Basin 500, 000 100), OOK ann 


Indiana 


Evansville 200), OOO TSS. O00 120, 00 | \ 
Vincenne 233.5, OOO 221. 000 57 (i Nev 
lowa: Muscatine Island Levee District and Muscantine Ny 
Louisa County Drainage District No. 13 750. OOO a0. 000 oat 








4 
ie 
John Redmond (Strawn) Reservoir 400, 000 400, 000 357, 68 
Manhattan 300, O00 00, 000 {8 4 
Pomona Reservoir 1, 000, OOK S00, 000 608 Nor 
Kentucky: Nolin Reservoir 500), OOO) 548, 000 54 
Louisiana 
Aquatic Plant Control Alabama, Florida, Georgia, UI 
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Ore 
and Texas 300, 000 00, 000 92. \ 
Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to Gulf of Mexico 150, 000 50, 000 Per 
Massachusetts 
Salem Harbor 1, 320, OO 1, 320, O04 R95 
West Hill Reservoir 275, 000 DAR (WM 247 l'ex 
Michigan: Big Bay Harbor 342, 000 12 OK) 12.5 
Minnesota: Ruffy Brook and Lost River 28, 000 28 OOM 59 
Missouri 
Bear Creek Reservoir 300. 000 00. OOM 76,8 Wes 
Fabius River Drainage District 50, 000 TAO. O00 24 
St. Louis 1. 700. 000 1. 700. 000 1, 483.7 : 
Nevada: Truckee River ind tributaries, California and i 
Nevada 150, 000 150. 000 43. 82 
New York j 
Fire Island Inlet RRO, 000 000 R19. 
Irondequoit Bay 120, 000 000 93 | 
North Carolina: Manteo (Shallowba Bay (Oregon Inlet 
12-ft. channel to Pamlico Sound, Wanchese and Manteo 722, 000 722, 000 583, 0 I 
Ohio: Pike Island locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia 1, 500, 000 990, 000 966, 1 
Oklahoma: Enid 250, 000 250, O00 212, ( 
Orevon redu 
Interstate Bridge, Oreg. and Wash 600, 000 50, 000 41,6 F 
Rogue River at Golf Beach 1. 500, 000 750, 000 657, 2 a 
Pennsylvania 4 n¢ 
Bethlehem 350, 000 $20, 000 143, 
Kettle Creek Reservoir 800, 000 693, 000 676, 0 





Navadad and Lavaca Rivers at Hallettsville 000 162, 6 in { 

Pass Cavallo—Port Lavaca 000 218, 

Texas City Channel (36 ft 500, 000 505 lo 
Wisconsin: Bayfield Harbor 239, 000 9, ( 





Mississippi River and tributaries: New Madrid, Mo the 





rhe amounts reported were in each case stated to be based on consideration of that project ilone with 
reference to the overall civil works program or overall capability 
2 Construction allowance of the conferees, but does not reflect reduction necessary to effect an over 
reduction specified in the conference report on the appropriation bill for *‘ Anticipated Savings and 54 


1) eS 


South Dakota: Big Bend Reservoir_. 700, 000 600, 000 675,3 I 
lexas . ’ 
. - CO 

Navarro Mills Reservoir 400, 000 ( 132, 3 I 


From appropriation for construction, excludes prior planning funds 
4 Work not accomplished and unit transferred to “deferred for restudy’’ category. 
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stimated 
‘ligations 

scal year 
1959 ° 





$517, 
489, 10 





488, 51? 
346, 
QAD, fa 
615, 7% 


“4 
298, 91 
40), 72 
336, 4 
397, 
171, @ 
181, 782 


907, 
13,2 


92, H 


ROS, 


247, (0 


24,04 
1, 483, 7 


43, 52 


819, 


Uo 


583, 
O66, 
212, OH 


41, 6! 


657, # 





alone withov 


ect an over 
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Fiscal year 1960 new starts not yet started 


Estimated 


Project | Capability | Appropria- obligations 
stated ! tion 2 fiscal year 
1960 3 
Alaska: Dillingham Harbor eae = piiccreasis $406, 000 $396, 000 $368, 000 
California: 

Mill Creek levees_ a Sea : ‘ 500, 000 {88,000 | 300, 000 
New Hogan Reservoir 1, 500, 000 1, 463, 000 515, 000 
Redwood City Harbor, 30-foot depth, San Bruno Shoals - 1, 378, 000 1, 344, 000 1, 254, 000 


San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek 


eae : 500, 000 219. 000 219, 000 
Connecticut 
Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir gue eho ae 20, 000 44. 000 244, 000 
Mad River Reservoir. LS 275, 000 268, 000 268, 000 
Florida: Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee River to 
Anclote River 1, 400, 000 16, 000 481, 000 
Hawaii: Kahului Harbor (not yet authorized) aie . 4945, 000 4 137, 000 (4) 
Illinois 
Drury Drainage & Levee District Los ; 540. 000 527. 000 0 
Henderson River (diversion unit : 550, 000 536, 000 | 0 
Hunt & Lima Lake Drainage District 1,000, 000 975. 000 910. 000 
Iowa: Red Rock Reservoir 2, 000, 000 1, O85, 000 1, 013, 000 
Kansas 
Council Grove Reservoir Se ak 300. 000 293. 0000 293, 000 
Wilson Reservoir : 1, 000, 000 644, 000 644, 000 
Kentucky: No. 2 Barren Reservoir 1, 000, 000 175, 000 975, 000 
Louisiana: Barataria Bay Waterway - -- 1, 000, 000 975, 000 479, 000 
Massachusetts 
Boston Harbor (reserve channel : 3 = 825, 000 804, 000 789, 000 
Westville Reservoir 1, 800, 000 1, 640, 000 770, 000 
Michigan: Grand Marias Harbor 360, 000 293,000 | 273, 000 
Missouri: Des Moines & Mississippi River Levee District 
No. 1 H 500, 000 488, 000 20, 000 
Nebraska: Gering Valley 350. 000 341.000 100, 000 
New Mexico: Two Rivers Reservoir - 75, 000 73, 000 73, 000 
New York 
Hudson River—32-foot channel to Albany - -- Be 500, 000 155, 000 455, 000 
Buttermilk Channel 1, 551, 000 1, 463, 000 1, 338, 000 
New York Harbor—New Jersey pierhead line, New York 
ind New Jersey ee eae ; ‘ i 1, 311, 000 455, 000 455, 000 
North Carolina 
Morehead City Harbor—35-foot channel ; oe 1, 370, 000 546, 000 397, 000 


Wilkesboro Reservoir a ; a 000 910, 000 760. 000 
Ohio: West Branch Mahoning River Reservoir 525, 000 512, 000 242, 000 
Oregon: Columbia River local protection; Malheur River, 

Vale unit . ‘ ; 


jie mite ee —— a —_ 353, 000 244, 000 95. 400 
Pennsylvania: | 
Brook ville ‘ . : eee ee 500, 000 iR&_ O00 488. 000 
Shenango River Reservoir, Pa. and Ohio re ete 500, 000 188, 000 488. 000 
Texas 
Proctor Reservoir men A A 3 >< 300, 000 293, 000 293, 000 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway channel to Port Mansfield 300, 000 146, 000 146, 000 


Colorado River channel 
West \ irginia 
East Rainelle . pet nea a 500, 000 
Princeton = 
Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries 
West Tennessee tributaries, Tennessee___.__....___- cts 200, 000 195, 000 100, 000 
Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee __-. 
Yazoo Basin, Yazoo backwater, Mississippi 


ise ouawawn Repakah aaa i 500, 000 390, 000 390, 000 


488, OOO 488, 000 
ad 500, 000 488, OOO 478, 000 


nindtueinia’ ees 300, 000 293, 000 200, 000 
= 500, 000 49, OOO 48, 000 


The amounts reported were in each case stated to be based on consideration of that project alone with- 
out reference to the overall civil works program or overall capability. 
* Construction allowance of the conferees, but does not reflect reduction necessary to effect an overall 
reduction specified in the conference report on the appropriation bill for ‘‘ anticipated savings and slippages.”’ 
From appropriation for construction, excludes prior planning funds. 


_,| The capability stated and the appropriation provided were made contingent upon project authorization. 
he project has not yet been authorized. 


Mr. Pittion. Then the last question, General: It was indicated in 
corps testimony last year, in at least one instance, that such increase 
in funds would require that the survey or engineering work would have 
to be contracted out to private firms. Will you indicate on which of 
these projects and to what extent such work was contracted out? 

Thank you. 

(The information requested follows:) 
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Mr. Cannon. It 
tomorrow. 


is now 4:20. We will adjourn until 10 o’clock 


Turespay, Fespruary 16, 1960. 


NORTH PACIFIC BASIN 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. ALLEN F. CLARK, JR., DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH 
PACIFIC DIVISION 

F. S. BROWN, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, NORTH PACIFIC 
DIVISION 

FRANK MARKS, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 
ENGINEERING DIVISION, NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION 

LT. COL. JAMES A. VIVIAN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS 
FOR WESTERN DIVISIONS OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. This morning we begin consideration of the North 
Pacific Basin. Taking up general investigations, we shall insert 
pages 3 and 4 of the justifications. 

The pages referred to follow:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


1. SURVEYS 
Navigation studies: 


The amount of $73,500 is requested for prosecution of five studies during fiscal 
year 1961. This amount will permit completion of two reports and progress 
m three others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- | Allocation Tentative | Additional 


Study mated prior to fiscal} allocation to complete 

Federal year 1961 fiscal year after fiscal 

cost 1961 ; year 1961 
California: Crescent City Harbor--..........-- $90, 000 | $29, 500 $25, 000 | $35, 500 
Oregon: Umpqua River 23, 000 2, 700 11, 300 | 9, 000 

Washington } 

CRN ICE ana 35, 000 0 15, 000 20, 000 
Kingston Harbor Bae 27, 000 20, 700 | 6, 300 | 0 
nr RAINE MONOID 5 Gon ak Cacia 47, 500 31, 600 15, 900 0 
ae Sees ms skteieias -hbowaeakaben 222, 500 84, 500 73, 500 64, 500 


b) Flood control studies: 
The amount of $67,100 is requested for prosecution of three studies during 


fiscal year 1961. 
on two others. 


| 
| Total esti- 
Study mated 
Federal 
cost 
| 


Oregon 
SONI CAINE so cadens ae cadn ein poomtne 

_ Umpqua River__-.--- po aactiaicorenigtcass 

Washington: Wynoochee River__._-..-------- 


$287, 500 
200, 000 


Total 


Be Sele calor 589, 200 
rand total. ns ccna 


101, 700 | 


811, 700 | 


Allocation 
| prior to fiscal 
year 1961 
| 
| 
| $204, 000 


149, 400 
89, 600 


443, 000 


RO 


} 
| 
| 
| 


527, 500 | 


Tentative 

allocation 

fiscal year 
1961 


$30, 000 


25, 000 | 


12, 100 


67,100 | 


140, 600 


This amount will permit completion of one report and progress 
Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Additional 
to complete 
after fiscal 

year 1961 


1 $53, 500 
} 25, 600 
0 

79, 100 
143, 600 





‘ Tentative estimate. 
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FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES, ROGUE RIVER, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. The cost estimate for the flood control study for the 


Rogue River is shown as tentative. What can you tell us with respeet. | 


to the ultimate cost of that project? 

General Clark. Sir, that represents our best estimate of the out- 
side ultimate cost. We have had to make certain assumptions pending 
some studies by the Fish and Wildlife Service. If they come out the 
way I expect them to be, it will be somewhat less than that, maybe 
$10,000 or so less. We have added an item because of the Fish and 
Wildlife investigations of temperatures in the Rogue River. When 
they get their report to us this summer, we want to finish our report. 

Mr. Cannon. In what event would you use the maximum amount? 

General Crark. If the Fish and Wildlife studies do not give a 
definite indication this year as to the best way to solve this problem 
of the water temperature and we have to go over into another year, 
we would have to do a little more work. The difference, as I say, is 
about $8,000 or $10,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Now you do not anticipate that? 

General CLark. No, sir. I think we will make that this year and 
complete it, very probably in 1961 or a slight run into 1962 


FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES, UMPQUA RIVER, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. Last year the cost of the Umpqua River flood control 
study was shown as $140,000, and it was to be completed this year. 
Now you show a total cost of $200,000 and say you will need $25,600 
after fiscal year 1961 to complete it. 

That is the very thing that the committee complained about yester- 
day. We start these projects on the assurance of a comparatively 
low cost, and after we get into them it is too late to retrieve the situa- 
tion when we discover that the cost is considerably more. How do 
you explain this discrepancy, General Clark, on the U mpqua River? 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, the increase in cost is a matter of 
grave concern to us. In this particular case the increase is involved 
in added exploration of foundation conditions for damsites and extra 
coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Service and extra studies which 
we feel are necessary to get a report out. 

This begins to look now as if it will be a favorable report, and we 
want to carry it through to its completion. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. Mr. Chairman, are we still on pages 3 and 4? 

Mr. Cannon. We are still on pages 3 and 4, and I recognize the 
gentleman now. 

DESCRIPTION OF BASIN STUDIES 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Thank you. I wonder if it would be possible for 
us to have a brief description of each of the studies in each basin when 


we come to it, and insert it in the record along with some indication of | 


the ultimate project size. I think you are absolutely right that even 
in these studies we should have an idea of what we are getting into. 
Would it be possible to have that inserted in the record? 

Mr. Cannon. Without objection, that will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

Mr. ANprERSEN. Thank you. 
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(The information requested follows:) 


The studies included in the 1961 budget are in various stages of completion 
from initial data collection to project formulation and economic determinations. 
These studies are carried on by the district organizations. They will be reviewed 
by the division e nginee r, by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and by 
the Chief of E ngineers. Many will be reported to the Congress unfavorably. 
The ultimate project size is only finally determined through the full review process 
and completion of the report. 


The brief description of each study in each basin requested appears in the 
Appendix, page 1243. 


STUDIES ON SKAGIT, STILLAGUAMISH, NOOKSACK, AND SNOHOMISH 
RIVERS, WESTERN WASHINGTON 


General CLtark. Mr. Chairman, I have one additional point on the 
investigations in the North Pacific Division. As you probably re- 
member, we had two severe floods in November and December on the 
four small rivers in Western Washington. We had resolutions from 
the Senate Public Works Committee to restudy those rivers, and ] 
have discussed it with General Itschner. I simply want to state here, 
sir, that if General Itschner can help me with the funding, I would 
like to start on those studies in fiscal 1961. They are authorized now 
but were not, of course, at the time. We had very heavy flood 
damage losses, and the local people are most concerned that we start 
ifweean. Lam prepared to do that if the Chief of Engineers approves. 

Mr. Cannon. That would involve merely moving up the project? 
It would not involve additional costs? 

General CLark. No, sir. We have discussed the possibility of 
funding the Skagit, Stillaguamish, Nooksack, and Snohomish Rivers. 
Actually, sir, 1 am bringing this up to indicate and ask for your au- 
thority to fund them if we can, without increasing the budget in any 
way, either by surpluses from other projects or adjustme nts later in 
the vear. We would like to start preliminary investigations this year. 

Mr. Cannon. When were those floods? What months? 

General CLark. November 24 and middle of December 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Thev were too late to be ine — in the budget? 

General Ciark. Yes, sir; they were too late to be included in the 
budget. 

Mr. Cannon. Under the circumstances, I see no objection to that, 
General Clark. However, we would appreciate it if you would put 
in the re ere the estimated cost and the planned operation. 

General CLARK. Yes, sir; we will do so. 

The cleeeii ition supplied follows: ) 


SURVEYS IN FLOODED AREAS OF WESTERN WASHINGTON 


In view of the considerable damages suffered in certain western areas of the 
State of Washington during the flood of November 1959, the Senate Public Works 
Committee recently adopted resolutions calling for review reports on the Snoho- 
mish, Stillaguamish, Skagit, and Nooksack Rivers. Since these studies were au- 
thorized subsequent to preparation of the fiscal year 1961 budget request, they 
could not be considered in the selection of items which comprise the proposed 
fiseal year 1961 survey program. In view of the need for possible early protec- 
tion in these areas, these studies would be initiated from savings and slippages 
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on other studies now included in the budget. The estimated cost and allocations 
proposed are as follows: 


Study Estimated Proposed 
4. : 
Location 
Stillaguamish River. sai $25, 000 $5, 000 
Skagit River 135, 000 5, 000 
Nooksack River 50, 000 5, 000 
Snohomish River-. i 215, 000 10, 000 


Mr. Cannon. Is there any objection on the part of the committee 
to that arrangement? 

(No response. ) 

General CLark. With regard to the question Congressman Ander- 
sen asked concerning the description and the eventual size of th 
project, we can furnish a description so far as we know it at the 
present time, and on one like the Umpqua, for instance, where wi 
have gone quite a ways, we can describe what we think the eventual 
size will be. However, on a study, we can give vou only a guess as 
to eventual size. 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. Do it insofar as possible. 

General CLark. | will give you everything we can 

Mr. ANpERSEN. Thank you. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 
COOS AND MILLICOMA RIVERS, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. Turning now to Construction, general, advance 
engineering and design, Coos and Millicoma Rivers, Oreg. 
Mr. Reporter, we shall ask vou to include here pages 6 and 7. 
rt’ ° 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—CHANNELS AND Harror PRoJEcTS 
(NAVIGATION) 
Coos aNpb Mituicoma Rivers, OREG. 
(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING 


Location and description—This navigation project is located on a tributary to 
Coos Bay in southwestern Oregon, extending from the mouth of Coos River to 
the junction of Millicoma River and the South Fork of Coos River; on Millicoma 
tiver to Allegany at mile 13.8; and on the South Fork of Coos River to Dellwood 
at mile 14.7. The authorized modification provides for a channel 50 feet wide 


and 5 feet deep on the Coos River and Millicoma River and to mile 14 on the 
South Fork of Coos River, thence 50 feet wide and 3 feet deep to mile 14.7 
Authorization Modification authorized, 1948 River and Harbor Act 
Be nefit-cost ratio. 1.8 to l. 
Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost £546, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 106, 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs_ .- 106, 000 
Total estimated project cost 652. 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 30, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 17, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 23, OU 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 196] None 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of a deeper channel and channel stabilization work would provide 
icilities for uninterrupted water transportation for the sustained-yield forest 
peration and would insure economical tr: ansport: ition to market of the timber 


resources Of the basin. In addition, these improvements would permit the 
movement of a considerable volume of barge traffic which otherwise would not 
move due to present inadequate depths. Jenefits which would accrue as a result 


of the improvement consist of transportation savings in the annual barge move- 


ment of an estimated 37,750 tons of construction materials and machinery up- 
tream and in the annual movement of an estimated 768,750 tons of logs down- 
ream to mills on Coos Bay. The latest evaluation of project benefits was made 
1946 in connection with the preparation of the project document and was 


estimated to be SSO,200 annually. 


Non-Federal costs.—The estimated costs to local interests are as follows: 
Lands and rights-of-way__........._.._-_. Sota ab ah ona ee eee 
Terminal facilities Pere he see See oe ee ? _. 90,500 
Ingireth COB s25 ok Ses ns San ; ree stewed See 


TRO ss ey eee STi te ANT oe a saree reat Le 106, 000 
Maintenance of the channel will be a Federal responsibility. 
Status of local cooperation.—The project is endorsed by the port of Coos Bay, 
the Inland Empire Waterways Association, numerous lumber and plywood manu- 
facturers, and navigation companies. In a letter dated July 27, 1955, the port of 


Coos Bay stated they were willing and able to comply with the requirements for 
local cooperation. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$946,000 is an increase of $26,000 over the latest ($520,000) submitted to Congress. 
This estimate reflects the change in price levels in the amount of $23,100 and an 
estimated increase in engineering and design in the amount of $2,900. 

Mr. CaNNon. $23,000 is requested for this project. It was author- 
zedin 1948. That is quite a hiatus. Why is it that nothing has been 
done on it until now, especially if the benefit/cost ratio is to be taken 
us any indication of its importance? Its benefit/cost ratio 1 believe 
is 1.8 to l. 

General Ctark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. From 1948 to 1960 is some little lapse of time. 

General CLarK. Yes, sir; quite a lapse of time. I cannot explain 
the delay beyond the fact that it has been a project which we have 

had ready to go for some time, but because of many considerations 
of the budget it has not been fe it possible to include it until this yea 

Mr. Cannon. It would not have been possible to delay a large p: A 
of this program for 12 years with as little disadvantage as you have 
experienced in delaying this project. 

General Chark. Mr. Chairman, that is rather difficult for me to 
answer. Let me say it this way: The local people have been very 
much concerned in this for a long time. They are delighted to see it 
in the budget this year. If it were deleted and put off for later con- 

struction, their argument would be with you gentlemen. | presume 
there Me that vou would be better able to judge than I. 

Mr. Cannon. Is this an agricultural region? Farmlands are 
oe 

Mr. ANperseN. Would you permit a question relative to this, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, of course. As you know, this is a question of 
urging logs. 

Mr, ANDERSEN. Exactly. That is what I wanted to open up as a 
latter of policy. Is it a matter of policy for the Federal Government 


] 
t 
\ 
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to open up ditches, so to speak, or waterways, to float logs down to 
mills? That is about what this is, is it not, General? 
General CLark. Yes, Congressman. Actually we already have an 


| 


authorized project for a 3- foot de ‘pth, and this request is for deepe ning, | 


generally speaking. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. How could this possibly come under the category 
of a national matter? Is it not simply aiding the local industrial 
people to do what they have to do, get their logs to their mills? 

cannot see where this belongs in a budget of this nature. 

General CLark. This is a navigation project. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Navigation for logs. 

General Cuiark. Yes, sir; or for anything else that would use it, 
Primarily logs, 800,000 tons a year. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I| am trying to determine in my own mind whether 
or not this is strictly local and industrial. Why should the rest of the 
taxpayers of America help a logging firm, for example, improve 
methods by which they get their material down to their sawmills? 
know that area pretty well, and I think I know exactly what is con- 
templated here. I can see why this thing has hemmed and hawed 
around for 13 years. It seems to me it is very questionable whether 
it should be in here at all. That is just my personal opinion. 

Mr. Pittion. Will you yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I yield to Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pituion. Could this prope rly be considered navigation? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It is navigation of logs. 

Mr. Pinion. It is hardly public navigation. It is a private situa- 
tion. 

Mr. Cannon. General, might it not and must it not be construed 
as in the nature of a subsidy to the logging industry? It is not serv- 
ing the general public, but the logging industry. 


General Cuark. Sir, the benefits are navigation, and under the | 


definition of Congress they are considered general, and the project as 
it stands was so authorized by the Congress originally in 1896, I be- 
lieve, sir, and now has been reauthorized for slightly deeper depth. 

Mr. Cannon. General, we have spent a lot of money in the Ib 
terior Department appropriation bill constructing parallel roads for 
this very purpose, and we have just about completed constructing al 
excellent system of roads to get this timber out to market. Having 
completed the construction of these roads and made all these prov 
sions, why should we now in addition construct a waterway for them 
for the same purpose? 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, at the present time, with the roads 
and with the depth we have, about 800,000 tons of logs move down 
that waterway a year. Under the terms of reference of the study, 
it could be done more economic rally. In other words, the ‘y are alread) 
moving. More would move and it would move more effectively with 
a deeper de ‘pl h. 

Mr. Cannon. It would redound to the benefit economically of th 
lumber industry? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The idea here, as I understand it, is to deepen tt 
from 3 feet to 5 feet. 

General CLark. That is correct. 


Mr. Cannon. Once the timber is out, what use would you thet 


have for this improved waterway? 
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General CLark. Mr. Chairman, all of these studies are based on 
sustained yield. In other words, we go to the Forest Service, and 
they determine for us what annual cut there can be in the tributary 
area ad infinitum, that the sustained yield will be so many board 
feet. That is what our studies are based on. Most of this is Forest 
Service land. With that sustained yield, we feel we can count on an 
annual tonne ie of about the amount estimated. 

Mr. Cannon. As the distinguished gentleman, Mr. Andersen, 
knows, we now have in effect a very carefully supervised system of 
annual yield, and we are harvesting the timber only as it is ready 
for harvesting. At the present time, the yield is the maximum. 
Presumably, if we realize the plan we are following, it should never 
vary much. It will not be excessive. If we now have ample or 
sufficient transportation for these logs, both by highway and by 
water, what is to be gained by spending this additional money’ 

Mr. ANpersEN. Mr. Chairman, I opened this up as a matter of 
policy. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I am wondering what business the Federal Gov- 
ernment has to subsidize the logging industry by opening up these 
local waterways in which to float logs, any more than it would have 
to subsidize ore boats on Lake Michigan, helping the steel companies 
to get ore from the lake to where they do business? What is the 
difference? Is this not purely a local industrial matter? That is 
why I opened the matter. I cannot see that it is a Federal 
responsibility. 

Mr. Cannon. The industry itself is now at a peak of prosperity. 
They are receiving now the largest income they have ever received 
in the history of the industry, and they have reached about the 
maximum of annual production. If they go much higher in annual 
production they will destroy their system of harvesting. 

Mr. AnpeRSEN. With all due respect to General Clark, I do not see 
why my people in Minnesota should help to pay for an out-and-out 
ogging waterway for these logging mills along the Pacific coast. | 
have lived in that area for a good mi iny years. I know the area. | 
know exactly what you are talking about. You are deepening the 
waterway here in order to bring more logs up to the sawmill, are you 
not, along this proposed 20-mile waterway? 

General CLark. It is 14 miles on one and a few additional miles on 
another. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. How many big logging firms are along this particu- 
lar estuary? 

General Crarx. I have a list of them, sir, in my papers. It is 
eight or nine. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. They would like to get a better roadway in to their 
facilities 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. At Government expense? Are they contributing 
anything to the deepening of this particular channel? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; not to the deepening, but the require- 
ments of local cooperation in the authorizing act established $106,000 
local contribution, which is roughly one-fifth of the total cost. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I cannot ignore, General, the fact that this will 
border on the question as to why the Federal Government should 
enter this picture at all. That is why I am opening up the subject. 
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General CLark. Mr. Chairman, this is an authorized project. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. We have had a lot of authorized projects, General 
authorized perhaps without the kind of study that should have gon 
into them. In the final analysis, it is left up to this subcommittee t 
take the chaff out of the wheat. As a matter of policy, General, why 
should my taxpayers in Minnesota help to make a waterway to floa 


these logs 14 miles up to these big mills along that estuary? I an| 


open to conviction if you can tell me why. 

General Clark. Mr. Andersen, it is concerned with the tradition; 
policy that navigation improvements and the benefits therefrom a 
considered to be general, and the Federal Government has trad 
tionally entered into these navigation improvements on the Grea 
Lakes or inland rivers or on smaller rivers where there was a demop- 
strated need and a benefit could be shown. The benefit, we fee 
was shown in the original authorizing documents. 


USE OF FACT OF AUTHORIZATION AS PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 


Mr. Cannon. May I interject at this point. I would like to hay 


the attention of the gentleman from New York, Mr. Taber. It has} 


been mentioned in justification of this appropriation that it has bee 
authorized by law. I note that just recently in some of our subcon- 
mittees, frequent mention is made of the fact that the project und 
consideration has been authorized by law, and therefore it devolve 
upon the Committee on Appropriations to provide the money. 

The Committee on Appropriations does not consider the fact. that 
it has been authorized by law as any compelling influence whatever 
[t must be authorized by law, but the fact that it has been authorized 
by law is not mandatory or even persuasive. 


On the floor of the House, I have seen many authorizations passed | 


by unanimous consent with nobody paving much attention. Ther 
the proponents come to the Committee on Appropriations and saj 
“You are obliged to make this appropriation because it is authorized 
by law.”’ There is no such obligation. Authorization is a conditio! 
precedent. Outside of that, it has no persuasive and certainly n 
compelling influence on the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. Taner. Why would we have the Committee on Sppropen ations 
and have hearings on the subject if we were supposed to be rubbi 
stamps and put the thing through automatically just because ther 
was an authorization bill? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, the Nation would go broke. 

Mr. Taner. There would be no question about that. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a matter of common knowledge, but stil 
apparently, from reading the hearings of the various subcommittees 
some members of the committee themselves are under the impressi0l 
that when an appropriation is authorized by law, we are under some 
obligation of some kind to give it special consideration. 

Mr. Anprersen. With all due respect to the Army Engineers, 
Mr. Chairman, of course, once a matter is authorized by the C ongress 
they must give certain consideration to it. I do not blame General 
Clark at all for making the statement that it was authorized by law. 
I do blame him for reiterating the fact, however, because by reite rating 
the fact he is putting it before us as a reason for accepting a line of 
thinking on this particular project. That is my sentiment, General. 
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General CLarx. Mr. Chairman, may I say I had no intention of 
indicating it was a consideration of yours. I was trying to indicate 
it was a consideration of ours in bringing it here and recommending 
it for the budget. 

Mr. ANDERSEN, Certainly. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Rasaut. It was said that in the beginning there was coopera- 
tion by the logging industry involved. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. Local cooperation is involved; land ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and terminal facilities are estimated to cost 
$106,000. 

Mr. Rapaut. That was at the time the authorization was made. 

General CLark,. Sir, those have been reestimated on the basis of 
present-day prices, 

Mr. Ranaut, Are these present-day prices set forth in the justifi- 
cations? 

General CLtark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. This was originally authorized for a 3-foot depth? 

General CLtark. The original document was for 3 feet; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut, That was in 1896. Now they come along and want 
it 5 feet deep. 

Mr. Taser. You mean this authorization was passed in 1896? 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes; the original authorization. Then it was amended 
in 1948, and it has been lying deader than a doornail since. 

Mr. Taser, It had better remain dormant. 

Mr. Cannon. It has been 12 vears dormant. 

Mr. Ranaut. 1948, that is right. 

Mr. Cannon. It might be noted, may I say for the gentleman from 
Michigan, that the original development of the Coos and Millicoma 
Rivers was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of June 30, 
1896, and completed in 1899 at a cost of about $8,000. There was no 
contribution. Of course, the mention of terminal facilities is not 
germane because terminal facilities were for the use of the benefiting 
industries. That is not a contribution to the waterway 

Mr. Rasaut. No. 

TYPE OF NAVIGATION 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pintron. General, who owns this river or this waterway? 

General CLark. Sir, it is a Federal waterway. The land under- 
neath it is owned by the State. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion, will you ask at this point if it is navigable? 

Mr. Pintion. Is it navigable in the true sense of the word, the 
ordinary sense of the word? Is it navigable for ships? 

General CLark. No, sir; but it is navigable for tugs and log rafts 
at the rate of about 800,000 tons a year. 

Mr. Pittron. I understand that. The Central Park of New York 
would be navigable under your definition; or any stream, for instance, 
that is used by a pulp company to manufacture pulp and to use it for 
discharge would be navigable. It just does not seem to be a navigable 
river in the true sense of the word. 

General Criark. Sir, I am not a lawyer or an expert on the defini- 
tions of navigability, which are many and varied in the courts, but 
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generally speaking I understand that if there is navigation in fact 
the river is considered generally navigable. This is navigated in the 
terms of commerce, even though it is only or mainly logs. 

Mr. Pruuion. For instance, in the Buffalo area we have canals 
jutting out from a lake to the Bethlehem Steel Co. Those canals are 
privately owned. They are not eligible for deepening on the part of 
the Federal Government. They have to maintain those canals 
themselves. Is this not somewhat the same situation? 

Mr. Taner. Who owns the timber? 

Mr. Pitiion. It is not an area where there is general navigation. 
In other words, I cannot go into the Bethlehem Steel Co. canal with 
my ship, even though it adjoins the lake, because it is privately 
owned. This area here appears to be used primarily for the storage 
and floating of logs on the part of a few privately owned companies 

General Crark. Yes, sir, but if you would like to go fishing, it is 
a public stream. It is a public stream, sir. It is not private. 

Mr. Prttion. No further questions at this time. 

Mr. Cannon. I must confess, General Clark, I am a little surprised 
to hear a member of the Corps of Engineers say that he is not in 

i. position to define navigability. I should think if anyone was in 
a =ieidiiion to define navigability, that would be the Corps of Engineers. 

General Crank. Mr. Chairman, I tried to qualify i it and then went 
on and defined it to the best of my ability. This is a very close 
question in many cases, and | did not want to state a flat definition 
because, sir, there is no flat definition. It has been defined by the 
courts In Many Cases. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, all navigation projects must to a certain 
extent, depend on whether the waterway is navigable. | should 
think the Corps of Engineers, above all other public agencies, would 
be thoroughly conversant with what was and what was not navigable. 

General CLARK. Sir, this is navigated in fact, and the courts geli- 
erally hold that such a stream is a navigable stream, I believe. So 
I consider this a navigable stream. But I would not want to set 
myself up as an expert in defining navigation, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Taner. We ought to be able to take care of that budget 
estimate in short order. 

Mr. Cannon. I think so, Mr. Taber. Our rule should be in all 
such cases that in case of doubt, favor the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Taper. That is right. 

Mr. Rasavt. It is an old rule. 

Mr. Cannon. Unfortunately a rule, known principally by_ its 
nonobservance. 

NATURE OF OTHER NEW STARTS 


The question which naturally follows, General Clark, is whether 
this is typical of other new starts which are included here. 

General CLARK. No, sir, I do not believe so. 

Mr. Cannon. If not, in what respects does it differ? 

General CLark. This is a channel on a small river. Among the 
new starts we have are a couple of small boat harbors for fishing craft 
in Alaska, a deep channel, and so on. Each one is separate, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. None of them is in effect a subsidy for some local 
industry? 
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General CLark. Sir, we do not feel so, the way the acts are defined, 
but if the definitions you gentlemen have laid out this morning should 
be applied 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Minnesota is speaking from 
firsthand knowledge of the situation, of course. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. The gentleman from Minnesota was _ seeking 
knowledge as to the general policy of this committee. In fact, I do 
not recall anything similar to this in the projects which we have 
considered. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman enunciated very clearly, I thought, 
the policy of this committee, that in case of doubt we resolve it in 
favor of the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Anpersen. I think that is very good logic, Mr. Chairman, and 
it should have been applied many years ago. 


YAQUINA BAY AND HARBOR, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. Yaquina Bay and Harbor, $300,000. Insert pages 
}and 10. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsSIGN—CHANNEL AND Harpor ProJEcT 
(NAVIGATION) 


YAQUINA Bay AND Harpor, OREG. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The Yaquina Bay and Harbor modification is located 
at the mouth of Yaquina River, Oreg., about 113 miles south of the Columbia 
tiver. The plan of improvement provides for deepening the present channel, 
modifying and deepening the turning basin, and extending the north and south 
jetties as follows: Deepen the outer channel to 40 feet below m.l.l.w. for a general 
width of 400 feet and length of approximately 3,400 feet; deepen the channel 
upstream a distance of approximately 2.4 miles to a depth of 30 feet for a width 
of 300 feet; modify the turning basin by abandoning the existing northeast corner, 
and altering the basin to provide a depth of 30 feet over an area of 900 to 1,200 
feet wide and 1,400 feet long. The north and south jetties would be extended 
to Yaquina Reef, a distance of about 1,800 feet. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


stimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) _- ‘ __ $23, 600, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) __- ; 28, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost _- ae 34, 000 
Cash contribution___ -- ‘ Ravak None 
Other costs_-_-_- 34, 000 
Total estimated project cost (uncomple ted modification) __- ‘ 23, 662, 000 


Preconstruction planning estimate __-------- Sanaa _ 1, 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 ee : 116, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 , 300, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning : after fiscal year 1961_ 684, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


Shipment of timber products from Yaquina Bay is handicapped by channel 
depths. Only partial loadings are possible. The present condition of the en- 
trance channel is such that during the winter months ships are frequently delayed 
several days in entering or leaving the harbor. On those ships that do enter, 
Space allocations are often reduced during the winter months to allow for the 
unfavorable bar conditions. Industrial development being initiated in the area 
Will materially increase the tonnage shipped, including commodities such as 
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lumber, wood products, wood pulp, and fuel oil. Benefits will accrue to the 
project by savings in transportation costs, through the elimination of delays and 
out-of-sequence loading and through increased loads per vessel trip. Total trans- 
portation savings are estimated to be $1,246,000 annually. 

Von-Federal costs.—The first cost to local interests, exclusive of the cost of 
existing terminal facilities, is estimated to be $34,000, as follows: 


Lands and damages , z $1. 3, 000 
Channel dredging at docks__ ; aoe 21, 000 
Total 34, 000 
Maintenance of the chann 1 and jetties will be a Federal responsibility. 
Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have been very active in support 


of the project during and after authorization. Formal assurances that local 
interests will furnish the required cooperation have not been requested nor 
received. Both of the ports of Toledo and Newport have actively supported 
the project 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$23,600,000 (Corps of Engineers) is an increase of $1,300,000 over the latest 
estimate ($22,300,000) submitted to Congress. Price level increases amount to 
$1,272,600 and revised costs for other features, including ‘‘Supervision and 
administration,” amount to $27,400 


COST OF PRECONSTRUCTION PLANNING 


Mr. Cannon. Why should the preconstruction planning on this 
$23 “aillion project cost $1,100,000? That is 5 percent. Isn't 
that excessive? 

General CLARK. Sir, this is high in this case because the project 
involves the construction of jetties and the deepening of a channel out 
in what is difficult water to work in. We know there is rock in the 
channel. The preconstruction planning estimate is mainly concerned 
with the exploration and the discovery of what type of rock and how 
much there is and how it can be removed. If it turns out to be soft 
rock so it can be dredged, for instance, it may be much easier. If it 
turns out to be hard rock that we have to drill and blast, it will be 
expensive. 

This preconstruction planning is designed to give us full exploration 
of that problem. 

3ENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. At best, this seems to be a rather narrow margin of 
benefits. I note here on page 9 that your cost-benefit ratio is only 
1.2 to 1. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. So unless there is some distinct benefit which 1s not 
immediately apparent, it is a moot question whether there is enough 
advantage here for us to spend any money at all. 

General Ciark. After the previous discussion, Mr. Chairman, 
about all I can say, sir, is that this is your field of determination, 8 
you well know. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, this one looks doubtful, too, may ! 
say, as I look into it. First, a lot of money is involved here, 
$23,600,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; and a very large amount for preliminary study. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Once we start that preliminary study, we usually 
are caught in it, Mr. Chairman. I would like to go off the record 
on this. 


(Off the record.) 
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EXPENDITURES TO DATE 


Mr. Cannon. Can you tell us at this time how much has been 
spent on planning up to this time? 

General CLarkx. Mr. Chairman, we have not started planning on 
this. This is a new planning start. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. This is a brand new start, Mr. Chairman. 

General CLark. I beg your pardon, sir. May I correct that. 

Mr. Cannon. How much has the Federal Government already 
put in this project in years gone by? 

General CLARK. Sir, the original planning start on this was in last 
vear’s budget. 1 believe $98,000 to initiate planning. Prior to that 
$17,500 had been expended on preauthorization studies for a total 
appropriation of $115,500. 

Mr. Cannon. That was the first amount? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

\ir. Cannon. And all of it has been expended? 

General CLARK. Not all of it. 

Mr. Cannon. How much do you have on hand? 

General CLrark. The exploration contract that I spoke about has 
not vet been let. 

Mr. Cannon. Up to this time, no money has been spent on it? 

General CLark. We have spent, I believe, on the order of about 
$19,000 for preliminary investigations and hydrographic surveys. 

Mr. Taser. There is something there that it seems to me we ought 
to have in front of us. Is this an exploratory job? Do you have to 
have a lot of exploration before you can determine whether the 
project is any good or not? 

Mr. Cannon. It sounds like a fishing expedition. 

Mr. Taser. That is the thing that bothers me about it. 

General Crark. Mr. Chairman, the estimate contained here is 
based upon our assumption that this rock will be expensive and 
difficult to dig, but before we initiate work we would like to explore 
itto be sure. In other words, this has been taken conservatively, the 
most expensive tvpe of work that we could reasonably expect to run 
into. We will do this exploration, and if it turns out to be lesser, 
we will be all right. I think the estimate is adequate for the work 
involved, even if it should turn out to be drill and blast work. 

(Off the record.) 


NATURE OF BENEFITS 


Mr. ANpERSEN. General, I note in reference to the Yaquina Bay 
project on page 10 it seems to me the main justification for this project 
sto improve the possibilities for the shipment of timber products out 
of that bay; is that correct? 

General CLARK. That is essentially correct, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANpersen. That shipment is handicapped because of the 
channel de pths, is that correct? 

General CLark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What outlet is there today for that same timber? 


Do they take it out by rail during certain times of the vear, or what? 

General CLARK. No, sir, there is a channel alre adv, sir, and there 
ire two jetties. The authorizing project provides for deepening the 
channel and extending the jetties. 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes, at an expense of $23,600,000. 

General Clark. Yes, sir, _ af 4% 

Mr. Anperson. The benefit-cost ratio is only 1.2 to 1, is it not] 
General? 

General CLark. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Who are involved in this? Who gets the benefi| 
of this particular project? It comes to these pe articular timbe 
companies, does it not, in lower transportation rates? 

General CLark. Yes, and it is passed on to the consumer. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I am a little bit doubtful that it would show any| 
reduction in lumber put down in Tyler, Minn., for instance, but the] 
benefits do go entirely to these timber companies, do they not? 

General CLark. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Are they able to do business today as it is? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. But at a slightly increased cost. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. What are they contributing to the project? 

General CLark. There is no cash contribution. The estimated not-f 
Federal cost is entirely land easements, rights-of-way, and provision 0 | 
terminal facilities open to all on equal terms. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes, but in the final analysis it accrues directly ti | 
the benefit of these particular timber companies shipping out. ther 
timber, is that not correct? 

General Clark. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It adds to their profits. 

General CLark. It is a saving in their transportation costs. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It is a saving in their transportation. Thank you 
General. 

Mr. Pittion. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Prtuion. General, I note your justifications state that the} 
estimated contemplated savings will amount to $1.246 million per 
vear, made up of savings due to elimination of delays. In estimating 
the value of the elimination of delays, that information was given 
you, | presume, by the steamship companies, is that right? 

General CLark. Yes, sir, in general. | 

Mr. Prion. Your information comes from them as to how mucl | 
they will be delayed and how much they would save. Naturally 
their interest is in getting this money, and they will give the ver 
highest figures possible. They are subject to checking by you, bu 
their tendency would be to inflate the figures as much as possible 
Is that not true? | 

General CLark. I could not subscribe to that, Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pinii0N. It is a matter of self-interest. 

General CLARK. Sir, you are asking me to impugn the honesty @ 
these people. eo 

Mr. Pittion. No, I am not doing that. J am just saying that 1t 5 | 
not an exact figure. 

General Ciark. This is in the judgment area, and we evaluate !! 
very carefully. 

Mr. Piuxuion. It is a matter of judgment between their very bes 
estimates based upon their self-interest, which is not wrong—lI al 
not saying it is wrong. You have the same situation with seaplane 
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Those are not exact mathematic: 


loading. 
say exactly to a dollar or to $100 or to a million dollars that th: a is 


1 situations so you can 


the exact situation. The same applies with increased loads per vessel 
trip. It may be that they do not have the loads. It may be just a 
possibility that by deepening, if they had the goods they could increase 
their loads per ship. 

What I am trying to say is that if a practical person who would not 
give any benefit of doubt to the situation but take the most advan- 
tageous view to the Government, = benefit cost ratio could very 
well be 0.9 to 1 instead of 1.2 to 1, or 0.7 to 1 instead of 1.2 to i. 
Unfortunately, I do not think we it the ability in this committee, 
as I think we should have, to make an independent check of some of 
these marginal situations where we could recheck the benefit cost 
ratio, because I think that is the area where the great possibility of 
loss exists. 

I make that statement for the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. One further point, Mr. Chairman. 

I am drawing this as an analogy. Here we have a project in Oregon 
to help timber companies and shipping companies to save money on 
their transportation expenses. That is about correct, is it not, 
General? That is commendable. We have done that before. 
There is nothing wrong about that. This shows a 1.2 to 1 benefit/cost 
ratio. JI am glad General Cassidy has come into the room, because he 
knows the South St. Paul situation. We have a situation there, 
General, and | want to be on the record, which you could not quite 
get up to 1.2 or 1.25 to justify the Engineers to send it down to the 
committee. But, as Mr. Pillion has so well stated, perhaps if you 
had gotten my opinion as a Congressman and the Engineers had come 
back into the Seventh District of Minnesota—I am talking to General 
Cassidy now—we could perhaps have shown where, due to the losses 
to those farmers, General Cassidy, because of the closing down and 
the threatened closing down in the future of those big stockyards, we 
could perhaps find you a 2 to 1 benefit/cost ratio to get in there and 
do something about that flood proposition at South St. Paul. 

I am just pointing this out as an analogy, Mr. Chairman. I think, 
Mr. Chairman, we as a committee have the right to demand or at 
least to express our viewpoint that when two varying projects come 
before us: Does this project benefit just this group of industrialists, 
or does it benefit perhaps 100,000 small people? There is the difference 
between the two projects. I doubt that a human life would be en- 
dangered if this $23,600,000 project were not put into effect. I 
doubt that 10 small people would go broke if this failed to come into 
being. But I do know if we do not do something about South St. 
Paul and that situation there, Mr. Chairman, it may create extreme 
economic hardship to literally thousands of small pe ople in the States 
of Minnesota, Wise onsin, and the Dakotas. 

I simply wanted that in the record. I am delighted to see General 
Cassidy come in here, because this is very important to the State of 
Minnesota, as the general knows, and I am just seizing upon this 
opportunity, Gene ‘ral, to show a little comparison between this situa- 
tion on the one hand, and ours in Minnesota on the other. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Maanuson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Washington, Mr. 

52882—60——-9 


Magnuson, 
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Mr. Macnuson. General Clark, this project, it is said in the justi- 
fications, will represent annual transportation savings of $1,246,000. 
Is it or is it not the province of the Engineers to improve harbors and 
improve navigation channels? 

General CLark. Yes, sir, it has been traditionally. 

Mr. Macnuson. This is not a high benefit-cost ratio, 1.2 to 1, 
I might say I feel a little obliged to explore this a little bit because it is 
out in my part of the country, although it is not in my State. I am 
sure we have many projects which do not have any higher benefit-cost 
ratio. 

It seems to me to be a legitimate field for the Corps of Engineers, 
and it seems to me it is a traditional field for the Corps of Engineers, 
the specifie job of improving river ch: _ ‘Is, improving transportation 
facilities, improving harbors. I might add, because of some of the 
remarks which have been made, that I suppose this committee or 
any member of it could at any time cast doubt on the benefit-cost 
ratio. It could be suggested that a 1.2-to-1 ratio perhaps could be 
0.9 or 0.7, but I think we have absolutely no scientific or evidential 
basis for doing it. If we are not to accept the benefit-cost ratio which 
the Corps of Engineers presents to us, if we are to challenge it, we 
must do a lot more than just say, “You fellows could have made a 
mistake.”’ I think we have to hire some experts outside the C orps of 
Engineers and go out and get some kind of comparative computation, 
which f am sure we will never do because it would be far too costly a 
proposition and, when it is over, we probably would have about the 
same two figures in any case. 

We have already started this project. Incidentally, it was put in 
the bill last vear by this committee. 

Mr. Cannon, That is correct. 

Mr. Magnuson. We now have a sizable investment, not big com- 
pared to total cost, it is true, but we have a sizable investment in this 
project. We did it ourselves last year, and | think we would have 
been well advised to raise the question last year instead of this year. 
I think we ought to leave it alone. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Back on the record. Mr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenron. General, how are they operating now? How are they 
getting their logs? 

General Cuark. Sir, this is involved in the movement of lumber 
and pulp and paper produc ts, which are part of the lumber industry. 
They presently have a 26-foot channel across the bar and 20 feet inside 
the jetty and up to the turning basin at the head of the deep channel. 

Mr. Fenron. Is this an all-year-round operation, or is it just 
seasonal? 

General Cuark. No, sir; this is an all-year-round operation, subject 
to the fact that the larger vessels when ap seas are high on the out- 
side may not be able to get in for a day or two pending abatement 
of the storm. ‘There is no essential diffe ‘rence between summer and 
winter operations. 

Mr. Fenron. What are the annual operation and maintenance 
costs? 

General CLarkx. We estimate at the present time, including inter- 
est and amortization, $1,002,000 for annual charges on the Federal 
investment, inc luding $168,100 for operation and maintenance costs. 
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Mr. Fenron. What interest rate would that be? 
General CLARK. 2} percent. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO AT 4 PERCENT INTEREST 


Mr. Fenron. What would be the fixed annual cost at 4 percent 
interest and a 50-year amortization? 

General CLARK. Sir, I do not have that. May I request your per- 
mission to do such computation and furnish it for the record? 

Mr. Fenron. Yes. And, if you will at the same time—or if you 
can tell us now it will be all right—what would be the benefit-cost 
ratio at 4 percent interest? 

General CLarK. We will furnish you that at the same time, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, this is a $24 million project having a benefit- 
cost ratio of 1.2 to 1, and a non-Federal contribution of only $34,000. 
Do you think that is justified under present fiscal conditions? 

General CLark. The only answer | can give you, sir, is that it was 
justified in the authorizing document by the Congress. I have no 
other answer. 

Mr. Fenron. Do you think the benefits are of national character? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir; the benefits are considered general under 
the terms of such projects. 

Mr. Fenron. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information supplied follows:) 

The annual charges for the Yaquina Bay and Harbor project based on 4 percent 


interest and amortization in 50 years would be $1,273,966. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio Would be 0.98 to 1. 


SAMMAMISH RIVER, WASH. 


Mr, Cannon. The next project for the consideration of the sub- 
committee is the Sammamish River wherein you are requesting the 
sum of $50,000. 

_ We shall insert at this point in the record pages 12 and 13 of the 
justifications. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsSIGN—LOocAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLoop CoNTROL) 


SAMMAMISH River, WaAsnH. 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description—Sammamish River, King County, Wash., rises in 
Sammamish Lake, about 11 miles east of Seattle, Wash., and flows northwesterly 
15 miles to Lake Washington. The plan of improveme nt provides for 16 miles of 
channel ii nprovement and levees, together with necessary alterations of railroad 
and highway bridges. 

Autaorization.—-1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost___..._-_____- ne _ $1, 120, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost___- EAA Y: : 194, QUO 
Cash contribution (or equivalent work) _-_-_--- ahaa 296, OOO 
Uther costs or : ; 198, 000 
Total estimate d project cost. Se eyes ees _ 1,614, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_ _--_- aes ; 130, 000 
Appropris ations to June 30, 1960__ eh oak fe ia 1 22, OVO 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961_- : 50, 000 
salance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- 58, 000 


ip 
Preauthorization studies costs only. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection from spring floods for a suburban com. 
munity and agricultural area along Sammamish Lake and River, provide bette 
drainage in the Sammamish Valley, reduce winter flood damage to suburbap 


wr 


residential property and to recreational beach and boating facilities. Local | 
interests have made minor improvements to the existing channel; but extensive | 


flooding still occurs nearly every year, the most recent occurrence being in the 
spring of 1959. The average annual damages that would he prevented by the 
proposed improvement are estimated to be in excess of $100,000, 

Non-federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $494,000, broken down as follows: 


re eh ee, eo Sie wile Meine eee mci ee $163, 000 


Alteration of foot and ‘farm ON Dr a 19, 500 
ane ition of highway bridges_ Rites Ant es Rat Sa 15, 500 
Cash contribution (or equivalent wor ork) _. Be le te ee a tea ag 296, 000 
diets Gs ins eam A: 494, 000 


Local] interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and 
operation will total $9,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have indicated that they are pre 
pared to furnish the items of local cooperation. There is strong support for the 
project, and no opposition has been expressed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $1,120,000 
(June 1959 prices) is an increase of $295,000 over the authorization estim: ate of 
$825,000 (February 1954 base), which is the latest estimate submitted to Congress, 
The increase is comprised of $78,000 due to higher price levels; $115,000 due to 
additional requirements for relocations and construction features; $80,000 due 
to increased Government costs; and $22,000 for inclusion of preauthorization 
studies costs. 

Mr. Cannon. The benefits claimed for this project include flood 
protection for recreational beach and boating facilities. 

To what extent have you included benefit from recreation in the 
benefit-to-cost ratio? 

General CLark. We have taken no benefits at all for recreation, 


Mr. Chairman. 
CONSTRUCTION 


ROGUE RIVER HARBOR AT GOLD BEACH, OREG, 


Mr. Cannon. The next item for the consideration of the subcom- 
mittee is the construction item on the Rogue River Harbor at Gold 
Beach wherein the sum of $2,018,000 is requested to complete the 
project. 

We shall insert at this point in the record pages 15 through 19 of 
the justifications. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HarBors Progect (NAVIGATION) 
Rocur River Harpor at Goup Bracu, ORE. 
(CONTINUIN( 
Location.—On the southern Oregon coast at the mouth of Rogue River. 


Authorization.—1954 River ana Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





| |} Accumulated 
| | percent ol 
Amount | estimated 
Federal (Corps 
| of Engineers) 
| cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) SS eee | eee ee 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) ___- E% —— . 16, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. -..........--- re eee : = i tae e ak ae 
Pee IID, © oc cnncyiiewncd ieicwatancacaucanns poate : None a 
Other costs_- a a 195, 000 svete 
Total estimated project cost Bl SS EOE GE tI eit aa gt tel aa! ae 4, 431, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 __.___.--.-....-- c ee Rae FUN sa oa aie 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 ss PS ek eens Bs oe S A NIN ci okay cox nase anceewnoned 
Appropriations to date. ___.__-- alin ne eae ine ache fatwa eae eens 2, 202, 000 52 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961__--- ated 7 =i 2, 018, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


bceniit cree aaa None |. 


Physical data 
Jetties: 
Two jetties of dumped quarry stone, 1,000 feet apart. 
North jetty: Approximately 3,300 feet long, top width 26 feet at eleva- 
tion +18 feet at mean low low water. 
South jetty: Approximately 3,400 feet long, top width 26 and 20 feet 
at elevation +14 feet and +18 feet at mean low low water. 
Channel: 13 feet deep at mean low low water, 300 feet wide and 4,300 feet long. 
Turning basin: 13 feet deep at mean low low water, 400 to 800 feet wide including 
channel, and 650 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


I eg ee ee em 100 | June 1961. 


North jetty need Ss rica ie ee ; 10 
Dredging bias SRE ae ee rae 5 ( 
Entire project. __.__.-- eee Sarita aid Sicmacbie ct eacieeos aeel “ | 29 | 


Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The harbor improvement at Gold Beach, Oreg., will provide the local sawmills 
and plywood plants with economic transportation by water to other coast ports. 
Present transportation of timber and lumber products is by truck haul over the 
coast highway. Other benefits that will accrue to this project include the de- 
velopment of fishing grounds not intensively fished at present and the provision 
of a much needed harbor of refuge for the small craft traveling along this rugged 
coast, line. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,018,000 will be applied to com- 
pletion of the contract for construction of the two jetties, and to contract and 
hire labor dredging of the channel and turning basin. The requested amount 
will complete the project. 

Completed modifications.—None. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $195,000, broken down as follows: 


$25, 000 


Lands and damages__ ee 
muse eI ea a a ae . 170, OOO 


Approach road and loading dock - - - . 


Se 195, 000 


Local interests are to provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil 
disposal areas for both new work and subsequent maintenance, provide adequate 
public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms, dredge and main- 
tain project depths within 50 feet of the terminal facilities, and hold the United 
States free from damages due to construction and maintenance. 


Total 
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Status of local cooperation.—The port of Gold Beach, Gold Beach, Oreg., in 4} 
brief filed in the Portland district office in November 1955 stated that they will 
complv with all the requirements for local cooperation. A tax base for pay. 
ments of bonds for local cooperation has been voted by the port district. Rights. 
of-way for construction of the jetties have been furnished. 








Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Department of Army cost | 
estimate of $4,220,000 is a decrease of $480,000 from the latest estimate | 
($4,700,000) submitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to favorable | 
bids received for construction of the north and south jetties. | 

Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
| Balance to 
Item Project cost | Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete | 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal | 
| | year 1961 | 
! | | t 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) j 
a ae eae ~s Bes 7 aa sain 
Lands and damages_..________-- $3, 0CO $1, 700 $1, 200 | $100 | 
I ea aoe 387, 500 }....-.. Sonos 387,500 }......5.ccee 
Break waters__- a ie 3, 486, 500 | 232, 000 | 1, 786, 600 | 1, 467, 00a. scusoc oe 
Preauthorization studies__.....-- 14, 500 | SOO Wiad niacin seis eel ant tetinecl . Snip iospenepataleeen 
Engineering and design___- aa 58, 500 21, 800 | 4,000 | 22: 700 4... .....sce 
Supervision and administration_| 270, 000 16, 700 | 123, 500 | 129, 800 ol 
Total applied cost (Corps | 
of Engineers)__......__- | 4, 220, 000 | 286, 700 1, 915, 300 2,018, 000 |__- 
Undistributed cost. .........--.-- | eaieiga hate aasels eaedabeseiei iliac earn chdbiatcco nies "< hts | 
Total project cost (Corps | 
of Engineers) __......-.-- 4, 220, 000 | 286, 700 | 1, 915, 300 | BORG G00 12.5 ueccee 
Penting eavastmentis....<.......<).6.-.-.. 55. scalnanw seks mae ; cae Sousa 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | | 
BO oo csccwccet «ANN 286, 700 | 1,015,300 | — 2,016,000 |.-..-.--.28 
Undelivered orders. .........-.-- Sac Sam 406, 100 | —406, 100 |_._-- ‘ 
re = a ee — cad a ae sieniniaiemmaamaie’ 
Total obligations. ._.....- Diets <a 692, 800 | 1, 509, 200 2,018,000 | 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations..............-..- ere, 740, 500 1, 461, 500 |__-- ile 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
SS een istic tans ll en teaanisintaaanlinir wieiadl cnoeiciintnistniialeeel OI ca acacia nal 


Total funds available for | | 


| 
obligation. - SNE kccncnamee 740,500 | 1, 509, 200 |___- 
Appropriations required ol ; , 018, 000 


to 





Mr. Cannon. Gentlemen, if there are no questions on this project, 
we shall proceed to the next 


HOWARD A. HANSON RESERVOIR, WASH. 


The next project for the consideration of the subcommittee 1s 
Howard A. Hanson Reservoir wherein you are requesting the sum of 
$4.4 million. 

At this point in the record we shall insert pages 21 through 27 of 
the justifications. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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Reservoirs (FLoop CONTROL) 
Howarp A. Hanson RESERVOIR, WASH. 


(CONTINUING) 





Location.—On the upper portion of the Green River, 65 miles above the river 
mouth, about 35 miles southeast of Seattle, and 6 miles upstream from the town 
of Kanaskat, Wash. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratto.— 1.08 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


I TO ae cag teammates | O84, 000: O08 facet ccciin. 
Estimated non-Federal cost __.....-..--...---- a ee eat a ema Se I ase he caaecthisesein 

Cee en en ne a natn ga wieceokeusonmnaiinn 2 SOE Bc a taskeacooe 

COR ct bata ce eadnewnnadanwebunwdim’ na ae edie tata aee alativaiind ORs oceeusaungacnn 
ts, A Ces CONN. cocunkwnt isin saab uhaniennumti@unedéeuione Sen CRON Ss cad kuedaen 
Aenronriataons 60 JU0 FD, 1900 o.oo neice enna snasncssass Saintesxotacgimni | Bo MOT UNO Nive cccrtuinnneken 
Asnromnsagene Cendncel year 190)... ............-..<.-------2 622.5 nneeee 5, BOO ON tonsa secnenene 
Appropradtions te-date: . ........-s......=...-. 2 itn aieniennian genes aetna 29, 037, 000 82 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_........-.....--.-----..-.-- 4, 400, 000 v4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. _......-...---.-.--..------.---- | FR GO 1s cis acne adedebes 








PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type, rock fill. 

Height, 235 feet above bedrock. 

Length, 600 feet (exclusive of gated spillway). 
Spillway: 

Type, ogee gated spillway. 

Capacity, 107,000 cubie feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 

Conservation pool, 23,100 acre-feet (live storage). 

Flood control and total capacity, 106,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation: None. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 





Pape Mn NNN oS oS oh ob iu bedakdoenecouareuneees 62 | June 1961. 
Relocations ; : E | 06 | October 1960. 
Roads 59 Do. 
Railroads ee | 96 | December 1959. 
Utilities and structures___........--- 100 Do. 
Reservoir : 23 | October 1960. 
Dam 49 | October 1962. 
ee se 32 Do. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 5 Do. 
Permanent operating equipment -__-..............-.....-.---.-.-.--- .| 0 Do. 
CO IN a etadwmie gp ee. eh Sh ee ea cols gt 78 Do. 





EFFECTIVE FLOOD STORAGE, NOVEMBER 1961 


Justification Howard A. Hanson Reservoir is to control flooding of the lower 
Green River Valley, for protection of the suburban communities from Auburn to 
fenton, and the developed south Seattle industrial district in the vicinity of the 
Boeing Airplane Co. plants, and the majority of Seattle’s heavy industries, ware- 
houses, storage yards, and machinery servicing operations. Through control of 
floods of this area, Howard A. Hanson project offers a significant and positive 
contribution to the Nation’s defense potential and economic well-being by pro- 
viding: 

(a) Protection to avoid possible loss of life and substantial economic loss, such 
as has been experienced from the 30 floods occurring in this valley since November 
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1891. With the project in operation, estimated damages prevented upon recur- 
rence of the 1933, 1946, 1955, and 1959 floods would be as follows: 


| | Valuation of | Value of 
Damages sus- | damages sus- | damages that 
Year tained at prices} tained under | would have 
prevailing when! current devel- | been prevented 
| flood occurred | opment and by project 


| pricelevels | 
| (July 1959) | 
| 








1933 ___. ; : Petites a ene ae nee wae eden $512, 000 | $2, 859,000 | 
1946____. io ela parece ae area a be Tina = 1, 168, 000 5: | 
IN stein iotidinecttv evens > pelabhee eh terpenes Tee ooed 1, 360, 000 

il accel caatd = sale = . a (!) | ( 





1 Flood of record—damages not yet evaluated. 


(b) Freedom from flood interruption of rail and highway transportation for 
employees, materials, and products essential to existing and future defense 
industries. 

(c) Flood protection for potential industrial sites in the logical areas for the 
expansion and decentralization of Seattle’s established industrial district. Local 
interests stress the scarcity of, and early need for, additional industrial sites for 
the Seattle area. To this end, and in anticipation of early completion of Howard A, 
Hanson Reservoir, local interests are actively planning to undertake considerable 
work downstream from the dam in the Duwamish Valley and in the Green River 
Valley below Auburn. 

(d) Flood protection to 17,600 acres of rich agricultural valley land located 
about midway between the population centers of Tacoma and Seattle. Flood 
control will enhance agricultural productivity of this land until the time the land 
is needed for industrial locations. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,400,000 will be applied to: 


Fa hare hte: a. $197,398 
ee ee cucesa.- 28,4 


Continue land acquisition 
Continue relocations 


Continue reservoir clearing... __...........__-_-_- aa : 399, 800 
ipontanie sani OONSiTuguOn... .... ..~. 2s ick eck cucwcncue 2, 883, 600 
Continue construction of access road__- ewe 254, 000 
Continue construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities_ 116, 000 
Continue procurement and installation of permanent operating equip- 
ment........ ‘ Fe eens : a 3 66, 000 


Engineering and design : 


: . ee . ; ; 50, 000 
Supervision and administration___--~-__-_- 


sre oe a 230, 000 


NAN So ats cr ch aes Gy lad Sas a I ar is ; 4, 400, 000 


Completion of Howard A. Hanson Reservoir project at the earliest possible 
date commensurate with economical expenditure of funds is essential to assure 
protection of the lower Green River Valley from floods. Funds in the amount 
of $4,400,000 are required in fiscal year 1961 to maintain orderly construction 
progress. 

Non-Federal costs—The authorizing legislation required that local interests 
provide a cash contribution of $2,000,000 toward project construction. 

Status of local cooperation.—All requirements have been met. The State of 
Washington contributed $1,500,000 and King County contributed $500,000. 
These funds were made available for construction August 29, 1955. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, adjustments were made in feature estimates, based 
on more detailed planning. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





























] 
Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
aide — - eee . ‘Saeeaneaene 
Lands and damages_......---.--- $355, 000 $85, 100 i ls Bc iba ene decks 
I So cc cciseces aaa 21, 061, 800 19, 811, 000 273, 400 | $454, 000 
Reservoir_....---- sig Be ce 968, 800 15, 400 399, 800 |.-.._- = 
Dam_.- ‘ deo man wee ees 9, 711, 100 | 1, 732, 300 2, 885, 200 1, 435, 300 
Roads 768, 100 | 16, 000 254, 000 56, 100 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| 252, 200 2, 000 102, 000 116, 000 32, 200 
Permanent operating equipment | a is 15, 000 66, 000 3, 000 
Preauthorization studies_______-- 98, 000 98,000 |_...--- ie Sack. oe Ree cate a 
Engineering a ind design ____-_- 1, 860, 000 | 1, 717, 100 70,000 | 50, 000 | 22, 900 
Supervision and administration __| 2, 341, 000 | 1, 646, 100 | 395, 000 | 230, 000 | 69, 900 
Total applied cost, Fed- | | 
eral funds and non-Fed- | | 
eral contributions. __-- 37, 500, 000 25, 123, 000 | 5, 902, 000 4, 401, 600 2, 073, 400 
Undistributed costs: Construc- 
Sion AMIR Pe es ace a a 13. 500 | —1, 300 | —1, 600 | —10, 600 
Total project cost, Federal | | | 
funds and non-Federal | | } | 
contributions..........--| 37, 500,000 | 25,136,500 | 5, 900,700 | 4, 400, 000 | 2, 062, 800 
Pending adjustments__-....----- cates 300 | —300 |-- | se 
Total costs, Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- | | 
itn Sooo ge | _ 37,500,000 | 25, 136, 800 5, 900, 400 | 4, 400, 000 | 2, 062, 800 
i= = = = : = == — => = 3 
nen Mae oo A he | 35, 500, 000 23, 136, 800 5, 900, 400 | 4, 400, 000 | 2, 062, 800 
NonFederal contributions. ..-__- 2, 000, 000 I a eau telaite sates 
ES | (1, 580, 000) (a. nee ee 
Engineering and design__.__- (100, ;000)| al ne nn ae ns ceaaein 
Supervision and administra- | | 
tion rent (115, 300) Os ca ei aiiiedinindiceiee 
Construction facilities - cori (204, 700) | NE NE iat hcectkian ts Bac Suhicn ined Pie. 5 Bee 
RENEW CR ENS ORIEN oe oe eee ewe enn =-] 50, 400 —50, 400 LSE |------------- - 
Total obligations__......_- Sto git depts } 25, 187, 200 | 5, 850, 000 | 4, 400, 000 2. 062, 800 
Method of financing: | 
POGGMAT THOUS. ok 6 wc cckcccane see a NI al en les 
TIAN ee ee DGG Cnc bawanndanckn Bes cactida atone tes 
Unobligated carry-over from | | 
DRS POOR so ceneaccncedinwas | a a a a alg Vici ae a RI a a le el oe Gils oe en ree 
Total funds available for | 
I on ae 23, 187, 200 5, 850, 000 seid 
Appropriations required Fe ae oS eee a Se eS so ee oer 4, 400, 000 2, 062, 800 
NonFederal contributions: | 
Contributions_______ By ee Sy 3 iGO Te ak 2 ck Noles tecc unos baeeedeeoes 
Unobligated cz wry-over from | | | | 
prior year | 


Total funds available for | 
= obligation Pe ee a eet | 2, 000, 000 
Contributions required | 


STATUS OF GEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS 


Mr. Cannon. Last year vou told us about the very serious geologi- 

“al problems confronting you on this proje ct. 

What is the status of that project now! 

General Ctarx. Mr. Chairman, we have pretty well cleaned up 
most of the work on the relocation proble m, which is what was bother- 
ing us last year. We have the contractor working on the dam and 
he is just getting started this year. 

Our geologic al problems are not entirely over, sir, but the extent 
of them, I am not sure of yet. We have a meeting of the consultants 
forthcoming i in about another 2 weeks. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the nature of the geological problems? 
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General Ciark. The rock on the right abutment does not turn out 
to be in accord with what we had expected, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. You programed $1.27 million for relocation in the 
current year but you now show that you will use only $525,400. 

That is a very welcome amendment, but how did you achieve it? 

General Ciark. This particular result is primarily concerned with 
some work which we actually did. We had an agreement with the 
railroad and the railroad let contracts and the contracts were favor- 
able. Therefore, we made a fair saving on that particular item, Mr, 
Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently you are using most of the difference on 
the reservoir for which $122,400 was programed but for which you 
now show $553,600. 

That is quite an increase. How do you account for that increase 
from $122,400 to $553,600? 

General CLark. We have had a reevaluation of the problem of 
handling some of the swamp area on the left bank, fairly high, near 
what will be the head of the reservoir, and the decision was made that 
we needed to do a better clearing job and put some gravel on it in 
order to hold that material down. 

There is some slight increase in our reservoir item, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. And that accounts for the entire increase? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; I believe so. 


RECENT FLOODS IN WESTERN WASHINGTON 


Mr. Maanuson. The benefits from the Howard A. Hanson Reser- 
voir will accrue mostly to my district, Mr. Chairman, by preventing 
floods in the Green River Valley, sometimes called the White River 
Valley 

They had very severe floods there this winter, or late fall; did 
they not? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; they had two floods, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. What in your judgment will be the results when 
the dam is complete? Will it alleviate this condition completely? 

General CLark. It will completely alleviate it, Mr. Magnuson. 
It would have solved it completely had we had the dam in operation. 

Mr. Magnuson. We have had a half-dozen floods there in the 
last 10 vears; have we not? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; roughly that. 


SURVEY OF SKAGIT, STILLAGUAMISH, NOOKSACK, AND SNOHOMISH 
RIVERS 


Mr. Maenuson. At the same time there was extensive flooding of 
much of western Washington coming from the Stillaguamish, the 
Skagit, the Nooksack, and the Snohomish Rivers, and I along with 
three or four other members of the delegation requested a survey of 
flood control possibilities on not only the Green River but the Stilla- 
guamish, the Nooksack, and the Snohomish. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. What is the status of that? I think the Senate 
Public Works Committee has approved our resolution. 

General CLark. Yes, sir; we have the resolution in hand. I dis- 
cussed with the chairman under ‘General investigations” the use or 
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allocation of some funds this year to initiate the review of those rivers 
in a preliminary fashion in order to get the investigation underway 
as soon as possible. Great damage was done by the floods. 

Mr. Magnuson. How much are you allocating for that purpose? 

General CLark. Well, sir, it is tentative, but in order to take a 
look we feel that on the three smaller rivers which are the Skagit, the 
Stillaguamish, and Nooksack, we will get started with about $5,000 
or thereabouts. 

The Snohomish is a somewhat larger problem. A start on this 
one would cost about $10,000 this year. 

Mr. Magnuson. For the Snohomish? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacGnuson. You do not feel you have to study the Green 
River? 

General Ciarkx. No; I think the Green River problem is solved 
from a flood point of view. 


HOWARD A. HANSON RESERVOIR 


Mr. ANDERSEN. In your opinion, General Clark, would not this 
1.08 benefit-to-cost ratio in this project rise because of those severe 
floods of last fall? In other words, if a reevaluation were given to 
this, we would have a better benefit-to-cost ratio? 

General CLarx. We have made a preliminary analysis of that in 
the time available and the floods that occurred about fit on our 
frequency curve. 

So, I do not believe it would change a great deal. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Was the flood of last fall a flood of record? 

General Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnprersEN. And it did considerable damage? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; it did. 


COST ESTIMATE 


Mr. Cannon. General Clark, the situation seems to be just a little 
bit nebulous on this abutment. 

Is it possible that in developing that phase of it you will materially 
increase the cost? 

General Ciark. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that very probably 
we will increase it some, but not anything like previous increases. 

Mr. Cannon. If you increase the cost, that means a corresponding 
change in the benefit-cost ratio? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it possible that it might change the cost sufficiently 
to make it unprofitable to proceed? 

General CLarx. Mr. Chairman, I have made a preliminary study 
of it, and I do not think so. 

Mr. Cannon. You are not certain? 

General CLtarx. I am not certain, but in my opinion it will not. 
I think the difference of cost is not a tremendous amount by any 
manner of means. 

Mr. Chairman, might I say that during the floods this fall, many 
people were put out of their homes. We cannot measure this incon- 
venience and suffering in dollars—if we could, the benefits would 
have been much greater than we now show. 
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Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 


Mr. ANDERSEN. General Clark, this points up my argument earlier | 


this morning. I am in full sympathy with projects of this nature 


' 


| 


which do the small man some good. However, I have to be sold on | 


the others where they are simply industrial matters in order to help | 
big industries to make a tremendous profit. 

“Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


COOS BAY (SOUTH JETTY), OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item for the consideration of the subcom- | 


mittee is the Coos Bay project wherein the sum of $50,000 is requested, 
We will insert at this point in the record pages 29 and 30 of the 
justifications. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—REHARILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Coos Bay (Soutn JETTY), OREGON 
INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—On the Oregon coast, 200 miles south of the mouth 
of Columbia River. Rehabilitation of the south jetty would extend along inner 
4,150 feet. The shoreward 2,100 feet would be restored to a top elevation of 18 
feet above mean low low water. Following a transition section of 700 feet, the 
remaining distance of 1,350 feet would be restored to elevation +25 feet. Top 
width would be 30 feet and side slopes 1 on 1.5. 

Authorization —The River and Harbor Acts of 1922 and 1927 authorized con- 
struction and extension of the south jetty. 


Summarized financial data 
Reconnaissance estimate __. $2, 800, 000 


Preconstruction planning estimate 


phic lien es oe Sc sate tases ; 50, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1960_- Repeats ese Sarees None 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961_____________- =e sale a 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- None 
b 


Present condition.—Construction of the south jetty under original authorization 
and a modification was completed in 1928. Rehabilitation, completed in 1942, 
consisted of restoring the rubble section and strengthening with a concrete 
terminal block and a concrete cap along the entire length. This jetty has deteri- 
orated to the extent that it has been breached in numerous locations in the outer 
two-thirds of its length. 

JUSTIFICATION 


tehabilitation of the south jetty is necessary to protect the entrance channel 
and the Federal investment in the project. Annual channel dredging costs are 
increased due to sand movement through breaks in the south jetty. Further 
postponement of jetty repairs will result in a relatively more costly restoration 
at a later date. 

The following table indicates the vessel traffic utilizing the channel during 1958 
and includes only self-propelled freighters and tenders. 
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amie SSS 


| Vessel trips 
Draft range (2-foot intervals) Depth re- cm 
quired (feet) | 
Inbound Outbound 

ad _ ee — iad Oh . 
ea ae See ae ee tee 8 | 3 40 
Se chaeebalod a a i aa cA a ne ian a 36 | 55 
6 Boe deks bd tap eRe Ee AA hae beta oe ek 34 28 25 
TIT a eee a ce ee ER SEER 5 32 26 | 54 
eases scagcatighents aamaae intileuuh eadataudannaanes aes 30 54 44 
20 bs bn celohe- abe ea dessin deutoohih oobend }oennnig treres 28 90 | 45 
18: UAE Pace cast oe ne ice ree ae ea cate aed 26 137 | 77 
I a Saccectceaitiai la aa dle ala a cela EN aa tac ai 349 340 


Traffic in the calendar vear 1958 totaled 3,820,576 tons, of which 1,276,372 
tons were carried on deep-draft oceanoing vessels which required the full project 
depth. The above tonna7e figures are the highest on record for Coos Bay and 10 
percent hi-her than the pre vious hi -h tonnace year, 1957. Oceangoing commerce 
during 1958 consisted principally of lumber and lumber products outbound and 
petroleum products inbound. During 1958 internal bay commerce consisted 
principally of lox rafts : and barge traffic and amounted to 2,243,309 tons. A total 
of 300,895 tons of rock for jetty construction were barged in from Umpqua River. 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Mr. Cannon. Please tell us something about this project, and espe- 
cially, why the maintenance work has not been adequate to keep the 
project in shape. 

I should think the amount that you are spending on maintenance 
and the amount available for maintenance would be sufficient to take 
care of this situation. 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, this is the first of the projects that 
Ihave had an opportunity to discuss with you our new approach to 
the problem of major rehabilitation. 

We have a large number of installations in my division, primarily 
jettys, which are fairly large in first cost. Because of the particular 
nature of these jettys, we cannot get on them to maintain them with- 
out spending a tremendous amount of money to keep the roadway 
on the top in order. 

In the general case the history of these jetties is that you build 
them with a roadway on top and the road gets washed off the first 
year. Then the jetties deteriorate until they are less effective than 
we think they should be, and we then start to do major rehabilitation. 

In order to bring these to the attention of the committee and rather 
than to fund them under ‘Operation and maintenance”’ as we have 
done in the past, the Office of the Chief of Engineers set up major 
rehabilitation projects of over $400,000 to be funded in this way as 
apart of the “Construction, general” budget. 

This particular jetty was built in 1928, and it has had some mainte- 
nance on it. But, it is exposed on a very rough coast and is now in 
fairly bad shape. It is breached in many places. 


PAST MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Our information is that the jetty was completely 
rebuilt and pli aced in first-class condition in 1942. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How much has been spent on it since 1942? 
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_ General Ciark. Sir, we have spent nothing on it in maintenance Apv! 
since 1942. 
Mr. Cannon. Do you not think the local interests ought to con- 
tribute to the rehabilitation of this project? | 
General Ciark. Sir, under the authorizing act, the operation and | 
maintenance are assumed by the Federal Governme nt. Le 
Mr. Cannon. I notice here on page 34 there is an expenditure of mile 
$970,564 for the fiscal year 1959. Was all that spent for dredging ae 
purposes? : “ 
General CLark. I beg your pardon, sir. Let me find my place. A 
That was for 1959. 1 believe that is mostly dredging, sir, although | 
we did some rehabilitation work on the north jetty in 1957 and 1958 


and part of the repairs were costed in fiscal year 1959. a 
So, I believe the 1959 figure and the 1960 figure represent mostly App! 
dredging to keep that channel open. Ane 
ala 
LOCAL PARTICIPATION Py 
has | 
Mr. Cannon. Should the local interests contribute to the rehabili- 
tation? 
General CLtark. Mr. Chairman, this is authorized as a Federal T 
project, and the—— dete 
Mr. Cannon. We have discussed the fact that authorization is not Sa 
a reason for appropriation. an 
General CLark. Yes, sir. In 
Mr. Cannon. The local interests would be greatly benefited and men 
why should not they contribute at least in part to its support? OT 
General Ctark. Mr. Chairman, I am afraid you are asking me to tide 
comment on a policy of Congress that has been established, which as does 
a member of the Corps of Engineers, I do not feel I can comment, — 
except to restate the policy as it has been given to me. 
Mr. Cannon. I am not so sure that the policy has been established 
by Congress. 
General Crarx. W ell, sir, has it not been a general policy that the 
benefits from such navigation projects have been considered eeneral, 
and the Federal Government assumed the cost, and the maintenance? iia 
Mr. Cannon. You think the local interests are not sufficiently | i... 
benefited that they would be interested in and should be interested in | j}> 
supplying a part of this cost? 0... 
General CLark. I could not say as to that, Mr. Chairman. 6 an 
Mr. Cannon. In many areas they have contributed, but not here. 
General CLARK. No, sir. a 
SIUSLAW RIVER (SOUTH JETTY), OREG. he 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up the Siuslaw River, south jetty, I note you wae 
are requesting the sum of $30,000. | tral 
We shall insert at this point in the record pages 32 and 33 of the _ 
justifications. a 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN—REHARILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


(NAVIGATION) 


Srustaw River (Soutu Jerry), Orc. 
(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—At the mouth of Siuslaw River in Oregon, about 160 
miles south of the Columbia River. The rehabilitation project consists of restor- 
ing the south jetty from atout station 21 to 43. The jetty section would be 
constructed to a top elevation of 20 feet atove mean lower low water, with a top 
width of 24 feet and side slopes of 1 on 1.5. 

Authorization.—River and Harbor Acts of 1890 and 1910. 


Summarized financial data 


I PCORTIIUNS ACI  i e  as Ss bep m m hin $1, 100, 000 
ProconstTuction: DINNING GStUDALC. oo occc ccc sn ween eno ncmeeus 30, 000 
Bppropriawons 1) June a0, 1060... 8 4 3 owen ane on anteen~ous None 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__................------ 30, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 _ None 


Present condition.—South jetty. Construction completed in 1917. The jetty 
has deteriorated and settled to a mean lower low water level. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The south jetty has been severely damaged by storms and unless repaired will 
deteriorate at an increasing rate. Maintenance hopper dredging at this entrance 
cannot |e prosecuted economically with the south jetty in its present condition. 
Restoration of this structure would not only reduce maintenance dredging, but 
would increase the effective time for the dredge. 

Improvement of this estuary is vital to the local economy and further postpone- 
ment of south jetty rehat ilitation will aggravate the pro‘lems of waterborne 
commerce. It is extremely hazardous to navigate this bar during storms. 

The majority of the 10- and 12-foot draft vessels crossing the bar utilizes high 
tides at the present time. The following table indicates traffic during 1958 and 
does not include trips by fishing and recreational craft. 








| 
| Vessel trips 


Depth | 











Draft range, 2-foot intervals — Upbound Downbound 
feet | aS ee 
Motor | Barges Motor | Barges 
| vessels | vessels | 

. cans -——_|—_—_|+--— 
RBIs VR Se CE ne eee eae ee | Os RO one 7 
Bea Es Oe ene ee ee IN ag ta es oS aleuecacek titcsecoeees 8 
Sl a aa ae DE a teccidetd al eengesente = 7 
Sr en ee ee ee Se I Pe 16 5 2 | 6 11 
li bhi decoiishiatk ele niteteaice dice chenmneinsmi baie Clee aed eeled 14 35 4 | 36 1 
I NS aN 28 Ra ee ce 12 1, 331 33 1, 331 6 
a FL i a eR sachs > OTe 39 1, 37 3 | 40 


Traffic during the calendar year 1958 totaled 370,796 tons of which 80,768 tons 
were carried by large seagoing barges towed by tugs in the coastwise trade. 
Tonnage during 1958 was the highest recorded in the history of the project, and 
was 20 percent higher than the previously recorded high in 1957. The coastwise 
traffic consists entirely of lumber, which in 1958 was 55 percent greater than in 
1957. The remaining traffic consists of rafted logs totaling 289,184 tons, fresh 
fish totaling 102 tons, and sand and gravel totaling 742 tons. 


PAST MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. How much has been spent on the Siuslaw River proj- 
ect for maintenance since its completion in 1917? 
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General Crark. Sir, this south jetty of the Siuslaw River was | 
built in 1917, and it has never been maintained at all to the best of 


my records. It has never had a nickle spent on it. This one lasted | Mr 
43 years, which is a lot longer than the average. P andr 
We 

LOCAL PARTICIPATION ; recor 

(TI 


Mr. Cannon. To what extent are the local sponsors there interested 
in rehabilitating it? To what extent would they be interested in 
collaborating? 

General CLark. They are very interested in having it rehabilitated, 


Mr. Chairman. ) _- 
Mr. Cannon. But there is not much interest in collaborating? B 16 ch: 
General CLarx. I do not believe they have been asked, sir. F accon 
Mr. Cannon. What do you think would be their response if they | “4 5 

were asked? —— 

General CLark. That is a difficult one for me to answer, Mr. 
Chairman. I do not know. oo 

Mr. Cannon. The policy is not established by Congress, but a policy 
established by human nature that we are always willing to shoulder | 
these expenses onto the Federal Government. 

Mr. Taner. On the Great Lakes harbors they make very substantial | 
local contributions. 

Mr. Pitition. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. — 

NATURE OF TRAFFIC Chetec 
Coos I 

Mr. Pitzion. In looking at page 33 of the justifications, I note that Scla 
the number of barges is very small. There were only 40 barges. a 
The motor vessels, | assume, are mostly pleasure vessels or for recre- bor. 
ational purposes; are they not? B Ysa 

General CLark. No, sir; relatively few. They are mostly fishing 
vessels. I do not believe there is a charter vessel or a pleasure fishing 
vessel in operation. The bar is too rough for small private boats Cowl 
to use, Mr. Pillion. Evere 

Mr. Pitiion. I note that the fresh fish catch only totaled 102 tons, Grays 
and the sand and gravel totaled only 742 tons. The entire value of 
the sand would not be much more than a couple of dollars a ton. | ‘ke: 
Therefore, it would seem to me that this is not a very major economical “ta 
situation. 

General Crark. Well, sir, we have here an authorized Federal Quilla 
project which is dangerous to use. A barge was lost last winter. So Wally 
far this winter we have been all right. Rehabilitation of the jetty on 
is of major importance to the local people there in the maintenance of 
their economy and in keeping their mills open. They are .very 
interested. ai 

Mr. Pituion. Yes; I can understand that. (b) 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. You are also asking for $2,613,000 for ‘Operation 
and maintenance.” 

We shall insert pages 34 through 37 of the justifications into ahe 
record at this point. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


1. NAVIGATION 
(a) Channels and harbors 
The budget estimate of $1,908,000 provides for essential maintenance work on 
16 channel and harbor projects named in the list which follows. The work to be 
accomplished under this activity consists of maintaining the navigation channels 
and harbors of coastal harbors by mens of dredging and repair of navigation 
structures, as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


| | Fiscal 
| Fiseal | year 1960| Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1959| = (esti- tenance } Total, | Remarks 
mated) | ___- | tie fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
| Annual | Peri- | 
| | | odic 
OREGON | | | 
| | | 
Cheteo River..........-..- 7 ...| $10,000 = $10,000} Dredging. 
Coos Bay ; $970, 954) $468,950! $500, 000 ; 500, 000 Do. 
Coquille River : 15, 870 44, 130 50,000) 10,000 60. 000 Do. 
Siuslaw River acinar 91,417 76, 290 65, 000} 35, 000 100,000! Dredg:ng and 
| jetty repairs. 
Tillamook Bay and Har- 6, 870 25, 020 30, 000}..... : ee 30,000} Dredging. 
bor 
Umpqua River-_-- | 22, 056 24, 600 30,000! 35, 000 65. 000 Do. 
Yaquina Bay and Harbor--| 70, 991 103, 380 80,000) 35,000)_____- 115, 000 Do. 
| 
WASHINGTON | | 
Bellingham Harbor. ..-.-- non Se a ; 30, 000 ja 30, 000 Do. 
Cowl.tz River__- 35, 083! 34, 140 : 50, 000)____- 50, 000} Repair dolphins. 
Everett Harbor and Sno- Sains m tea os a a 48, 000 48,000) Dredging 
hom.sh River. | | 
Grays Harbor and Che- | 372,507 545, 700 450, 000|....._. = 450,000| Dredging and 
halis River. | revetment re- 
eae Crockett. 8s ; ae -) 96 660h- 30, OOF Dredg ng. 
Puget Sound and _ tribu- 121, 321 146, 260 150, 000} _ _- : as 150, 000| Dredg.ng and 
tary waters. | | removal ob 
structions to 
navigation, 
Quillayute River 77, 607 122, 170 120, 000} __- Cee 120,000; Dredg.ng. 
lacoma Harbor 2 132)... eas 10, 000 ae as 10, 000 Do. 
Willapa River and Harbor. 203, 033 137, 200 140, 000)... 140, O06 Do. 
Other projects maintained | 212, 344 202, 600 : ; 


periodic lly. 


Total, channels and | 2, 202,185) 1,930, 450 


1, YOS, OOF 
harbors. 


(b Locks, dams, and canals 


The budget estimate of $518,000 provides the minimum amount necessary for 
annual operational requirements and maintenance work. The amount requested 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required for the day-by-day func- 
Honing of the project. One-time requirements are indicated under remarks. 


52882—60——10 
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Obligations 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) | 
| Fiscal |S - —— 
Fiscal | year 1960! Recurring main- 
Project | year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) | sae _| 1-time fiscal | 
| | | repairs | year 1961 | 
| | Annual | Peri- | | | 
| odie | 
Z |- sa | i 
| | | | —_— 
WASHINGTON | | | 
| | | | 
Lake Washington Ship | $500,776 | $455,640 | $435,000 |_...._-- $83,000 | $518,000 | Replace center Still: 
Canal. guide pier and | " me 
| revair other | acon 
project facili. Inspe 
eis | oe il : ties. st 
Total, navigation _ -..|2, 702,961 |2, 386,090 |.........- Silic dela Esaasebied 2, 426, 000 | 
| | | } i 
2. FLOOD CONTROL 
(a) Reservoirs 
The budget estimate of $158,500 for the operation and maintenance of two | 
flood control reservoirs and scheduling of flood control reservoir operations of | 
publicly and privately owned projects in the basin, provides the minimum amount : 
necessary for operational requirements. This estimate includes requirements N 
for one project which will be placed in operation during the budget year 1961. — 
The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary opera 
tion and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, | 
and parts required for the day by day functioning of the project. 
Obligations 
| ‘ Ss less 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
a7 -”6 CRC wi 
Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- | | Gran 
Project | year 1959} (esti- tenance | Total, Remarks | — 
mated) Pat iphone | I-time | __ fiscal — 
| repairs | year 1961 | 
} Annual | Peri- | | 
odic | | 
WASHINGTON \ 
i | | . 
Howard A. Hanson Reser- gul 
a i pentnehnb atin namie cusien | ME Baivieeeclawauaien $40, 000 | f 
Mud Mountain Reservoir__| $140,440 | $120, 160 I, a 114, 000 " 
Scheduling of flood control | | | | | ( 
reservoir operations - - ---- 910 4,130 | 4, 500 —_— 4, 500 arc 
Total, reservoirs___-- | 141,350 je St Rees ae ------| 158, 500 tur 
a 7 = ” an 
(b) Channel work, inspections and miscellaneous maintenance } 


The budget estimate of $28,600 provides for the minimum annual ana periodi¢ ( 
maintenance requirements of 2 local flood protection projects and inspection of : loc 


15 completed works within the basin during the budget year. Periodic require ’ 
ment is indicated under remarks. : 
ane 

( 
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Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 












































Fiscal 
narks Fiseal | year 1960| Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- 
odie 
: WASHINGTON 
long | Stillaguamish River _...... $72,857| $26,770} $13,000|_.......|....-- $13, 000| 
r eer Tacoma, Puyallup River-_-- 7, 401 9, 460 5,000} $3,000}......-- 8,000| Levee and revet- 
ot facili. ment repairs. 
Inspection of completed 7. 067 8, 220 Teco acioas 7, 600 : 
works. 
Total flood control 87, 325 MERON, ccoctaecctecnantetnccwesen 28, 600 
——_— channel work, in- 
spections and mis- 
cellaneous mainte- 
nance, 
Total, flood control -- RE WO Is os isiteun Bcoacennme cede 187, 100 
of two 
Lions of 
amount 3. MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
rements None. 
ir 1961, 
y Opera- Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
aterials, é 
Fiseal | 
Fiscal | year 1960 Recurring main- | 
Project |3 year 1959 (esti- | tenance | | Total, Remarks 
mated) |_ ___| 1-time fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 | 
| Annual | Peri- | 
odie | 1 | 
siedninteaingemnaie a ait 
Grand total, North Pacific |$2, 931, 636|$2, 554, 830)_......-..]...-.--- | ee $2, 613, 100 
nerks basin, | 


| | | 


LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WASH. 


Mr. Cannon. Please explain the one-time repair to the center 
guide pier on the Lake Washington Ship Channel. 
About when was this constructed? 
General CLark. Mr. Chairman, this was built quite a few years 
| ago and periodically we have to go ‘back and repair parts of the struc- 
ture that have deteriorated. This center pier has begun to unravel 
and we feel it ought to be fixed this year. 
Mr. Maanuson. That is a lock; is it not? 
periodie General CLark. Yes, sir; that is a lock, and it is one of the busiest 
iene locks I have. 
7 Mr. Macnuson. Is it the lock between Puget Sound, Lake Union, 
and then on to Lake Washington? 
General CLark. That is correct. 
Mr. Cannon. The ship operators run into it and damage it. 
General CLark. Yes, sir; they run into it to some degree, but there 
are some 30,000 or 40,000 boat passages a year, and the wear and 
tear on that lock is fairly heavy. It is kept quite busy. A good many 
of them are pleasure boats, but it is just long-time wear and tear that 
needs to be repaired, sir. 
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SIUSLAW RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. Why do you require funds for the jetty repair on the 
Siuslaw River, if you propose to rehabilitate the entire project? 

General Cuark. On the Siuslaw River, sir? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. You have down here “dredging and jetty 
repairs, $100,000,” on page 34 of the justifications. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Should not all of that be included in one operation 
or one project? 

General Cuark. Sir, this pe ‘riodic repair is to the north jetty which 
we rehabilitated about 4 or 5 years ago, and we have hoped— 

Mr. Cannon. You have something here also on the south ‘etty 

You know, it is only 5 years old, General Clark. W hy should you 
repaw it this early? 

General CLark. Sir, we are trying to approach this a little differ- 
ently than we have done before. We have widened the top of the 
new jettys so that we hope we can get out on them and apply rock as it 
unravels so we would not have this long period of no maintenance at 
all, because they are so hard to get to. These are out there in the sea, 
and the sea tears out the roadway, and if we can get out there we 

can do minor repairs and extend their life considerably longer. That 

is the purpose of the repair on the north jetty, to try to keep it in 
shape, and not let it get in the shape that the south jetty has in 43 
years, 


COLUMBIA BASIN 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. The next item for the consideration of the subcom- 
mittee is General Investigations on the Columbia Basin. 

We shall insert page 3 of the justifications into the record at this 
point. 

(The page referred to follows:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR 196] 


1. SURVEYS 
(a) Navigation studies 
The amount of $52,400 is requested for prosecution of two studies during fiscal 
year 1961. This amount will permit completion of one report and progress on 
one other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


SE 


Total Allocation Tentative |Additionalto 

Study estimated prior to allocation, jcomplete efter 

Federal fiscal year fiscal year | fiscal year 

cost 1961 1961 | 1961 
Oregon: Portland-Vancouver, Oreg. and Wash $125, 000 $93, 100 $31, 900 0 
Washington: Ben Franklin Dam site, Wash- 

SE Ess ee ce a 1, 050, 000 19, 500 20, 500 $1, 010, 000 
Total __. 54 aaa alee he ie ek 1, 175, 000 112, 600 52, 400 1, 010, 000 
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(b) Flood control studies 


The amount of $23,400 is requested for completion of two studies during fiscal 
year 1961. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 














| | | a 
Total | Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 
Study estimated | priorto | allecation, |complete after 

Federal fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 

cost 1961 1961 | 1961 
eae nae ae ocealachaeieiretangaes he as | saci —|— 

Idaho: Upper Snake River, Idaho and W ¥6..| $440, 000 | $433, 300 $6, 700 | 0 
Oregon: Grande Ronde River, Oreg__...__-__.- 120, 000 | 103, 300 16, 700 0 
iene a as i aa 
MEK + Sinaneislammancadacnasa aoatatee tune n 560, 000 536, 600 | 23, 400 | 0 


Grand total | 1, 735, 000 | 649, 200 75, 800 $1, 010, 000 
| ' 


BEN FRANKLIN DAM, WASH. 


Mr. Cannon. Where is the Ben Franklin Dam site for which you 
are programing $19,500? 

General Crank. Mr. Chairman, the Ben Franklin Dam site is at 
the head of the MeNary Pool. You remember McNary Dam on the 
Upper Columbia. If Ben Franklin Dam were built its pool would 
extend to about the foot of the Priest Rapids Dam. It would fill 
the gap between the two presently constructed dams—Priest Rapids 
and McNary. It is very close to the Hanford works of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 


UPPER SNAKE AND GRANDE RONDE STUDIES 


Mr. Cannon. Lat year you told us you would complete the upper 
Snake and Grande Ronde River studies during this fiscal year. 

Now, you are asking more money for 1961. 

We took your assurance last year that there would be no further 
necessity for funds on this project. 

General CLark. Yes, sir. We did not quite make the completion. 
As we came down toward the end of it, we found we needed to do a 
little bit more work on the upper Snake, and we are now writing the 
final report. The amount requested is for the final hearings and the 
reproduction of the final report, which will be at the first of the next 
fiscal year. 

The Grande Ronde, Mr. Chairman, is a comprehensive basinwide 
study. We have had problems of getting it going, and I regret that 
we have carried it along so long. The overall cost is not changed, but 
because of local conditions we put off work on it, and now would like 
to complete it. 

Mr. Cannon. The amount requested here will complete it? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; we will get the Grande Ronde completed 
this year. It is all set. 


COLUMBIA BASIN REVIEW REPORT 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of the Columbia Basin review 
report, particularly what are the areas of difference between the Corps 
and the Bureau of Reclamation with respect to the proper or ultimate 
development? 

General Crank. On the Columbia River report, sir, its present 
status is that since I appeared here last year and described it briefly, 
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it has — through the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
and the Chief of Engineers is now querying other Federal agencies 
and the States for their comments before he prepares his final 
comments. 

As to your question as to the differences between the corps and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the only one I know of, Mr. Chairman, 
concerns the development of the middle Snake River where in our 
report we recommended high Mountain Sheep. Mr. Seaton, the 
Secretary of the Department of Interior, indicated that they felt 
that another development would be preferable. 


STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS WITH CANADA 


Mr. Cannon. We are engaged in negotiations, or at least we have 
been, with Canada on the use of the Columbia River water. 

What is the status of those negotiations, and what bearing does it 
have, if any, on the recommendations in your review report? 

General CLarkx. Mr. Chairman, the status of negotiations is that 
the International Joint Commission has forwarded to their two Goy- 
ernments a draft of a set of basic principles which they feel should be 
applied to the development of international waters, and a board of 
negotiations has now been appointed, in the United States and in 
Canada, which met last week in Ottawa. General Itschner is a 
member from the Corps of Engineers, and there are three other 
members from the Department of the Interior and the Federal Power 
Commission. They are entering upon detailed negotiations, leading, 
we hope, toward a project or a series of projec ts. 

As to its effect on our Columbia River review report, we considered 
the possibility of such Canadian storage, and if it should come to pass 
in the relatively near future, it would affect the status of some of the 
projects. That will have to be reevaluated when we know. 

In our report we stated that we felt that the Canadian negotiations 
would be prolonged and that we should prepare a plan, as we did, for 
development of the United States portion of the basin. 

The effect of any Canadian agreements can be fed in at the time 
when we appear before Congress, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


BEN FRANKLIN DAM 


Mr. Fenton. General, I note that this survey is to cost over $1 
million. 

General CLarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. And, it is supposed to be related to navigation above 
McNary Dam; is that correct? 

General CLark. That, and power; ves, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The Chief of Engineers, | am informed, has stated 
and proposes to report to the Secretary of the Army that an extension 
of navigation above McNary should not be authorized at this time. 

In view of that statement, why could not this item be eliminated? 

General Crarx. Well, Dr. Fenton, the Ben Franklin project has 
two aspects: As regards the navigation aspect, we had recommended 
when the division report was made, that the navigation be extended 
to the upper Columbia, and indicated that whether Ben Franklin 





were 
was C 
MeN 
As 
does 
this t 
Th 
devel 
effect 
ener? 
pool 
We 
Ener; 
costs 
Mi 


woul 


a lare 
dama 
the a 
Me 
Mr 
(T! 
Est 
hearin 


Mr 
flood 
Ge 
is no 
Mr 
Ge 
neers 
sion 
State 
Mi 
that 
contr 
Ge 
resoly 
resolt 
Testu 
recor 
Mi 
Ge 
(T 





rbors 
necies 
final 


d the 
man, 
1 our 
, the 

felt 


have 
oes it 


> that 
Goy- 
ild be 
ird of 
nd in 

is @ 
other 
Power 
uding, 


dered 
O pass 
of the 


ations 
id, for 


> time 


ver $1 


above 


state 
ension 
ime. 
nated? 
et has 
ended 
ended 
anklin 


1 cane 


' 


| 


149 


were built or not, the costs were about the same so far as navigation 
was concerned, and it could be an open river, navigable channel, from 
McNary to Priest Rapids, or it could be a lock at the dam. 

As you say, the Chief of Engineers has indicated publicly that he 
does not believe that that extension of the navigation is justified at 
this time. 

The other aspect, however, is of course the power which can be 
developed at this site. This study is fundamentally to evaluate the 
effect of such a development for navigation and power on the atomic 
energy works at Hanford which may be very seriously affected by a 
pool such as Ben Franklin in regard to their ground water. 

We are at the exploratory phase of developing what the Atomic 
Energy Commission feels is necessary to evaluate its damages and 
costs Which might result from the Ben Franklin project. 

Mr. Fenton. You do not have any idea what the ultimate cost 
would be should this go through? 

General CLark. You mean the damages? | 

Mr. Fenton. No; the erection of the facilities that vou are talking 
about—the power facilities, and so forth. 

General Cuark. I believe we have an estimate, and I believe I can 
get it. A preliminary estimate on the Ben Franklin project involves 
alargesum. The Atomic Energy Commission has estimated that the 
damages might be between $25 million and $100 million, and that is 
the area of uncertainty that we will want to pin down with this survev 

May I furnish our estimated cost for the record on Ben Franklin? 

Mr. Fenton. Surely. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


Estimated construction cost of the Ben Franklin Dam (also stated later in these 
hearings) ranges from $242 million to $317 million. 


AUTHORITY TO STUDY 


Mr. Taser. Is there any of the Ben Franklin job which relates to 
flood control or navigation? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; it would be partly navigation but there 
isno flood control provided, at least, not in our present thinking. 

Mr. Taser. How much navigation would be involved? 

General CLark, Under the present status, with the Chief of Engi- 
heers’ recommendation, sir, the corps will not recommend an exten- 
sion of that navigation. So, fundamentally, I should not have 
stated that there would be ns iigation. 

Mr. Taser. The corps has not any authorization to proceed on 
that basis because you are only allowed to cover navigation and flood 
control. 

General CLark. Well, yes, sir. We were directed by a Senate 
resolution to make this study. I am sorry, sir, that I do not have the 
resolution here. We had a resolution—I believe it was last year—to 
restudy this project in detail. I can furnish that, if I may, for the 
record, Mr. Taber, but I do not have it here. 

Mr. Taner. | think you had better furnish it. 

General CLark. Yes, sir; we shall be glad to do so. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 











150 


The Ben Franklin study was directed by Senate resolution adopted May 28 | 
1959, which reads as follows: 

“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate, That the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created under section 3 of the River and 
Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, be, and is hereby, requested to review the 
report of the Chief of Engineers on the Columbia River and tributaries. North. 
western United States, published as House Document No. 531, 81st Congress, 2d | 
session, with a view to determining whether any modification of the existing | 
project within the reach of the Columbia River between the McNary Reservoir 
and Priest Rapids Dam is advisable at this time, with particular reference to 
construction of a multiple-purpose dam and reservoir at the Ben Franklin site 
for navigation, hydroelectric power development, and allied purposes.” 


Mr. Fenton. How long will the study take? 

General CLark. Dr. Fenton, it is hard to tell at the moment. 
With this money that we have and propose, we are going to develop 
plan of study and define the scope and try to discuss with the | 
Atomic Energy Commission how much of a study it needs to make | 
in order to give us the answers that we have to have in order to 
evaluate the project. 

Mr. Taser. It has to be a project within your scope and within 
what you are set up to cover; does it not? 

General CLarKk. Yes, sir; or it has to be a direction to study bya 
proper resolution, Mr. Taber. 
Mr. Taner. You mean a Senate committee can authorize you to 
go ahead and study something relating to a project over which you 
have no jurisdiction at all, and the purpose is not within the scope of 

your authority? I doubt that very much. 

General CLark. I would doubt it, Mr. Taber, but actually, of 
course, the authority of navigation is always in this extension here. 
At the present time the study, “which we previously made and in whieh 
I recommended the extension of navigation and which has not yet 
been transmitted to the Congress, in its present status-——the Chief of 
Engineers has disagreed with my recommendation. That is where it 
stands at the moment. The Ben Franklin site, however, does involve 
navigation, and if so directed by the Senate, I would feel we would be 
justified and authorized to undertake a study of it. 

Mr. Taser. I doubt it. 

Mr. Prution. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Taner. Yes. 

Mr. Pituion. General Clark, I think you have the figures there as 
to the ultimate cost of the Ben Franklin project? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; I have. 

Mr. Pittion. What is that figure? 

General CLark. Depending upon the impact of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, we figure that the cost would be somewhere between $: 24) 
million and $317 million. 

Mr. Pruuion. You recommended navigation on that stretch on 
what basis, General? 

General CLark. On the basis, sir, that in evaluating the cost in- | 
volved in providing navigation and the benefits which we estimated | 
would accrue, we felt it was justified. 

Mr. Pituion. Have you ever said “No?” 

General CLark. Sir, we say no, I believe, more often than we say 
yes. 

Mr. Pitui0Nn. I just wonder here about this operation, General. 
Based upon a general observation which I have made, it seems to Me | 
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that the prime consideration here is the matter of spending. Going 
back to what the gentleman from New York referred to, this project 
is primarily and essentially, sir, 95 percent a hydroelectric project. 

Do you still feel that your corps does have jurisdiction here? 

General CLark. If we are so directed, I believe, we have, sir. 

Mr. Pitii0on. Directed by the Senate in a Senate resolution? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pituion. | think this is a matter of serious jurisdictional con- 
cern here to this committee. 

Mr. Taser. It would be up to them to pass a statute in order to 
give you additional jurisdiction. 

Mr. Pruuion. It would seem so. It just appears that the matter 
here is a rather loose situation from all points of view. You take into 
account too many considerations. 

General CLtark. Well, Mr. Pillion and Mr. Taber, I believe the 
Chief of Engineers has authority, if so directed, to study power under 
the development of our rivers, if so directed by our Congress by com- 
petent authority in the Congress. 

I shall be glad to furnish for the record—and I regret very much 
Ido not have the citation because I have it on almost every other 
project, but I seem to have forgotten it on this one—that resolution. 

Mr. MaGnuson. What is the navigation factor involved in this 
project? Mr. Pillion suggested it is 5 percent. 

Mr. Piuiion. That was not a firm figure. It was just a theoretical 
and academic situation. 

Mr. Cannon. It has been the custom, General Clark, for many 
years to make these studies on authority of a resolution either from 
the House Legislative Committee or the Senate Legislative Com- 
mittee? 

General Ctark. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. I am wondering if when the transcript comes to you 
you will insert the authority for that? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir; I will do so. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

AvutTHoRITY To INVESTIGATE POWER 

The Chief of Engineers has never questioned the authority of the Public Works 
Committees of Congress to request studies and reports on water resources develop- 
ment for navigation, flood control, hydroelectric power development, and related 
water uses. It has been considered incumbent upon the Chief of Engineers to 
consider all water use purposes, including power, to determine the best plan of 
development. His report to Congress containing his recommendations for 


development is on this basis with the final decision on authorization of projects 
in the hands of Congress. 


The Ben Franklin study was directed by Senate resolution adopted May 28, 
1959, and is quoted above in the hearings. 

General CLarKk. With regard to your question, Mr. Magnuson, the 
benefits are about 10 percent—on that order—for navigation against 
about 90 percent for power. That is a rough approximation from the 
ligures I have here. 

Mr. Magnuson. What power would it generate? 

General CLarx. The prime power creditable to the project is 
245,000 kilowatts. The at-site power benefits, exclusive of the tax 
computed, would be about $11 million annually. 

Mr. Macnuson. What happens to navigation without this dam? 
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Do I understand that they would use the river as it is, instead ¢ 
having slack-water navigation? 

General CLARK. Instead of having slack-water navigation, w 
would have to do some dredging in order to improve the river throug! 
that reach until we got to the Priest Rapids lock. 

Mr. MaGnuson. Without it will we under present planning hay 
slack-water navigation all the way up to the confluence of the Snak 
River? 

General Clark. Yes, sir. The McNary Dam pool reaches up t 
the Snake River. When John Day is built, slack water will be cop. 
tinuous up to the Snake. 

Mr. Macnuson. That is all. 


HIGH MOUNTAIN SHEEP VERSUS HIGH PLEASANT VALLEY 


Mr. Cannon. General Clark, for some time, and in many instances 
the Interior Department has recommended or has favored hig 
Pleasant Valley Dam and invariably the Corps of Engineers bas 
preferred high Mountain Sheep. 

What are the grounds for the preference by the Corps of Engineers 
for high Mountain Sheep over high Pleasant Valley? 

General CLtark. Mr. Chairman, we feel that there is a fuller de. 
velopment of the water resources in the high Mountain Sheep site. 

We get more storage and a little more power, we feel, and we studied 
as I showed you last year, six alternate plans for the Middle Snake 
including the high Pleasant Valley site. From our analysis, it cam 
out, we felt, that the best plan, considering all uses, was the high 
Mountain Sheep now and a Lower Canyon site on the Salmon River 
to be built at some later date, when and if the fish problem could b 
solved. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the mileage between high Pleasant Valley 
and high Mountain Sheep? 

General CLark. I believe, sir, that it is about 20 miles. It is o 
that order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. I take for granted that there is a very heavy grade! 

General CLARK. Yes, sir; quite steep. 


PRESERVATION OF FISH 


Mr. Cannon. General Clark, this committee has been very much 
concerned, and is always very much concerned, over the effect 
these public works on indigenous fish. There are certain species 0 
fish, which spawn in specific areas only, which are of high food value 
and which constitute an important item in the diet of the world 

If we prevent them from returning to their spawning grounds; if 
installing these high dams you do not provide fish ladders, we com 
pletely eliminate for all time to come a very valuable food fish. 

Only Divinity can create a fish. Even the Corps of Engineer 
cannot re-create a species of fish when once destroyed. 

We have at all times insisted that under those circumstances, should 
any work be installed in a river which would prevent them from get 


ting back to their spawning grounds, that this problem be taken int | 


consideration. bd 
This committee delayed for 3 years the building of the Ice Harbor 
Dam solely on that one consideration. We told them, frankly, that 
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whenever we were assured that the dam would not prevent the fish 
from reaching their spawning grounds we would build the dam, but 
not before. 

Finally, they told us they had that assurance. However, I have 
heard disquieting rumors. What is the state of completion of the Ice 
Harbor Dam? 

General CLark. It is about 50 percent to 60 percent complete. 

Mr. Cannon. We have been told they have not solved the problem. 

In the Columbia Basin review report, paragraph 34, the Chief 
of Engineers directed a letter to the Assistant Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior which raised two questions relating to the passage 
of fish, and here is the reply: 

We are not in a position to say that the research to date has indicated that a 
solution can be found. 

Now, we were told before we agreed to the building of this dam that 
this would be done. 

Further down, in the next paragraph it says: 

Your second question is how much time would be required to solve the fish 
passage problem sufficiently so that the Nez Perce project could be completed 
without serious injury to the anadromous fisheries. 

In reply he said: 

We can only hazard an estimate that based on the most likely research efforts 
in this direction, at least 15 to 20 years might be necessary to solve the anadromous 
fishery problems on the Nez Perce Dam. 

General CLtark. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. That seems incredible—15 to 20 years to solve a 
problem like that. I should think it would be evident the first year. 

General CLark. Sir, that letter was addressed with regard to the 
solution to the problem of high dams in general. 

The Nez Perce problem, which is a very high dam in particular—— 

Mr. Cannon. It is an exceptional instance? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. It is not in the same terms of reference as 
the lee Harbor or John Day Dams. These latter dams which affect 
amajor part of the fish runs are about 100 feet in height, and I believe, 
sir, that our passage problem on dams of heights of 100 feet, more or 
less, is essentially solved. We have had Bonneville in operation since 
about 1938, as well as the Dalles and McNary, and the fish get by, 
up and down, apparently with little damage. 

However, when you come to the construction of one 500 or 600 feet 
high, we have a different and exceedingly difficult problem. The 
reason why the North Pacific Division of the Corps of Engineers 
recommended against Nez Perce—which if you will read my presenta- 
tion last year is by far the best project economically at this time—was 
that about 40 percent of the total Columbia River fish—the anadromus 
fish in the Columbia—passed the Nez Perce site. We are not certain 
enough of how to pass the fingerlings downstream. We can get the 
adults upstream quite well, but the collection and the attraction of 
those fingerlings into proper channels so that they can be carried down 
over the dam has not yet been properly solved. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record). 

General CLark. With that large percentage passing the Nez Perce 
site, we felt we should not recommend Nez Perce at this time. If 
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you say that Nez Perce must be delayed 10 years or more, which that 
letter seems to bear out in order to solve the fish problem, then eco- 
nomically it was preferable to leave the same river where most of these 
fish go untouched and concentrate on the Snake River above the Sal- 
mon, which we did when selecting the high Mountain Sheep site. 

The salmon run in the Snake River above the Salmon River al- 
ready has to be handled by other projects, and to insert another proj- 
ect, we felt, would not unduly risk something that was already being 
risked and, therefore, we recommended high Mountain Sheep. 

Economically, if you have to delay Nez Perce and you can build 
high Mountain Sheep and have to delay its sister project, Lower 
Canyon, this latter plan is a much more economical situation, if the 
delay is 10 years or more. It was fundamentally to make sure that 
we did not unduly risk a large percentage of the salmon run on the 
Snake River that we recommended high Mountain Sheep. 

Mr. Cannon. General Clark, I believe I express the opinion of 
the committee when [ say no economic advantage that would possibly 
accrue for any installation in the river would compensate for the de- 
struction of a species of fish. 

It is our earnest insistence that under those circumstances you 
never risk the destruction of an important food item like that for all 
time to come. 

General Ciark. Mr. Chairman, we fully agree with you. We 
have done everything we can to insure that we will have river develop- 
ment and salmon as well. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, along that line, what you have been 
saying refers principally to very high dams; is that right? 

General CLark. That is correct. 

Mr. Fenron. Do not the fingerlings have just as much trouble 
getting down on the lower dams and is there not just as much danger 
of losing them? 

General CLark. No, sir; I do not believe so. Experience has shown 
that they seem to do all right on the medium or lower dams of 100 
feet. In other words, the total run of the Columbia, adding all species 
together, has stood up quite well since Bonneville was built. Certain 
species have shown signs of decreasing and others have grown greater. 
However, I believe that the salmon run is well protected now. They 
seem to survive the dams that we have built without too much 
difficulty. 

Mr. Fenron. What would be the best height for a dam in order for 
fish to go over it? 

General Ciark. Well, Dr. Fenton, I do not quite understand your 
question. 

Mr. Fenton. We have a problem in the East on the Susquehanna 
River, and it is not anything like 500 feet high. 1 think it is around 
100 feet, and perhaps less than that. 

Yet, they do not seem to be able to solve the problem of the fish 
getting over the dam. 

General Ciark. Well, sir, I think it depends to some degree on the 
species, for one thing, and of course we have concentrated on the 
salmon. 

Mr. Fenton. These are shad. 

General Ciarx. I do not know about the shad problem, Dr. Fenton. 
The secret is to attract the fish to a place where they will find a facility 
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that they can use in order to get over. The salmon will climb almost 
anything. We have had them climb as high as 6,900 feet in a test 
ladder. Going up is not too much of a problem if we can get them 
to come to the place we want, and this is really the art and the secret 
of the business—attracting them. 

I do not know whether shad will attract similarly to the salmon or 
not. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, there is a species of salmon also in that area of 
the Susquehanna River. 

General CLarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You probably know of the area about which I am 
speaking. 

General CLark. Yes, sir; I know it well. 

Mr. Fenton. However, we are concerned about that, and it has 
been my argument that with the research which has been done out 
in the great Northwest, I think it is ridiculous to think that a little 
dam such as we have in the East cannot be solved in order to get that 
great river, the Susquehanna River, bearing fish again. At one time 
that was quite a center of the fish industry, and now it is gone. I 
appreciate your discussion along that line. 

General CLarkx. Thank you, Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Rasaut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


CONSTRUCTION 
BLUE RIVER RESERVOIR, OREG, 


Mr. Cannon. The next item for the consideration of the subecom- 
mittee is the Blue River Reservoir, wherein you are requesting $136,000 
to complete preconstruction planning. 

We will insert pages 5 and 6 of the justifications at this point in the 
record, 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD ConrTrRoL) 
BiuE RIvER RESERVOIR, OREG. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—Blue River Reservoir will be located on Blue River, 
& major tributary of the McKenzie River, 0.6 mile above the confluence of the 
two streams, and about 38 miles easterly of Eugene, Oreg. The plan of improve- 
ment consists of an earth- and grav el-fill embankment with outlet works located 
in the left abutment and a chute-type spillway on the right abutment. The 
reservoir will provide about 85,000 acre-feet of usable flood control storage and 
will be operated as a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willamette 
tiver Basin in the interest of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and other 
conservation uses. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


INERT a cle cts ie ele ter ele sas _ 1$16, 900, 000 















Estimated non-Federal cost_.- -- - -- - - ee ee i es 1 None 
Cash contribution________---_- Meee 0 
SE a a EI oe eee. ee Ce oe ce 0 

Total estimated project cost_-_-_---- Stree cma ais mine hates 16, 900, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate_--..-.----------- Se 675, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1960_ oy ais # eeeesae 539, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 _-- : } ie 136, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

PB aryitaicmine ‘ Kaila sadn een ean aeee Kahdieh ecko None 


1 Costs allocable to irrigation are reimbursable. The amount of reimbursement has not yet been deter- 
mined. Responsibility for repayment of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant 
to Federal reclamation laws. 


JUSTIFICATION 






Blue River Reservoir is a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the 
Willamette River Basin and will provide flood storage capacity for reduction of 
flood flows on the McKenzie River and the Willamette River. Blue River 
Reservoir with Cougar Reservoir, which is under construction on another tributary 
of the McKenzie River, will reduce the extensive flood damage occurring in the 
highly developed industrial and agricultural areas along lower McKenzie River. 
Downstream of the mouth of the McKenzie flood stages will be reduced when 
Blue River Reservoir is placed in operation. Flood control benefits, estimated at 
$1,147,400 annually, will result from the operation of Blue River Reservoir. 
Other benefits, including increased depth for navigation, additional water for 
irrigation of lands, increased flows at downstream municipal and private power- 
plants, and further dilution of pollution loads are estimated to have an annual 
value of $258,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—Costs allocable to irrigation are reimbursable. The amount 
of reimbursement has not yet been determined (see ‘“‘Status of local cooperation”). 

Status of local cooperation. None required for construction. tesponsibility for 
repayment of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant to 
Federal reclamation laws. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,900,000 is an increase of $1,100,000 over the latest estimate ($15,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $673,600 was due to price levels. Reloca- 
tions and reservoir features were increased by $149,300 and $4,100, respectively, 
to reflect current prices. The estimates for ‘“I¢ngineering and design” and “‘Super- 
vision and administration’ were increased by $273,000 based on a reanalysis of 
requirements. 
















Mr. Cannon. If there are no questions on this item, we proceed 
to consideration of the next project. 












LITTLE GOOSE LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 


On the Little Goose lock and dam, you are requesting the sum of 
$550,000 to continue planning. 

We will insert pages 8 and 9 of the justifications at this point in 
the record. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 





















MuutrreLE Purrost Prosects INCLUDING 


PoWwER 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


LirtTLE Goose Lock AND Dam, SNAKE RIVER, WASH. 
) 













(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 





Location and description.—The project site is located at river mile 72.2 on the 
Snake River, a tributary of the Columbia River, in Columbia, Garfield and 
Whitman Counties, Wash., and at the head of the proposed lower Monumental 
lock and dam pool. The plan of improvement provides for a dam, powerplant, 
navigation lock, and appurtenant facilities for public use of the reservoir and for 
passage of migratory fish. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.82 to 1 for initial power installation. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) (initial installation). $139, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -- - -- a“ — 90, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost Sr er eee ee ee et eer 0 
Cash contributions be. Ss Snares 0 
Other costs _ - : : 2 sone aod ge eb 0 

Total estimated project cost (initial installation) —-_--- 139, 090, 000 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) (ultimate installa- 

tion) aga dt te ee, eee eschache teks cineca ‘ 159, 000, GOO 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)_._..._____--- ’ 90, 000 
Total estimated project cost (ultimate installation) - - - _ 159, 090, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate____-_------ er 2, 000, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1960__ Pee A ene oe : 659, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 550, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

1961 _ - SKS : saa Rta R NS ric : ; 791, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


Little Goose lock and dam, the third of four authorized multiple-purpose dams 
to provide slack-water navigation, hydroelectric power, and other beneficial 
water-use development of the lower Snake River, is an essential unit in the 
thorized slack-water navigation and hydroelectric development of the lower 
{0 miles of Columbia River and lower 140 miles of Snake River, and will have 

initial power installation of 270,000 kilowatts with skeleton unit provisions 
foran ultimate total installation of 540,000 kilowatts. 

ower demands in the Pacific Northwest will exceed capabilities of resources 
now existing, under construction or definitely planned for construction after the 
1964-65 winter season. Power shortages will retard industrial and other resource 
evelopment essential to regional economic growth. Estimates shown in the 
Bonneville Power Administration 1957-58 advance program indicate that during 
the 1968-69 winter season an average firm energy deficiency in excess of 900,000 
kilowatts can be expected in the west group area under critical year hydroelectric 
nditions based on capabilities of existing projects and additional resources 
sured of completion by that time. This prospective deficiency is expected to 

rease by 2 bout 500,000 kilowatts annually unless adaitional power resources 
e developed. Little Goose power will heip alteviate this deficiency by the 
dition of approximately 170,000 kilowatts of average firm power beginning in 
Leember 1968 with the completion of the initial three-unit powerplant. 

The project will develop a third reach of the lower 140 miles of Snake Ri 


Llver 
lot navigation by providing a slack-water pool 41 miles long from river mile 7 


~~ 


» 
42.2, 
the head ot the downstream lower Monumental pool, to river mile 113.1, the site 
the next upstream dam. Seasonal navigation is expected to develop on the 
ver Snake River immediately after completion of the Ice Harbor project, and 
s commerce will increase progressively, as the slack-water development i 
tended, to an estimated 3,200,000 tons of commerce moving on and through 
pool. This commerce will be principally bulk commodities such as wheat, 
od products, limestone, ores, petroleum, and fertiiizers. Realization of the 
mplete navigation program, with availability of adequate power supply, would 
pand the regional economy by affording an economic outlet for products not 
W processed and therefore not presently available for consumer use. 
The project will also reduce pumping lifts for irrigation developments along 
Ne reservoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational benefits. 
Von-Federal costs.—None. 
Matus of local coo pe ration. Not applicable. 
“Comparison of Federal cost estima‘'e.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
‘09 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. 


Is 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no questions on that project, we will 
riceed to the next. 
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MALHEUR RIVER, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Malheur River in Oregon, you are requesting 


the sum of $112,000 to complete. 
We will insert at this point in the record pages 11 through 14 of th 
justific ations. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
LocaL ProrTecTIoN Prosects (FLoop CONTROL) 
CoLtuMBIA RivER LocaL PROTECTION PROJECTS, MALHEUR RIVER, OREG. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Local protection for Vale, Oreg. and adjacent vicinity, located in 
Malheur County, Oreg., along the Malheur River and its tributary Bully Creek, 


19 miles above the mouth. 
Authorization 195% Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.44 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

F ‘eden al cost 


Amount 


lee 


Estimate Federal cost es onktall 23, 000 
Estimated non-Fe ‘eral cost edaiall ik ites eee site 32, 200 
Re IOI co ccminenscactomnnce ; 0 | 
Other costs ata S a aciced al 32,000 | 
Total estimated pro ject cost i a es So oe 455, 200 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_- eet semana d : ‘ 17, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 carne Big eee ta tlolhsiaia is ite Reaedioh amie 244, 000 | 
Appropriations to date : ales nies 311, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961__.---- es “ane 112, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. __- : 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Improvement: 1.4 miles on Malheur River. 
Improvement: 0.6 mile on Bully Creek. 
Levees: 
Average heizht: 6 feet. 
Length: 2.5 miles. 
Bank stabilization: 1.1 miles. 
Status (January 1, 1960). Construction has not been started. 
Completion schedule.—Entire project, May 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project, in conjunction with Warm Springs, Agency Valley, and the pro 
posed Bully Creek Reservoir, operated jointly for irrigation and flood contr 


would provide protection to the town of Vale against damage from floodwater 
from Malheur River and Bully Creek. The system, when in operation, woul 


reduce the 1957 flood, which had a discharge of 28,000 cubie feet per second al 
an estimated damage of $960,000, to a nondamaging flow of 13,300 cubie feet pt 
second and would reduce average annual flood damages at Vale from $184,0t 
to ee thus providing the maximum flood protection which is economical 
ro asible at this time. Average annual benefits of $44,000 will be earned by t! 
*hannel aaae ment portion of the flood-control system and $105,000 will | 
earned by the reservoir portion of the plan. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $112,000 will complete the projer 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in col 
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struction of the authorized project is estimated at $32,200, broken down 
follows: 


as 


Lands (19 7 acres) 


$21, OOO 
Relocation of buildings and utilities LE 


200 
Total 32, 200 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $2,700. 
Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances were accepted by the district 
ngineer on behalf of the U.S. Government on September 21, 1959. 
Comparison of Fede ral cost estimate. No change from the latest 


estimate 
submitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fisc 


estimate une 30, 195! cal year 196 1961 


O00 


5, OOO 


700 


$4. 700 
2 OOO 


49, 400 


, OOO 


49, 400 





STATUS 


Mr. Cannon. Now, vou have not started construction on this 
project? 

General CLark. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of your general design memo- 
randum? 

General CLark. It ts just about complete. 

Mr. Cannon. Will vou award the construction contract at wv 
time soon? 

General CLark. We will let our first contract on this in April or 
May. This is for construction, 
Mr. Cannon. Your general design memorandum is completed? 
General CLARK. Sir, it ts either completed or will be within about 
he next 30 days. 
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Mr. Cannon. Of course it must be completed before vou advertis 
for bids. 
General CLark. Yes, sir. 


COST ESTIMATE 








Mr. Cannon. What about the cost estimate? You really canno 
say definitely until vour design is finished; can you? 










General CLark. I think this is a good estimate, sir. a 
Mr. Cannon. But are you in a position to make a definite estimate f : 
before you complete vour design? A] ! 
General Cuark. Mr. Chairman, | have gotten myself confused o1 
this one. 
The general design memorandum is finished. The plans an Not | 
specifications are being reviewed now by the Chief for the first con- 
tract. So this is a good estimate. ire pre 
Mr. Cannon. And you are not yet advertising for bids? nn 
General Clark. No, sir. 


Mr. Cannon. But you will advertise for bids and will make a 


G 
































































award by April or May? pane 
General CLark. Yes, sir; that is correct. : 
Mr. Cannon. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock B gyuvie Is! 
tomorrow morning. Bank 
WerEDNESDAY, Fespruary 17, 1960. 5 

LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 
ers] 
Mr. Ranaut. The committee will come to order. Sauvie Is 
‘ . . ‘ . . ] ) il p 
General Clark, we will now take up “Lower Columbia River bank 

protection, Oregon and Washington.’”” You are making a request fo 

S400.000. , 

ee s : : : fank 
We will insert pages 16 through 19 in the record at this point. ca 
The pages referred to follow:) n do 
ria 
LocaL PrRoTEcTION PrRosects (FLoop CONTROL) l 
LowER CotumBiIA RIveR BANK PROTECTION, OREGON AND WASHINGTON pro 
(NEW START) l 

Location.—About 135,400 linear feet of bank protection at 66 locations. Along 
the Columbia River and its major tributaries in the reach from river mile 120 late ( 
to the sea in Oregon and Washington. uve 
Authorization. 1950 Flood Control Act. Aineer 





Benefit-cost ratio.— Overall project 1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Amount 



























Estimated Federal cost SS, 600, 000 
Estimated non- Federal cost 
Cash contributions -—_...-- ; None 
qT er ¢ sts 
timated project cost ss os & HOO. 000 
itions to June 30, 1959 ; ; 65, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 ae Non 
Appropriations to date : 65, 000 
\ppropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 : 400, OOO 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _- &. 135, 006 


PHYSICAL DATA 
tire project: 
Bank Stabilization: Dumped stone. 
Length: 135,400 linear feet, 66 locations. 
Height: 10 to 30 feet. 
Beaver Slough, Beaver Drainage District: 
Bank stabilization: Dumped stone. 
Length: 8,800 feet, several locations. 
Height: From elevation 8.0 to + 13.4 feet. 
Sauvie Island: 
Bank stabilization: Dumped stone 
Length: 13,000 feet, several locations. 
Height: From elevation +11 to 22 feet. 
(January 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 










Completion schedule 






aver Slough, Beaver Drainage District, Ist contract _- January 1961. 
Sauvie Island, Ist contract a ee ees Nite eaten February 1961. 
Overall project Fiseal year 1971. 













JUSTIFICATION 






Bank protection improvements are necessary to prevent further bank erosion 
critical locations along the lower Columbia River and tributaries. The flood 
in downstream from mile 125 ineludes much high value agricultural and 







lustrial property. Many levees protecting much of this area require bank 
vetment to insure their integrity. Bank protection is needed to eliminate the 






to levees and for stabilization in other areas where bank erosion is critical. 
project will provide about 135,000 linear feet of bank protection at 66 
tions where river current and wave wash from storms and passing vessels 
caused severe erosion. 










Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 

tiate construction on Beaver Slough________- i A Soa ng __.__. $200, 000 
tiate construction on Sauvie Island ae 133, 000 
igineering and design 30, 000 


Supervision and administration and lands and damages 37, OOO 













Total__- sarin ; ae ; 100, 000 


The construction of bank protection at Beaver Slough and Sauvie Island, 
n completed, will prevent further erosion of the banks at these locations and 
inate the existing threat of levee failure with resultant high flood damage to 

veloped lands and improvements. 

Von-Federal costs.—Non-Federal costs have not been estimated for this 

roject At Beaver Drainage District and Sauvie Island very little, if any, 

ditional rights-of-way would be required. Local interests are required to 
nish all lands, easements, and rights-of-way and maintain the project upon 
mpletion. These costs have not been evaluated 

Stat of local cooperation. The majority of the 66 authorized locations are 

to levees protecting organized districts which are capable of furnishing 
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the necessary cooperation and in general now possess or have easements ‘on lana 
required for the bank protection work. Informal contacts with loeal interes} 
at high priority indicate that will be fortheoming whe 
requested. Beaver Drainage District has indicated willingness to furnish assur. 
for the Beaver Slough improvement on request. Interests on 
Island also hve indicated willingness to furnish assurances on request. 

Comparison of Federal estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate o 
$8,600,000 reflects an increase of $910,000 over the latest estimate (S7,690,00 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels resulted in an inerease of $442,806 
and an additional increase of $467,200 was the result of more detailed studies, 


locations assurances 


ances Sauvir 


cost 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








Balance t 
Ite Project ¢ T ) nt fis Budget, cal com piete 
estimate June 30, 1959 r 1960 ir 1961 after fisca 
year 1961 
l 2 3 (t 
Land i $29, OOO 53, 000 S28 
Bank ) 233, 000 333, 000 6, 900, 0 
Preaut n 25, 000 mn) 
Engit I | I HOL, OOO 7. 700 S9O00 OOK 532. ay 
Sup l ind I 712, 000 l " 10) 34. (MM) 676, f 
| 1 apy I 
er fund §, 600, OOF 64, 000 1, OM 100), OOM & $5, Of 
l tributed « 
| 1 pr t ¢ I 
eral funds or &. 600. 000 64, OOF 1, OM 4() 0) ‘ ' 
l ling adju 
I Fe 
( S, O00, OF 64, OOF 1, OO 10), 14 8, ] 
j ve 
Tot oblig 64. 000 1. 000 41) AK) 8,1 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 
Federal fund 
npr nM 
\} 
i not ed car 
| ear 1 (ny 
Potal ul ‘ 
for o ation 65, OO 1, 000 
Appropriat req ed 41) & 135, Ul 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Mr. Rapaut. This is a new start? 

General CLARK. Yes. 

Mr. Rapaut. Why is it necessary at this time? 

General CLark. This is a project which was authorized by the 195! 
act. It is part of a dual authorization for repair and restoration and 
strengthening of levees and bank protection generally in the vicinity 
of those levees. It has been standing by for some time. 

We were funded a small amount for planning in 1958 and we hav 
plans well along for the first locations. 

Mr. Rapavut. Did the Federal Government build the original levees 
there? 

General CLark. Most were built by local people. 

Mr. Rapavr. If the local people built them before, why have the} 
hot maintained them? 


General CLark. Generally speaking, I think they have maintained 


their levees pretty well. 
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lanet Mr. Rapaurt. Here is a request for $400,000. 













































sresf General CLark. That is for the bank protection, to prevent erosion 
Whe f jn front of the levees. As I say, bank protection works are almost 
SSUFE inseparable from the levees themselves. The bank protection project 
AUV}¢ . a 
“Blas been set up as an overall job throughout the lower end of the 

iteaf Columbia at the points of maximum erosion. 
000 
9 ) 
=, 80 MULTNOMAH COUNTY DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 1, OREGON 
les, 

Mr. Rasaur. The next project is the Multnomah County Drainage 

_f District No. 1. You are requesting $590,000 to complete. 
¥ We will insert pages 21 through 25 in the record at this point. 
plete The pages referred to follow:) 
fiscal ; 
1961 » . , > Baie . ‘ 
LocaL Protection Projects (FLoop ConrTrRo.) 

MrprNomManw County DrartnaGe District No. 1, OREGON—IMPROVEMENT TO 
$26. kxistiNG Works, Lower CoL_umBia River, CoLuMBIA River Basin, OREG. 
900, OF sND WASH. 


(CONTINUING 





Location.—In the nerthern part of Multnomah County, Oreg., extending along 
left bank of the Columbia River from river miles 108.2 to 119, and adjacent 
he city of Portland, Oreg. 
luthorization 1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio._—4 to 1. 


135, 


Summarized financial data 


























135, 
135 
1, 904, 000 
ns to June 30, 1959 1, 037, 000 
135, ¢ »> date reer l a ana ob 
aa requested for fiscal year 1961 590, 000 100 
No 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Reinforee 7,100 linear feet of existing levees 

Toe drains, 16,600 linear feet along existing levees 
1950 Drainage canal, 2 ; ; 

ne nping plant: Capacity, 100,000 gallons per minute 

, and ss levees: 
tnity | with total length of 4,000 feet 

Height, $1.2 feet mean sea level 
havi Top width, 12 feet 

Side slopes, lon 4 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 

eveers 
they 


ained 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The existing levee affords inadequate protection to an area of 8,417 acres whic 


includes about 4,635 acres of highly developed farmland. The total populatio, 
of the district is estimated to be about 5,000 people, of which 2,000 live in suburba; 


residential areas located along the inland border. Throughout the district, ther 


are several valuable land developments. The most important is the Portland 
International Airport which, together with the active military airbase, cover 
approximately 2,350 acres near the west end of the district and is valued a 


$35 million. The airport serves all the western airlines and transoceanic flights 
in addition to being used as a training and flight base for military aircraft. A ney 
runway has been constructed recently to serve the largest commercial planes noy 
in use. Industry is represented by several active enterprises, the most important 


being in the food-processing and construction fields. A new industrial park are 
having a current value of $7,500,000 is being developed near the center of t! 
district. Additional developments in the area include Blue Lake Park and ty 


well-developed golf courses which serve the recreational needs of a large number 
of people, both from within the district and from population centers in the genera 
vicinity. Thetotal value of the district is conservatively estimated at $60 millior 

The existing levee along Multnomah district has certain inherent weaknesses 
which increase the danger of failure and add to the difficulty and cost of flood fight 
operations. A break in the protective levee at the pumphouse occurred during 
the 1948 flood on Columbia River, inundated the entire district for 28 days, ar 
caused damages appraised at $8,645,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $590,000 will be applied to: 


Complete 142d Ave. cross levee _ $134, 90 
Complete construction of pumping plant 107, Hl) 
Supervision and administration and real estate 17. 60) 

Total Bee : 590, 00 


The requested amount will complete the project. 
Non-Federal rosts The initial investment I ‘quired of ) al interests in 
struction of the authorized project is estimated as follows: 


Lands and damages SS4, (il 
Drainage facilities 34, bl) 
Relocations 27,9 
Other costs 17, 90) 

Total___- ‘ 3 164, Ol 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance 


and operation is estimated at 38,100. 
Status of local cooperation Multnon 


wah County Drainage District No. 1 
incorporated inder the laws of the State of Oregon and has an active maintenal 
program By letter dated April 3, 1957, the district furnished formal assura! 
that all requirements of local cooperation would be met. The district 
CC uired rights-of-wav an | made utility relocations for the main levee i id « 

! , . . . . 1 1 
evee construction and is acquiring rights-of-way for the pumphouse 
' | 5 - J 
Compa om of Federal cost estimates The eurrent Federal ost estimate 
$1,740,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress Feature 
,f , i 


cost adjustments have been made on the basis of current quantities and unit prices. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 






vhit na oa ie i 
atior Balance to 

| Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
Irba estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
ther year 1961 
tla 

I 2 (3 4 6 

Over 
ad 4 
ight Lands and damages ; $4, 000 $1, 600 $2. 000 $400 
r sd 957, 400 10, 300 812, 200 134, 900 

ney Pumping plant 7 481,000 |_- 417. 500 133. 500 
> now Preauthorization studies__. 20, 000 20, 000 
rtant Engineering and design 141, 600 102, 400 39, 200 

Supervision and administration 136, 000 7. 300 81.500 17. 200 
. are : “ 
f tl Total applied cost (Fed- 
1 tw eral funds only 1, 740, 000 141, 600 982, 400 616, 000 

ndistributed cost 
mber - 
Nera Total project cost ( Fed- 
illior eral funds only 1, 740, 000 141, 600 982. 400 616. 000 
Pending adjustments 

LESSeS + 
| fight Total cost (Federal funds 
uri! only My 1, 740, 000 141, 600 982, 400 616, 000 . 

7 Undelivered orders ateeetaltes a 2 418, 300 —392, 300 26, OO 
, al % 

| Total obligations G z 559, 900 590, 100 590, 000 a - 

4 Oy 

’ | . rrr ‘ . , - . r2 2 . r ¢ ] 
7.50 | Mr. Rasaur. Last vear you were having a right-of-way problem 
7 Ay ‘1 > The ac > 7 “ss 9 
7,60 | on this project. What is the current situation’ 


General CLark. The right-of-way problem has been solved. We 
are ready to finish. 

Mr. Ranaur. What was the right-of-way problem? 

General CLark. Local interests were slow in getting their right-of- 
wy “ay for a cross levee that is a part of the project. We now have 
gi) «Ss tat sorted out and we are ready to complete this year. 


0), OU 


“Is 


wy WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


4, 0 Mr. Rasaut. The next item is the Willamette River Basin, Oreg. 
ymple- bank protection project, where you are requesting $500,000. 


De We will insert pages 27 through page 32. 


aa The pages referred to follow: ) 
ri 
t has LocaL ProtrectTion Prosgects (FLoop Conrro! 
L cr 
WILLAMETTE River Bastn, OrEG.—BaAaNnK PROTECTION 
ate 
eatult CONTINUING 
— Location. Along the banks of the Willamette River from New Era to a point 
Kugene at the confluence of the Middle Fork of the Willamette and the 
rk, a distanee of 152 miles, and along 287 river miles of the lower reaches 
of the major tributaries. These tributaries are the Coast Fork of the 
te River, Row River, Middle Fork of Willamette River, MeKenzie River, 
ipoova River, Santiam River, Molalla River, Pudding River, and the Clacka- 
savas 
| fior 1936, 1938, and 1950 Flood Control Acts 


[ [~¢ f ratio The benefit-to-cost ratio of those loeatior propos d ior 


ir L9YGL is estimated at 1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


t Ce 
and Cc 
Melven 


Estimated Federal cost 2, 400, 000 pantian 
Estimated non-Federal cost 260, 000 : locati 
Cash contribution 0 negimMer 
Other costs 260, 000 
Total estimate 1 project cost . 660, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 , 382, O00 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 sii $88, O00 
Appropriations to date ; , 820, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal vear 1961 500, O00 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _ OSO, 000 


I 
y 4 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization.—The plan of improvement provides for clearing, sloping, 
and revetting riverbanks, construction of pile and timber bulkheads and drift 
barriers, and minor channel improvements. Individual locations vary in length 
from 300 to 6,000 feet and in height from 5 to 40 feet. Materials used in sta- 
bilizing the slope include local gravels, gravels bound with asphalt or cement 
sand, and quarry stone. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Bank stabilization: 328,218 linear feet completed to date at 142 locations 
At the end of fiscal year 1960 the project will be 63 percent complete. Com- 
pletion is scheduled for fiscal vear 1967. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Continuation of the bank protection program at critical locations is essential in 
the prevention of erosion of river banks and flooding of highly developed urban 
and agricultural areas. The river banks along the main stream and lower reaches 
of its tributaries are composed of deep alluvial soils disposed to erode with stream 
flows approaching bankful Construction of bank protection works on the main 
stream pro\y ides channel stabilization, thereby securing a measure of flood control 
through increased carrying capacity of the channel 

This project is an integral part of the compre hensive plan for flood control 
and other purposes in the Willamette River Basin. Control by reservoirs or 
levees will not be adequate to protect these banks as erosion takes place below 
bankful stage. Prolonged periods of near bankful flow, which will be a normal 
condition during reservoir releases following floods, will result in additional bank 
erosion. Such erosion is a continuing process; the material erodes from one bank 
forming a bar downstream and causing streamflow against the opposite bank at 
that point, resulting in additional erosion. Also, bank stabilization at isolated 
locations by reducing the resistance to flow in the channel through the provision 
of more uniform banks can be expected to release energy for the increased move- 
ment of material at remaining locations. Erosion destroys productive farmlands, 
roads, bridges, and other improvements. If erosion is allowed to continue, 
avulsions through low overflow channels will destroy valuable property and cut 
off extensive areas from their normal access to roads and markets and requir 
construction of new roads and bridges. The agricultural development of th 
Willamette River Basin has been most phenomenal in recent years. The tre- 
mendous increase in population of the Willamette Valley has resulted in sub- 
division of many tracts and the smaller units are more intensively cultivated 
Continuation of the bank-protection program is necessary to avoid substantial 
loss because of the irreplaceable destruction of the valley’s most fertile land. 
Continued unchecked erosion at such locations not only increases the cost of cor- 
rective work but adversely affects downstream locations and channel capacities. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to initiate 
work at locations tentatively selected, as follows: 


Willamette River and Middle Fork Willamette: Initiate construction 









at Centennial Island location. Construct works at Kelso location 

and complete construction at Dixon Creek location $138, 800 
MekKenzie River: Construet works at Burnum location 100, 000 
Santiam River: Construct works at Bryant location and Wilkinson 

location, and complete work at Barclay location 138, 700 
Engineering and design 70, OOO 
Supervision and administration 18, 500 
Lands and damages t OOO 












Total 500, OOO 


Construction of needed bank stabilization will reduce the number of locations 
f very active bank erosion and eliminate the formation of downstream bars that 
leflect the stream toward the banks and cause critical erosion at ney locations. 
By stabilization of the banks, depositions in downstream channels are reduced and 

imnel Capacities are less impaired. The amount of 3500,000 requested for fiscal 
ear LOGL is required for continuation of the bank protection program at a mini- 


m rate 









Von-Federal costs.—For work authorized under the 1936 and 1938 Flood Control 


\cts, the Federal Government is responsible for obtaining the necessary rights-of- 
iy and for maintaining the improvements upon completion. However, local 
erests are responsible for these items for locations authorized under terms of the 

950 kKlood Control Aet The estimated costs to local interests for rights-of-way 


is $260,000 and the estimated cost to local interests for annual maintenance ji 


















STS.000 
Status of local cooperation._-Willamette River Basin, Oreg. Bank protection 
royect Is a composite of many locations on the main Willamette River and its 
jor tributaries. There is no control body with authority to give local assurances 
he project as a whole. Assurances and rights-of-way are furnished by indi- 
lual sponsoring agencies. During fiseal year 1961, construction will be under- 
y at seven locations. Informal assurances of local cooperation have been 
eived for six of these areas. Work at each location is not advertised until local 


i 
erests furnish rights-of-way and formal assurance that other items of local 
peration will be met. No difficulties in obtaining required assurances art 























(‘0 Th SON of Fede al cost estimate 8. The current Fede ral cost estimate of 
‘12,400,000 is an inerease of $300,000 over the latest estimate (S12,100,000) sub 
l » Congress. This increase is due to cost leve increases estimated for 


design 


to a reestimate of engineering and 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance ti 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 


estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196] 






























(6 






Lands and damages $28, 500 $2, 800 $2. 900 $4, 000 







































































D2 $18, R00 
Bank stabilization 9, RSG, (OK 5. 618. 100 371, 500 377, 500 3, 478, oy 
W illiamette ind = Middk 
Fork River 5, 905, 000 (3, 524, 300 142, 100 (138, 800 2, 099, 8 
Coast Fork 208, 000 (123, 100 84, OO 
Calapooya River 138, 000) 47, 100 90, OX 
MeKenzie River (1, 160, 000 (636, 500 (33, 100 100, 000 (390, 40 
Pudding River (60, 000) Ee (BO, OO 
Clackamas River (205, 000 33, 900 (171, 10 
Molalla River (395, 000 (223, 600 s (171, 40 
Row River 38, 000) (38, 000) 
Santiam River (1, 777, 000 (1, 069, 600 196, 300 138, 700 (372, 40 
Preauthorization studies 100, 000 100, 000 
Engineering and design 1, 092, 500 755, 200 70, O00 70, 000 197, 30 
Supe rvision and administration 1, 293, 000 811, 400 18. SOO 418. 500 384, 60 











Total ipplied costs (Fed 
eral funds only 12, 400, 000 7, 327, 500 492, 900 500, 000 4, 079 
Undistributed cost 

















Tot 
funds only 12, 400, 000 7, 327, HM 492, 900 
Pending adjustments 


il project cost 


500, OOK 4, 079, 60 

















Total cost (Federal 


only 12, 400, 000 4,21, HO 192 GOO 500. OOF +, O79, 60 
Undelivered order 





Total obligations : 7, 327. 500 192. 900 500, OOO { 


METHOD OF FINANCIN 









Federal funds 


Appropriations 7, 332, 400 488, OOO 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year $+, 900 
Total funds available for 

obligation 7, 332, 400 492, 900 


Appropriations required 
COLFAX, 


PALOUSE RIVER, WASH. 




















Mr. Ranaut. The next item is Colfax, Palouse River, Wash., 
where you are requesting $425,000. 

We will insert pages 34 through 37 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


Locat Protection Prosects (FLoop 






CONT RO! 





CoLFax, PALousE River, WASHINGTON 






(NEW START 
Location.—Loeal protection for Colfax, Wash., located in Whitman County, 
Wash., along the Palouse River and its tributaries, the South Fork Palouse River 
and Spring Flat Creek, 82 miles above the mouth. 
Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 
Be nefit-cost ratio. 1.8 to 1. 
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Summarized fina neial data 












| 

| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 









ited Federal cost : ‘ ; $3, 200, 000 






















Estimated non-Federal cost 199, 500 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 199, 500 
tal estimated project cost i 3, 399, 500 
ropriations to June 30, 1959 260, 700 
iations for fiscal year 1960 0 
ypriations to date 260, 700 ~ 
opriations requested for fiscal year 1961__- 425, 000 21 
ance to complete ifter fiscal year 1961 2, 514, 300 








PHYSICAL DATA 








teloeations: Alteration of four railroad bridges. 


Statu January 1, 1960). Construction not started. 
Con ple izon schedule. Entire project, December 1963. 
Channel improvement along Miles 
Palouse River 1.8 
South Fork, Palouse River l 










ee) 


Spring Flat Creek 


JUSTIFICATION 


hye CIUN ol Colfax, with i population of over 3.000, is located on a Hnarroy 
or y lain at the junetion of the Palouse and Ss uth fork, Palouse River. Pr ic 
lly all of the business and commercial sections of the city as well as relate j 


i 


usportation facilities and some residential properties are located along the 


ks and are subject to flood damage. Flood damages occur almost annually, 


#} 









roe oocs ciuse damage to streets, school facilities, residences, business 


commercial establishments and have imposed a heavy drain on the local 


nomy Three major flood pe iks occurred in 1948. Increased dey elopments 
ve intensified the need for flood protection, 

I if year 1961. The requested amount of $425,000 will be applied to 

tiate construction of channels ee $310, OOO 
itiate alteration of railroad bridges $2, SOO 
gineering and design 39, 900 
ipervision and administration_ _- 32, 300 










Total 5. OOO 


Von-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
truction of the authorized project is estimated at $199,500, broken down as 
Lands and damages $175, OOO 
Relocation of utilities 24, 500 





























Total =. . 199, 500 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
m. The average annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
030, 
Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances have been received from the 
of Colfax and Whitman County. A bond election for financing the non- 
leral cost of the project was held on January 17, 1959, and was approved by 
rge majority of the voters. 
omparison of Federal cost estimate. The current Federal cost estimate of 
3,200,000 is an increase of $420,000 over the latest estimate ($2,780,000, July 
1956 base) submitted to Congress. Of this increase, $325,900 is due to higher 
price levels; $42,800 is due to reclassification of relocation of railroad bridges 
a Federal cost, $3,800 is due to inelusion of preauthorization studies, and 
M7,500 is due to reanalysis of requirements for “Engineering and design’’ and 
Supervision and administration.” 


( 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


reauthor 


Engineerit ind de I 300. 000 173. 600 68. 500 Q OM 1 





Supervisk 


Mr. Ranaut. Why is this new start necessary at this time? 

General Crark. Mr. Chairman, in keeping with the discussion of 
the policy \\ hich General Itsehner had with you during his Cestumony 
this is one of the projects which is a well justified project. We hav 
had planning money and we are ready to go with it. 

Mr. Ranaut. It says the benefit cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. 

General CLark. That is correct. 

Mr. RARBAvt. Whi wis It nol programed before, since it was 
authorized in 1944? 

General Crark. Well, Mr. Chairman, fundamentally two things 
We had some very serious floods in the late forties, and then it was & 
difficult project Lo plan. lt ZOeS right through the center of a town 
and we had to do a model study on it. It took us quite a while to 
get our plans and specifications ready to go. 























































JACKSON HOLE, SNAKE RIVER, WYO. 





Mr. Ranavur. The next is Jackson Hole, Snake River, Wyo., where 
you are making a request for $150,000. 

We will insert pages 39 through 43 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow: ) 
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Loca Protection Prosects (FLooD CONTROL) 









LLOLE 





JACKSON SNAKE River, Wyo. 



























































ete (CONTINUING) 
ims 
96] the Snake River, 959 miles above the mouth, 5 miles west of 
1950 Flood Control Act. 
Beneftt-cost ratio. Ye ta 1. 
13, % Summarized financial data 
18, (0 ra, aa "i 
82. 4y 
14.8 
ted Federal cost_- $9 480. OO 
14, 30 non-Federal cost LS, 5OK : 
qT ‘ cost : * ‘ i) 
ited project cost 2. 498. 50K 
14, 30 itions to June 30, 1959 S855, OOK 
for fiscal year 1960 50. OOK 
14, 30 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Average height: 6 feet. 
Length: 24 miles. 
~ cations: Relocation and reconstruction of seven small irrigation intake 
14,3 struetures 
Status (Jan. b. 1960 
mm Ol 
LONY 
have 
Was 
ings JUSTIFICATION 
var irea subject to flooding along Snake River through Jackson Hole varies 
own 0.5 to over 2 miles in width and extremely large floods would spread to the 








¢ Of hills across the vallev and enter the village of Wilson and Fish Creek to the 


St The average period of overflow ranges hetween 15 and 30 davs Agricul- 


ral hay and pasturelands in the valley are the kev elements in the basic economy 










e valley, which is based on production of beef cattle. Ample summer range 
Vailable on slopes of adjoining mountains but winter carryover is dependent 
production of vailey lands much of which are in the flood plain. Floods of 
vhere lerate proportions, similar to those of 1943, 1948, and 1954, inundated culti- 
land pasture lands, and damaged or destroyed irrigation facilities, farm 
es, fences, farm roads, and developments. Floods of major magnit ide would 
espondingly create damages of greater proportions. \ flood of less than 


lerate proportion in 1953 is estimated to have inundated 1,850 acres of pasture- 
1 \n important element of present damages results from erosion caused by 


rolonged irrigation releases from storage in Jackson Lake Reservoir upstream, 


\ 


uch flow is utilized in Idaho. 
lhe Corps of Engineers has expended $515,900, exclusive of contributed funds 
emergeney and temporary flood control measures in the Jackson Hole area 


ler existing authorities. Completion of the authorized permanent project at 


un early date is needed to prevent recurring damages during average floods and 
heavy losses that would occur under floods of major magnitude. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $150,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of levees: Left bank, upstream of bridge __ $135, 400 
Engineering and design 5. 000 
Supervision and administration 9, 600 


Total ee 150, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are required to complete all work above 
the Jackson-Wilson highway bridge. 

Non-F cderal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construe. 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $18,500, broken down as follows 


Lands: (71.5 acres $18. 500 


oo ; 18, 506 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
tiol The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $20,500 

In addition, local interests, including the State of Wyoming, Teton County 
and individual ranch owners advise that they have incurred costs in excess of 
$337,000 for flood control work prior to initiation of construetion of the authorized 
Federal improvement much of which cannot be considered as permanent as it has 


| 


become ineffective. 
Status of local cooperation. Assurances of local cooperation by the board of 


county commissioners, Teton County, Wyo., supported by a commitment of th 


Governor of Wyoming, were accepted on September 17, 1957, as a basis for 
initiation of construction, with the express understanding that construction would 
be limited to the work on both banks of the river above the Jackson-Wilson highway 
bridge pending assurance of continued financial aid by the State of Wyoming 
The 1959 State legislature recognized the need for such assurance but failed to 
enact the special legislation required to fulfill the maintenance needs of the 
project. No further action is anticipated until the 1961 session of the Stat 
legislature. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2, 180.000 is a decrease of $220,000 from the latest estimate ($2,700,000) submitted 
to Congress. This decrease is primarily due to receipt of favorable bids and 4 
reduction in ‘Supervision and administration.” 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Jalance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 

| year 1961 


(4) 


Relocations . z 58, 800 (30, 600) 3, 200 300) 
Structures - 4 58, 800 30, 600 | 5, 3, 200 9, 300 
Levees ceed , 012, 500 593, 900 149, 900 52, 200 
Preauthorization studies___.- 2.000 12, 000 mo - ae 
Engineering and design _-- 220, 000 141, 300 8, 5, 000 55, 400 
supervision and administration. 76, 700 56, 000 a 9. 600 100 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only fe 2, 000 833, 584. 167. 700 000 
Undistributed cost 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only ‘ 


ng adjustments 


000 33, o84, 167, 000 


Total cost (Federal funds 
only 2, 480, 000 33, 800 ! 500 7, 000 
lelivered orders ; 50, 000 ~ 50, 000 


Total obligations 2, 480, 000 3, 800 534, 500 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


000 550, 000 
from 


2, 200 
lotal funds available for 


Dilgation oad s 552, 200 


Appropriation required __._- An ee ea ar x 150, 000 894, 000 


Mr. Raspavur. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.78 to 1. 
General CLark. That is right. 


COUGAR RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG, 


Mr. Rasautr. The next item is the Cougar Reservoir, Willamette 
River Basin, Oreg. You are requesting $12,300,000. 

We will insert pages 45 through 49 in the record at this point. 

The pages referred to follow:) 


MuLTIPLE Purpose PrRojEcts INCLUDING POWER 


CouGar REsERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BasIN, OREG, 


(CONTINUING) 
Location.—On the South Fork McKenzie River, 4.4 miles above the mouth, 
out 42 miies easterly of Eugene, Oreg. 
Authorization.—1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 
benefit-cost ratio. cs GG 3 
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Summarized financial data 


n and water supply storag 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Type: Rockfill with earth core. 
Height above streumbed $45 feet. 
Length of dam: 1,610 feet. 
Spillway: 
Ty pe: Gated discharge channel 
Design capacity : $6,000 cubic feet per s¢ cond 


Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control storage 155, 000 
Power storage 19, 000 
Dead storage 54, 000 


Total storage 219, 000 


Power installation: 
Presently planned: 2 units at 12,500 kilowatts, total 25,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 321 feet. 
Flood control storage will be filled after the flood season 
the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, al d other co 
low runolt periods. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960 
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JUSTIFIC( 





ATION 





Coucvar Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Pasin project 

an essential unit of the MeWKenzie River development In addition to provid- 

u flood control and power, this project will provide extensive benefits to navi 

tion, irri ation, pollution abatement, and other water uses during low Water perl- 

ls Storage at this reservoir will contribute to flood control not only on the 

MeKenzie River but throughout most of the leneth of the Wiilamett 
yt 


Ll 
iffordu | ind their suburbs and to about 


71,500 acres of agricultural lands which are subject to overflow 


duced at this site is needed to | elp meet the demands of tl} 


Ih 


mw mcressed protection to several cities 


Power to be 
e rapidly crowin 
power market in the Willamette Valley and to be Ip relieve the power shortaces on 
he Columbia River system. Other benefits will accrue to storage because of 
creased flow available at downstream non-Federal powerplants. Total annual 


henefits creditable to Cougar Reservoir are estimated at $3 120.700 


Fiscal year 1961. rhe requested amount of $12,300,000 will be appl ed to 
Continue relocation contract for east side roads and utilities $2, O78, OOO 
Continue minor reservoir clearing jobs 31, OOO 
Continue construction of main dam and appurtenances 7, 992, 500 
Continue temporary fish transfer 100, 600 
Continue procurement of powerhouse equipment and initiate co 

struction of powerhouse 990, OOO 
Construction facilities 133, 500 
Continue engineering and design 200, 000 
super ision and administration 775, 000 


Total 300, OOO 





Funds programed for fiscal vear 1961 are required for economical continuation 


construction Karly completion of Cougar Reservoir is essential to provide 

dd control, not only on the lower reaches of the MeWKenzie River where seve ral 
ree lumber manufacturing and remanufacturing plants are located and where 
evere erosion of farmlands has resulted from overbank stages, but also throughout 
eleneth of the Willamette River below the confluence of the MeWenzie River 
fhe additional generating capacity to be provided at this site will assist in meeting 
e power demand of the region. 


Von-Federal costs.—Costs allocable to irrigation, presently estimated at 
$1,978,000, and to water supply storace are reimbursabl Re ponsibility for 
vinent of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant to 
Federal reclamation laws. Use of storage for water supply is not anticipated in 
ear future Costs have not been allocated to this feature at the present time. 
Ntatus of local cooperation, None required for constructior esponsibility 


repayment of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant 


Federal reclamation laws. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9 200.000 is an inerease of $6,300,000 over the latest estimate S42.900 000 
ibmitted to Coneress Relocations increased $2,865,500 based on chanced con- 
tions to overcome slides. The estimate for the dam was increased $1,580,000 
ie to price level increases and $646,600 due to revised desien which included 

nges needed to meet the fishery interests’ requirements kinegineering and 
lesion was inereased $790,000 due to added design and supervision and adminis 


ration was increased $453,900 to cover the increased project costs Other minor 
udjustments reflected a reduction of $36,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 








Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
l (2) 3 } 5) 6 
Lands and damages ; J 32, 000 31, 200 800 
Relocations 8, 584, 600 4, 554, 700 1, 637, 900 2.078, 000 314, 000 
Reservoir 713, 700 621, 700 14, 900 31, 000 416, 100 
Dams 28, 604, 300 2, 390, 700 5, 147, 400 7, 992, 500 13, 073, 700 
Fish facilitic 1,314, 000 80, O00 100, 000 1, 134, 000 
Powerplant 2, 950, 000 240, 000 990, 000 1, 720, 000 
Roads 15, 000 15, 000 
Recreation facilities 32, 000 32, OO 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 181, 400 11, 500 169, 90 
Permanent operating equipment 146, 600 HOO 1, 000 145, 000 
Preauthorization studies 100, 000 100, 000 
Engineering and design 3, 100, 000 2, 345, 800 $50. 000 200, 000 104, 200 
Supervision and administratioz 3, 451, 900 1, 021, 000 640, 000 775, 000 1, 015, 90 
Total ay s Fed 
eral fu ymnily 49, 225, 500 11, 077, 200 8, 212, 000 12, 166, 500 17, 769, 800 
{ tril ted cost 
Stores SOO) SOO 
Construction facilities 76, SOO 240, 000 133, 500 460, 300 
Propert transferred witt 
ri t 2 AM) 2. iM 





49, 200, 000 11, 129, 000 & 461, 500 12, 300, 000 17, 309, 50 
I l ¢ Fe fur 
$9, 200, O00 11, 129, 000 &. 461, 500 12, 300, 000 17, 309, 500 
lelivered orders 315, 700 315. 700 
Total obligations 11, 444, 700 8, 145, SOO 12, 300, 000 17, 309, 500 
{ETH OF FINANCIN 
Federal Fund 
Appropriations 11, 940, 500 7, 650, 000 
{ obligated carrvove fron 
prior year 495, 800 
Total funds available for 
obligation 11, 940, 500 8, 145, 800 
Appropriations required 12, 300, 000 17, 309, 500 


COST INCREASES 


Mr. Rasavur. Please explain the cost increases which _ total 
$6,300 000. 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, this is one of those projects on the 
western slope of the Cascades where we have had geological difficulties. 
The cost of relocations of the roads which go up the east and west 
sides of the reservoir increased due to slides and unstable materials 
by $2,800,000, roughly. 

We allowed a price level increase on the dam for about $1,500,000, 
and then we have some increases in engineering and design costs 
as well, 

Mr. Rasaut. What is the total cost of the project? 

General CLark. $49,200,000. 

Mr. Rasaut. When was this authorized? 

General CLtark. In the 1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts, both, 
Mr. Chairman. 
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FISH PASSAGE PROBLEM 


Mr. Raspaut. How has the fish passage problem been solved? 

General CLtarkx. Mr. Chairman, as I testified last year, we held up 
the design on this project for several months while we —? a restudy 
of the fish passage problem. What we propose to do is » furnish 
facilities for getting the fish over the dam. 

Mr. Rasaut. Is this about the same as the situation that we had 
up vesterday? 

General CLtark. Just about thesame. We are putting in a designed 
collection facility for fingerlings, which is the new addition. 

Mr. Rapaur. Is that a part of the cost too? 

General CLuark. Yes, but it is a very small cost. 

Mr. Rasaut. Could you get along with $12 million instead of 
$12,300,000? 
’VGeneral Ctark. Mr. Chairman, with a project that large, it is 
difficult for me to say we could not. Actually, this is our best esti- 
mate of what we need based on the contracts that are underway and 
what we propose to let. 


PROJECT BENEFITS 


Mr. Prttion. What are the estimated benefits for the various pur- 
poses to be served in this project? Could you give them to me very 
generally and then put a complete statement in the record? 

General Clark. The total benefits are about $3 million or 
$3,120,000. The major part, 60 or 70 percent, is flood control, and 
then power at site is 19 percent. Then there are about 6 minor ones 
that run from 0.7 percent to 4 percent. 

(The information requested follows:) 


Kistimated average annual benefits for Cougar Reservoir, Oreg., are as follows: 


'stimated 
average annual 

Function: bene fits 
Flood control, including drainage $2, 094, 700 

Power: 

At site 592, 900 
Downstream 36, 800 
[rrigation 99, 100 
Navigation 20, 600 
Pollution abatement 78, 200 
Domestic water supply 118, 400 
Recreation 80, OOO 
Total 3, 120, 700 


COST ALLOCATION 


Mr. Pittton. How are the costs allocated for each purpose? 

General CLark. They have not been allocated as yet. When the 
project is completed and power placed on-the-line we will do a 
cost allocation and it will be an allocation for flood control, power, 
and a small allocation for irrigation. 

Mr. Pittton. The reservoir storage is used for power production. 
Is part of the flood control storage cost allocated to power? 








A @) 
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POWER COSTS 


General CLark. Mr. Pillion, the costs are allocated by the formula 
known as the separable costs-remaining benefits method, and we 
start with the benefits that are allocated and on those proportions 
work out the allocations to the various purposes. | believe the answer 
to your question, under the methods we use, is ‘No.’ There is no 
flood control cost allocated to power. 

Mr. Pirnion. What part of the total Federal cost, including the 
interest at 3 percent, ought to be repaid to the Federal Treasury? 

General CLark. Sir, we have in here a very small allocation for 
irrigation which will be, we think, over the life of the project, repaid 
and the power costs will be repaid. 

Mr. Pirition. The power costs being roughly 19 percent? 

General CLARK. 20 percent. 

Mr. Pinion. And you say a 25 percent reimbursement? 

General CLrark. On that order. 

Mr. Pintion. Is the interest rate 3 percent? or is it 245 percent? 

General CLARK. 2}5 percent, sir. 

Mr. Prnuion. If a power value equivalent to present Bonneville 
Power Administration rates were used, what would be the resultant 
benefit-cost ratio? 

General Ciark. Well, Mr. Pillion, the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration rate is based upon an average of all of the Federal power 
projects which are a part of the group. They take all of these and lump 
the power together, sell it at a rate and then allocate costs back. 
The cost at any one project really is not, it seems to me, a controlling 
factor. We have high costs and low costs for projects. At the pres- 
ent time the Bonneville Power rate 1s taking ereat advantage of the 
fact that Grand Coulee and Bonneville were built at a time when 
dollars were cheap and the power cost Was cheap. 

We have never computed, or used, the Bonneville rate as a measure 
of the benefit of a project such as this. What we use is the alternate 
cost of steam. That is what this is based upon, the alternate cost of 
steam, not the Bonneville rate. The rate is so complex it is ve ry diffi- 
cult to pull it together. 

Mir. Piniion. Is this in the same distribution area as the Bonneville 
power? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pittron. Do IT understand that Bonneville power is unable at 
the present time to sell its complete production even though it is 
being sold at practically giveaway prices, so far as today’s rates are 
concerned? Is it true that Bonneville is not selling its full capacity? 

General Crark. Bonneville does not produce, it distributes. We 
have at the moment more productive capacity than the northwest 
needs. We are not far ahead. It depends also on the amount of 
water. With a critical water vear, a very low water year, we will be 
right about even in about 1962 or 1963. 

Mr. Prniion. What is the rate that this will be sold for even though 
the allocations for hydro are only 19 percent? 

General CLark. Well, the average rate of Bonneville sales is on 
the order of about 2 mills plus a few tenths. 

Mr. Prtuion. That is right. 
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General CLark. It will be sold as a part of that group of power. 

Mr. Prtition. And be sold at about that rate? 

General CLark. Yes, that is about the average rate. 

Mr. Prtution. Actually, the cost of hvdropower, if you were to sell 
it for exact cost, would run in the neighborhood of 4, 5, 6, or 7 mills, 
would it not? 

General Cuark. Well, the Federal Power Commission estimates 
that out in the Northwest we could build thermal plants to produce 
power for about 6 mills a kilowatt-hour. Now, our plants that are 
under construction and planned run in the range all the way from the 
old Bonneville, which cost less than 1 mill, to some that are up in the 
2, 3, and 4 mill class. But they are all lumped together. Any 
private system has old plants that are inefficient and new ones that 
are efficient, and they lump then together and charge an overall rate 
trying to operate them as efficiently as pessible. 

Mr. Prution. Right as of now you certainly have enough power, 
power over and above what is being demanded and used in that area 
which is being sold at a rate of about two and a fraction mills. Why 
should the Government then go out and build another hvdroplant in 
that area? 

General Ciark. This is a multiple-purpose project which is being 
built, and the majer part of the benefits is for flood control. The 
power is somewhat incidental. 

Mr. Pituion. And irrigation? 

General CLark. Yes. 


SURPLUS CROPS 


Mr. Prutron. As you know, we already have a very embarrassing 
surplus of food products. We are just adding to the capacity for 
producing more and more foed and depressing the prices of agricultural 
products for the farmer. 

Did vou know that the Bonneville Power Administration has been 
operating in the red the past few years with a loss of over $8 million 
in the fiscal vear 1959? 

General CLark. Yes, sir, | knew it. 

Mr. Prution. I have no further questions. 

\Ir. MaaGnuson. General Clark, speaking ef adding to the surpluses 
by bringing in irrigated land, is it not true, at least in the Northwest, 
the cr ps that are raised out there gen rally are not the ercps that 
are in surplus? 

General CLark. On the irrigated lands, I would agree. 

Mir. MaGnuson. That is what [ am talking about, on the irrigated 
lands. 

General CLark. Right. 

Mr. MaGnuson. So actually 1 would say that we are not adding to 
the surplus because we are not crowing crops in the area of surplus. 

How about Bonneville Power’s overall record? 

General CLark. Thev are well ahead of the required payback 
schedule, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. MaGnuson. On the order of $70 million, or something like that? 

General CLark. Something on that order. 

Mir. MacGnuson. $70 million or $75 million. 
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General Crark. On the corps dams alone, they are about $21 
million ahead of the payback schedule. This does not include Grand 
Coulee and others. 

Mr. MaGnvuson. That does not include the Bureau of Reclamation? 

General CLARK. It does not include the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and | believe vour figure is about correct. 

Mr. MaGnuson. We will have witnesses later who can answer this 
question, but I will see if vou know the answer: Why did we have a 
bad vear in 1959 in the Bonneville Power Administration? 

General Crank. Fundament: ally we had a recession in the North- 
west. The lumber industry and several sai alurgical industries was 
off in 1958 and the demand did not go up the way we had estimated, 
We had a dip in the rising demand curve. 

Mr. MaGnuson. How does it look for the fiscal vear 1960? 

General CLARK. Businesswise it is looking pretty good, I believe. 
I have not seen the latest Bonneville forecast. 

Mr. MaGcnuson. When we have the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion before us we can get these statistics. Thank vou. That is all. 


POWER BENEFITS 


Mr. Piniron. Is your benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1 based on your 
sale of power at Bonneville rates, or is it based upon the sale of powe 
at comparable thermal costs. 

General CLark. Sir, the benefit-cost ratio, or that part of the bene- 
fits which are allocated to power, are based upon thermal. 

Mr. Pinion. So if it is 1.3 to 1 based upon thermal, and thermal is 
selling between 6 and 8 mills ae and instead of vou selling at 
6 to 8 mills you sell at between 2 and 2% mills, then vour benefit-cost 
ratio will go completely out of the picture. 

General CLark. Mr. Pillion, we are working this on a 50-vear life 
If this is not installed by 1975 we will have to build thermal power of 
this capacity instead of this project. 

Mr. Prntion. Why do we not build it in 1975 instead of 1960? 

General CLark. Because we draw benefits all through the life of 
the project. To put it in at a later date we would have to put ina 
tremendous installation, or rebuild the dam. 


SURPLUS CROPS 


Mr. Prution. With respect to the question of whether or not the 
foods to be grown in this area by reason of the irrigation improvement 
here will add to the agricultural surplus, is it not true that there is no 
Federal law which restricts a farmer to growing only those agricultural 
products that are not in surplus, and that it is the usual practice for a 
farmer to grow just about anything that he can make the most profit 
on, regardless of whether or not that product is in surplus or not: 


So the argument that any particular irrigated land will not produce 


products that are in surplus is not quite valid. The whole economy 


of the United States, the agricultural economy, is one economy. 
There are no State lines and the farmer keeps growing whatever he 
makes the most money at. Is that not a rather true statement: 
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General CLark. I would not disagree, with this qualification, Mr. 
Pillion: that the requirements of climate are also a limitation. 

Mr. Pittion. I certainly agree with you. 

Mr. Rasaut. Was not there a provision in some of the later legis- 
lation authorizing irrigation projects relative to the types of crops 
that could be grown? 

General CLtark. Perhaps I should have prefaced my remarks by 
saving that I cannot check Mr. Pillion on the law. 

Mr. Prttron. There are acreage quotas. 

Mr. Raspaur. There is a limitation on the type of crops. 

Mr. MaaGnuson. | just want to make this observation: the big 
surplus crops are wheat, cotton, and corn. Of course, we do not 
raise cotton in the Northwest, and we do not irrigate wheat and we 
do not irrigate corn, so I think my statement does have considerable 
validity. 

Mr. Prution. I can understand the gentleman’s position. 


AUTHORITY FOR USE OF 2.5 PERCENT INTEREST RATE 


Mr. Rasaur. Will vou cite for the record the authority for the 
2.5 percent interest rate? 

General Clark. Yes, I will be glad to. 

The requested information follows :) 


INTEREST RATES 
4. SURVEY REPORTS AND OTHER ECONOMIC STUDIES 


lhe interest rate used for computing Federal costs is prescribed annually by 
Bureau of the Budget in accordance with paragraph 15 of the Bureau's 
reular A-47, December 31, 1952, which is quoted as follows: 
“15. Determination of interest rate on Federal investment. Interest for purposes 
f estimating reimbursements shall be calculated at a rate based upon the average 
rate Of interest payable by the Treasury on interest-bearing marketable securities 
fthe United States outstanding at the end of the fiscal year preceding such com- 
putation Which, upon original issue, had terms to maturity not more than 12 
months longer or 12 months shorter than the economically useful life of the project 
rpart thereof in which Federal investment is to be made. Where the economi- 
ily useful life of the project is expected to be longer than 15 years, the rate of 
terest shall be calculated at a rate based upon the average rate of interest pay- 
ible by the Treasury on obligations, if any, outstanding at the end of the fiscal 
ear preceding such computation, which, upon original issue, had terms to ma- 
turitv of 15 vears or more. 


( 


“If there are no such outstanding interest-bearing marketable securities of the 
United States with original terms to maturity not more than 12 months longer 

12 months shorter than the economically useful life of the project, or with 
riginal terms to maturity of 15 vears or more, interest shall be calculated at a 
rate equal to the rate of interest pavable by the Treasury on the issue of interest- 
1 marketable securities of the United States outstanding at the end of the 
seal vear preceding such computation which, upon original issue, had terms to 
maturity shorter than, but most nearly equal to, the economically useful life of 


f 


project. 
“Where the average rate calculated by the methods prescribed above is not a 
ltiple of one-eighth of 1 percent, the rate of interest shall be the multiple of 


ehth of 1 percent next lower than such average rate.”’ 
Since 1952, the Federal rate has been rounded out at 2’ percent for study 


Purposes, based on the rate of interest pavable on outstanding obligations of 
1) vears and longer as calculated by the Treasury Department he latest 
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structions from the Bureau of the Budget o1 his matter was contained ir GREED 
letter to the Secretary of the (rm) dated September 4, 1958, and reads as follows 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, ' Mr. 

Was] ngqton, D.C ., Se plen ber 4, 1958. | nelud 

The Honorable the SkcRETARY OF THE ARMY. or S] 
My Drar Mr. Stcretary: Section 15 of Bureau of the Budget Cireular Ni We 

\ 7s issued Dec mber oi. 1952, sets forth the pre cedure s to be list d in calculating T} 
l 


j 

the j reeset ra | ‘ ] ret ‘ Oo Te] } re y t 1 F leral =ftmen ) | 
1e interest rate lO apply in estimating reimbut ment on ederal Inve nents ] 

i 





proposed water and related land resources programs and projects Under the 


provisions of the circular, the interest rate for projects having an economically 





useful life of longer than 15 vears is calculated by the Treasury Department t REEN 
be 2 percent as of J ine 30, LO5S8 
Since the question of the ippropriate interest rate for planning water resources 
projects is still under consideration in connection with possible revision of Budget 
Cireular No, A—47, you are advised that information in reports on proposed water 
resources projects should continue to be presented on the basis of a 2!'s-percent Locat 
terest rate during the fiscal vear 1959 es st 
Sincerely vours, Lut} 
RoGcer W. Jones, Acting Directo Bene 
Further specific instructions were not furnished by the Bureau of the Budg 
for fiscal vear 1960. The corps has continued to use an interest rate of 2's peree 
pr ndit uy compl Lion of the review of the W rhe (] estion f lhiteres rates While 
was being made by the Bureau of the Budget Chis matter is still under stud 
by tha rie 
B. REIMBURSEMENT RATES UNDER THE WATER SUPPLY ACT OF 1958 
Title ITT of Publie Law 85—500 (See. 301(b)) preseribed that the long-term rat 
determined by the Treasury Department as f the beginning of the fiseal year 
vhich construction is started should be used in computing reimbursement by loe 
terests for water supply storage included corps’ projects | ‘ CLIN 
ould be the computed average rate pavable by the Treasury up istanding 
‘ je publie obligations, which are ither due nor eallable for redemp 
for 15 irs from date of is The Treasury preseribed rates « 670 pere 
tor fiscal 1959, and 2.699 pereent for fiscal vear L960. 
( CURRENT INTEREST RATES 
e basic | it L interest ra ippropriate computing ( ) ( is 
cation of oposed projec ind reimburset by loeal ir s considered 
ty pected ay re long-term return or vield on risk-fr nel Us i 
f snel tre S , = that ideat illowances f risks |} ‘ hes mid in Ds 
specine est es of benefits ind costs ri} real economie desi of projec 
for long- ze development of the Nation's er rest cm S he if _ 
term ¢vel ictuations in interest rates \ res I ( ps | 
continues to use 216 pereent as the Federal e, 2 Ho per { the p Sp 
non-Federal public rate as indicated V eirctimstances, an 14 to 6 perce! is | 
private rate, 


Mir. Rasaur. I do not think it is realistic at this tim: I think t 
authority is there for it, but | think probably somMmetnIne ought LO 
done about it. 


General CLARK. Yes, sir. 
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na GREEN, PETER RESERVOIR, INCLUDING WHITE BRIDGE REREGULATING 
Ws: RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now take up the Green Peter Reservoir, 


3. including the White Bridge reregulating reservoir. Your request is 
for $1.400.000. 
No. | We will insert pages 52 through 58 in the record at this point. 
Ing he pages referred to follow: ) 
s in 
the 
i MvuutiepLE Purpose Prosects INcLUupDING PowER 
ally 
tt GREEN PETER RESERVOIR, INCLUDING WHITE BRIDGE REREGULATING RESERVOIR 
WILLAMETTE River Basin, OREG. 
rcees 
iget (NEW START) 
ater . ‘ . . ~ ~ ° . 
cent Location On middle Santiam River, 5.5 miles above the mouth, about 30 
iles southeast of Albany, Oreg. 
{uthorization.—1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 
) Bene fit-cost ratio. Lo S02. 
dge ; : pice 
Summarized financial data 
cel - 
hie 
id Accumt t 
A 1M ( nt f 
i 
rat I uit in te illa l $64. O00, OOK 
ar Fx l< N ¢ 
loea 4) - : 
rat ited project cost 64. 000, 00K 
1iy Appropriations to June 30, 1959 1, 104, 00 
aoe Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 Nor 
tO! Appropriatiol t Late 1,104 - 
reent Approy tion requested for fiscal year 1961 1, 400, 000 4 
to complete after fiscal year 1961 61, 496 ( 
Costs a ible to irrigation, presently imated at $2,539,000 are imbursabl Respon ] 
of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant to Federal reclamation laws 
istifi- 
ed ti PuysicaL Data 
Us Green Peter Reservoir: 
n t! Dam: 
yiects Type: Concrete gravity. 
shor Height above streambed: 327 feet. 
neers Length of dam: 1,350 feet. 
‘vat Spillway: 
a Ty pe: Gate controlled. 
Design capacity: 110,000 cubie feet per second at pool elevation, 1,015 
feet. 
K th ; ° . Se 
| Reservoir capacity: icre-feat 
LO Dt Flood control storage 2G. OOO 
Power storage___ 63, 000 
Dead storage 97. 000 
Total storage __. ; 130. 000 


Power installation: 
Presently planned: 2 units at 45,000 kilowatts; total, 90,000. 
Head: 253 feet. 











Flood control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 
the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 
White Bridge reregulating reservoir: 

Dam: 
Type: Conerete gravity 
Height above streambed: 109 feet. 
Length of dam: 580 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled. 
Design capacity: 108,000 cubic feet per second at pool elevation, 670 feet, 


teservoir capacity: icre-feet 
Reregulation : L : 3, 600 
Dead storage 6, 650 


Total storage 10, 250 


Power installation: 
Presently planned: 1 unit at 19,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 93 feet 
Slatus (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project: July 1967. 
Land acquisition: November 1965. 
Relocations: July 1965. 
Flood control storage: October 1965 
Power on the line: Green Peter Reservoir, 2 units, total 90,000 kilowatts, 
April 1966 and July 1966. 
White Bridge: 1 unit, 19,000 kilowatts, June 1967. Reregulation, April 1967. 


~ 


JUSTIFICATION 


Green Peter Reservoir with White Bridge reregulating dam is an important 
init of the Willamette Basin project and an essential unit of the Santiam River 
development. In addition to providing flood control and power, this project will 
provide extensive benefits to navigation, irrigation, pollution abatement, and 
other water uses during low flow periods. Storage at the reservoir will contribute 
to flood control on both the Santiam River and the Willamette River, affording 
increased protection to seven cities and their suburbs and to about 112.000 acres 
of agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power to be produced at 
this site will help meet the demands at the growing power market in the Willam- 
ette Valle \ The lake forme j above the dam will proy ide an area for Watel Sports, 
fishing, and other recreational uses. Other benefits will accrue to the project from 
( er for use during the low water period. Total benefits credit- 
able to Green Peter Reservoir including White Bridge reregulating reservoir will 
amount to $4,131,100 





Fiscal year 1961 The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to: 
Initiate reservoir acquisition S665, OOO 
Initiate contract for right bank road reloecatio1 200, OUI 
Continue engineering and design 500, 000 
Supervision and administratior 0, OUI 

Total ; 1. 400, 000 

Funds programed for fiscal ve: juired to initiate land acquisitio! 
relocation of the county road, mm of engineeril nd des ! i 
supervision and administration. the ecountv road «a rn ¢ ad 
is required to provide working space in the narrow canyon Karly completion ol 
the storage project is required to provide added flood control for the lower Santian 
Valley and t] Willamette Vall \ downstream of t! rhe th of | s tiam Ri 


The additional generating capacity to be provided at this site will assist in meeting 


the power demand of the region. 


Von-Federal costs.—Costs allocable to irrigation, presently estimated at $2,559,- 
OOO, are reimbursable. See status of local cooperatior 

Stat of local cooperation None required for construction Responsibi for 
repayment of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant to 


Federal reclamation laws. 
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Comparison of Federal costs estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$64 million is an increase of $3,200,000 over the latest estimate ($60,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. Advancement of design studies for the main dam struc- 
ture increased the estimate $3,012,000 and for the fish facilities resulted ip an 
increase 6f $691,000. Minor adjustments in other features resulted in a reduction 
of $503,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 





Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 

year 1961 

] 2 (3) 4) 5 (6) 
PARTI, GREEN PETER RESER\ OIR 
Bo a ae $6, 070, 000 $27, 000 $7, 500 $580, 000 $5, 455. 500 
I ns 5, 752, 000 Z a i 263, 000 5, 489, 000 
Reservoir a ek 4 . 1, 924, 000 a a a a ‘ . ‘i 1, 924, 000 
Dan 24, 130,000 |... y eee ‘ re 24, 130, 000 
Fish facilities ae 1, 679, 000 1, 679, OOO 
verDlant Z ioe 7, 833, 000 sa a = as a 7, 833, 000 
i ilroads, and bridges. -_- 34,000 |_..-- js a ; i ; 34, 000 
Recre yal cilities. _. % 7¥, OOO ee e! 2 - ie ; 74, 060 
lings, grounds, and utilities VEL Lcceeacosae aan eee . - Y 77, 000 
nent operating equipment 307,000 |_....- . 307, 000 
eauthorization studies sees 100, 000 100, 000 3 : dk, i ii 
Engineering and derign A 2. 400, 000 799, TOO 70, 500 500. OOO 1, 029, 800 
supervision and administration 2, 915, 000 42, 700 3, 000 35, 000 2, 834, 300 
Subtotal, Part I, Green 

Peter 7 53, 300, 000 969, 400 81, 000 1, 378. 000 50, 871. 600 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Mr. Raraur. Please explain this new start. 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, this is one of the units of the com- 
prehensive plan for flood control and multiple use of water resources 
of the Willamette Basin, one of the major tributaries of the Columbia 

western Oregon. 

This is proposed to be a concrete gravity dam about 327 feet high 
with about 333,000 acre-feet of usable storage. It is on the Middle 
Santiam River, which is a major flood-producing tributary, and this 
isa kev structure in the system. 

Mr. Ranaur. And vou figure that is the necessity for starting it at 
this time? 

What is the benefit-cost ratio? 

General CLark. It is 1.3 to 1, Mr. Chairman 


PROJECT BENEFITS 


Mr. Ranaur. How are the benefits allocated for the project? 
General Cuark. Mr. Chairman, the major benefits are flood con- 
trol and power, about 15 percent of the benefit to flood control and 
12 percent to power, which is about 87 percent, and the other 13 
percent is divided among a number of small benefits. 
Mr. Raspaur. Including 
General CLark. Including the downstream power, some navigation, 
bit of irrigation, pollution abatement, some domestic water 


ippiv, and a small amount of recreation. 


ir. Rapaur. What is the likelihood of the irrigation benefits ever 
being realized? What percentage is allocated to irrigation 
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General CLarK. | have not worked it out. 

Mr. Rasavur. What are the chances of getting the benefits realized? 

General Ciark. It is 3.3 percent. At the present time the De- 
partment of tbe Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, is charged with 
making contracts for this tvpe of irrigation downstream. They have 
15 contracts in being at the present time, which is a small return on 
the system that is underway. That is not with regard to the Green 
Peter project. There are no contracts in connection with Green 
Peter project because it is not in operation, but among the Willamette 
reservoirs there are 15 contracts. 

Mr. Rasavur. What percentage of this sum is going to recreation? 

General Cuark. Of the benefits? 

Mr. Ranavur. Yes. 

General CLARK. 2.3 percent. 

Mr. Raspaur. Does the authorizing legislation provide for the 
inclusion of recreation? 

General CLtark. Mr. Chairman, since I came here this question has 
been raised. 1 do not believe the authorizing legislation does provide 
specifically for it, and I may have been in error in including this as a 
direct benefit. I did not have it in last vear and we revised our bene- 
fits this vear and included it. We feel that we have a directive from 
the Office of the Chief of Engineers, but there is nothing in the author- 
izing legislation as such. 

Mr. Rasavur. Would the error reduce this benefit-cost ratio an 
appreciable amount to make it a 1 to 1 project? 

General CLark. I cannot specifically testify to this one. About 
2 nights ago I ran over every one of these and somehow I missed 
this one. It brings it from 1.3 to 1 to 1.25 to 1, which in rounding 
off is still 1.3. 

Mr. Rasaur. A half a point? 

General CLark. A half a point. 

Mr. Evins. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Raspaur. The benefits from irrigation are not firm. You 
depend upon certain activities all taking place to get the benefit. 
How much would this reduce the benefit-cost ratio if you had a failure? 

General CLrark. The irrigation benefit is abeut a percent higher 
than the recreation. It would reduce the benefit-cost ratio slightly 
more than a half a point if we eliminate the irrigation. 

Mr. RaBaur. So you would be down to 1.2 to 1. 

General CLtark. It would be 1.2 to 1; ves. 

Mr. Rapavrt. Probably less. 

General CLark. With regard to that benefit, we are looking ahead 
for a 50-year period. It is a benefit which will be realized. The 
Reclamation Bureau and the agricultural experts agree that we will 
be repaid for it. 

Mr. Rasavur. We are talking about a $64 million project here, and 
that is not hay. 

General CLark. But we are talking about a repayment of about 
$130,000 a year over an average of 50 years. 
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STATUS OF DESIGN 









Mr. RaBavt. 
this time? 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, the general design memorandum 
is finished and was submitted to the Office of the Chief in 1959. 

Mr. Ranaut. Was this cost estimate firm before the design memo- 
randum was completed? 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, we had planning funds for about 
3 vears on this and then it stood ready for a year. The general design 
memorandum is completed. The specific design memorandum on 
details, various details, is vet to be done, but the general design 
memorandum is finished. 


What is the status of the design memorandums at 


< 














COST 


ESTIMATE 











Mr. Ranaut. You see now if this cost figure here is not firm that 
throws us out again on this benefit-cost ratio. 

General CLark. | believe this one is firm, sir. We have had our 
fingers burned in the western slopes of the Cascades before 

Mr. Ranaut. Your estimate is up $3,200,000. 

General CLark. That is based primarily on our general design 
memorandum final figures on the cost of the structure. 

Mr. Ranavr. And you had planning on it for 3 years? 

General CLARK. Yes, sit 

Mr. Rasaur. And you set it aside fora year. What was the reason 
for that? 

General CLark. We did not get an appropriation so we took our 
time and completed the general design. 

Mr. Ranaut. Did you not have a continuation of the plan? 

General CLark. We had all we needed to complete the precon- 
struction planning. 

Mr. Rasaur. Did you not take a rest on the plans for a whole vear’ 

General Clark. Not for a whole year. We slowed down on it 
and instead of completing it, we took about a 6- or 8-month slowdown. 

Mr. Ranavur. Considering the size of the project, the inclusion of 

creation which is not in the law, the question about the benefits from 
cations, and the firmness of the figures, we have a lot of <— lems 
with respect to the benefit-cost ratio on this project which 1s only 

a oo i. 

General Ciark. | believe the figure is firm. It is all right, 
am quite sure. We will have cost increases as time goes on. 

Mr. Ranaur. This committee is very accustomed to firm figures 
that did not stay firm. 

General Crank. I have contributed to that somewhat. 

Mr. Rapavr. It happens occasionally. 

Mr. Evins. I want to state that in the vears I have been here we 
have heard repeated testimony on the Green Peter and Cougar projects 
two of the major projects in the Columbia River Basin. We have 
had repeated testimony concerning them. I know that for many 
years approprh tions have been made for extensive studies and ple in- 
hing on these projects. So, the ‘vo are not new projects in my con- 
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General CLark. Yes, sir; we have had planning money for at least 
3 vears on Green Peter. 
Mr. Evins. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. ! 


PROJECT BENEFITS 


Mr. ANpersEN. Mr. Chairman, at page 52 of the justifications — | 
note that this is designated officially as a “new start,” is it not, 
General? 

General CLark. Yes, su 

Mr. ANDeRSEN. That, of course, has really to do with a new start, 
as far as construction is concerned? 

General CLark. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You have expended $1,104,000 in planning up to 
this point; is that correct? 

General CLark. That is correct; planning and preauthorization 
studies. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. And, vou are ready to proceed with the construc- 
tion when vou get the appropriation; is that correct? 

General Ciark. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Here we have a $64 million project: that is correct; 
is it not? 

General CLarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANpEeRSEN. That is a lot of money, as the chairman very 
succinctly stated. 

General, in this area have there been any floods of any disastrous 
proportions which make this a very pressing project? 

General CLARK. There were floods of disastrous proportions several 
vears ago, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. How many vears ago, General? 

General CLarK. Well, sir, we had a major flood in 1955 which 
would have done, without the reservoirs we have, a considerable 
amount of damage. This is part of a svstem and the system is partly 
built, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. Anprersen. That is what I understand, and that is what | 
want to go into. 

I am trying to get a picture of whether this is worthwhile or not— 
and you say this is an integral part of a certain program? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Do we have a map of this project to show what 
it really looks like? 

General CLark. I have a map, sir, if vou would like me to spread it. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do vou want the map to be put up on the wall? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes; could we, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rasavur. The request of the gentleman will be complied with. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. General, while we are waiting, I can ask vou a few 
other questions, if you will, please, sir. 

General CLark. Yes, sir: Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. AnprerRSEN. Now, the need for this project is based primarily 
on flood control, and secondarily, vou have, of course, the sere to 
utilize the water which you will have and, thirdly, there is a little 
irrigation. Also, fourth, there is a little navigation. 


General CLark. A small benefit to navigation; ves, sir. 
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NAVIGATION BENEFITS 


\Mir. ANDERSEN. Tell me something about that small benefit to 
navigation. Just who does that benefit? 

General CLark. The residents of the valley, in the way of cheaper 
transportation in the lower and middle sections of the river. 

Mir. ANDERSEN. Is the lower section well taken care of by railroads, 
trucklines, and such? 

General CLark. There are parallel facilities; ves, sir. 

Mir. ANDERSEN. [imagine so. Of course, if you save the residents 
of the area a little bit from the standpoint of their transportation costs, 
vou are taking that much revenue away from the hard pressed rail- 
roads today; are you not? 

| would like, General, for you, if you can, to convince me that there 
is really anvthing to this navigation benefits. 

General Clark. Well, sir, there is navigation moving at the present 
time on the lower Willamette. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What kind of navigation, General? 

General CLark. Logs and oil 

Mr. ANDERSEN. And barge traffic? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. There is no passenger traffic? 

General CLark. No, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It is only barge traffic and vou se vil is moving 
down or up? 

General CLark. Up. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Up where? 

General CLark. To Salem and Corvallis. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Moving away from Columbia? The Willamette 
goes into the Columbia? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; right in the vicinity of Portland. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You have barges taking products up to Salem? 

General CLark. And bringing products down. We have pulp and 
paper which moves on the river as well as rafted logs, sand, and gravel. 

Mr. ANpreRSEN. Are they not able to do that today with the pres- 
mtly existing facilities on the river? In other words, will this help? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; this will help considerably. 

Mr. AnprRsoN. How will it help? 

General CLark. A minor benefit in the way of deeper water and a 
more efficient transportation operation. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Deeper water? 

General CLARK. Deeper water allows them to use deeper barges. 

Mr. Anprersen. What percentage of the benefits of this entire 
project do you say would accrue as far as navigation is concerned? 
Would that figure be 5 percent? 

General CLark. No; [ do not believe it is that large. 

Mr. ANprERSEN. Well, that is a little item. 

General CLark. On this particular project the navigation benefit 
is six-tenths of 1 percent. 

Mr. Anprrsen. If you left that out, as the chairman stated, vou 
would drop a little bit in vour benefit-cost ratio; would vou not? 

General CLark. Just about one point in the second plac some- 
where on that order. 
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OF ELIMINATING BENEFITS FOR IRRIGATION, NAVIGATION 
RECREATION 


\Ir. ANDERSEN. | was interested in the chairman’s analysis of this, 


Say vou left this entirely based upon flood control and power, what 


kind of a benefit-to-cost ratio would we have, gentlemen, if vou take 


irrigation, navigation, and wn out of the picture? 
Instead of that 1.3 figure to 1, what would we have? 


General CLrark. The total -- the flood control and power benefits 


is $3.63 million, and the annual costs are $3,243,000. 


Mr. ANpreRSEN. That does not mean anything to me as a layman. 


What does mean something to me is that 1.3 to 1. I can understand 
that. Would that go down to 1.16, or 1.18 to 1, or what? 

General CLARK. : would be about 1.12. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. _< 1? 

General CLARK. Yeu. Sl 


POWER BENEFITS 


Mir. ANDERSEN. The power which this particular project) might 
produce in the future is a question for our consideration. When will 
that power be available, General? What time of the vear? Would 
it add to the peak power from MM; av on to October? 

General Clark. It would add peak power, but contribute to th 
prime power of the system and also to the peaking capability; I will 
have to dig those figures out. 

Mir. ANprerRsEN. Of course, at certain times of the year they havi 
much more power than they need. In order to have, as I understand 


it, firm power throughout the vear, you really cannot make contracts 


for the distribution of that power; can vou? 

General CLark. That is right, but you can make interruptibl 
contracts. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Sure; however, big firms need a certain amount 0! 
power 12 months of the vear. 

General CLark. The firm power is the most valuable part of it 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would this project aid in pushing up that firm 
power level? 

General CLark. Yes, si 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You =~ it would? 

General Clark. Yes, si 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You sani believe, then, that there are good powel 


yossibilities as far as helping the entire svstem in this. particular 
| ; 


project? 
General Cuark. Yes, sir, Mr. Andersen: I do so believe it. 


FLOOD CONTROL BENEFITS 


Mr. ANpeRSEN. Let us get back to this flood control which is your 


main premise for asking for this $64 million of the taxpayers’ money. 

| imagine my people in the State of Minnesota would pay about $1- 

million of that $64 million, not that I want to be provincial 
However, were any lives lost in 1956 and 1957 during that flood? 


dama 
lowla 
year? 
la 
me OI 
Aft 
| Wap 
Gel 
age W 
Mr 
Gel 
Mr 
over 3 
Gel 
back 
recor¢ 
Mr 
Th 


Mr 
an ave 
Gen 
million 
Mi 
Gen 
Operat 
\Ir, 
Or CON 
Gen 
lew to 
acreag 
Mr 


Gen 


\hi 


CONSUL 









his, 
hat 
ake 


fits 


an. 
and 


ight 
will 
ould 


. the 
will 
have 
tand 
racts 
tibli 


nt ol 


Ut. 
firm 


owe! 


cular 


your 


ones 


t $1.5 


od? 














191 





General CLARK. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 
Mr. ANDERSEN. Well, now, was any considerable irreplaceable 
damage done during that flood, or did it just wash off some of the 
lowlands which are a little bit wet anyway at certain times of the 
year? Or what? 

I am just trying to get anything you can add in order to convince 
me or give me a picture of this project. 

After all, you are trying to sell this project to the committee, and 
| want to be reasonable. 

General Ciark. In 1955, sir, if we had had this reservoir, the dam- 
age would have been $1.2 million less. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It would have been $1.2 million less? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Was that the only flood of any consequence, say, 
over a 10-year period? 

Gene ral Crark. The table I have covering all recent floods goes 
back to 1953. In addition, the table shows just the major floods of 
record before that in 1950, 1948, 1945, and 1943 and others. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. You might put that in the record. 

The information requested follows :) 

During the period 1895 through 1956 on the Willamette River at Albany, Oreg., 
there were a total of 101 damaging floods, or an average of about one and two- 
thirds floods per vear. Of this number, 15, or an average of 1 every 4 years, were 

jor floods. If Green Peter Reservoir had been in operation during the Decem- 
ber 1955 flood, it would have prevented damages of $1,200,000 under price con- 


litions s and development prevailing as of that time 

During the 34-vear period prior to 1895, three floods occurred which exceeded 
the magnitude of any that occurred during the 62-vear period. The flood of 1861 
vas the highest know flood on the Willamette River. In case of a repetition of 


t flood, Green Peter Reservoir would prevent damages amounting to $5,400,- 
000, based on estimated economic development corresponding to the midpoint in 
the life of the project 

Some of the more recent floods in the period fiscal years 1954-59 were as fol- 

ws: January 1959, February 1957, December 1955, December 1955, January 
954, November 1953. 

Some of the major floods prior to fiscal vear 1954 occurred as follows: October 
1950, January 1948, December 1945, January 1948, February 1927, February 
1890, December L861. 


\lr. ANDERSEN. Would it be fair to Say that you might benefit on 
an average of $500,000 a vear? 

General CLARK. No, sir: we would benefit on an average of $1.8 
million. 

Mir. ANpbeRSEN. | am talking about flood control. 

General CLARK. Yes, sir; our average annual benefit as a system 
operation is $1,862,000 a vear. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Does this benefit accrue only to the major towns 
or communities through there from the standpoint of flood control? 

General CLARK. Asa part of the system, it does. There are quite a 
lew towns down through the Willamette Valley and a large and rich 
acreage of farmland in the valley which, of course, is also protected. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. They are truc k farms and farms of that nature? 

General CLARK. Yes, si 
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Mir. ANpERSEN. General, this is definitely a new start insofar 
construction is concerned; is it not? 
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General CLark. This is a new construction start. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. One thing that bothers me is why was no appropria- 
tion made—and the chairman touched on this—for fiscal year 1960 
for this project? 

General CLuark. As you will recall, Mr. Andersen, we had no new 
starts in the budget for that year. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would like the chairman to hear this question: 

[ am just reiterating your question, Mr. Chairman: 

Why was no appropriation made for this project in fiscal 1960? 

| have enough confidence in the Army Engineers to know if they 
thought it was a top priority that they would have done something 
toward getting out an appropriation for it in 1960, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Rasaur. The answer was that the administration agreed 
to a policy of no new starts. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. But, we did start a few projects, however, last year, 

Mr. Rasaur. We had an awful job with it as I recall. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Was that the deciding factor, General? 

Mr. Rasaur. And, they had trouble holding this one out also. 


PROJECT OPERATION AS PART OF WILLAMETTE SYSTEM 


1 want to call the attention of the committee to one thing: I note 
the progress in this new type of map. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. General, please refer to the map. I would like to 
be satisfied as to its rightful place in the sun so far as a part of this 
overall program is concerned. 

General CLARK. Sir, this is the Willamette Basin, and you will 
notice in blue that we have certain of these projects built, and in 
operation, or under construction. This area here [indicating] 1s 
approaching pretty full control. This [indicating] is the Middle 
Santiam here on which we have no control as yet. Green Peter is the 
first reservoir on the Middle Santiam system. Therefore, we consider 
it a kev item in the overall plan of the Willamette. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. General, you made reference to the first reservou. 
How many reservoirs do you propose in this system? 


FOSTER RESERVOIR 


General Clark. We have Green Peter, which is authorized, Cascadia, 
and Foster down here [indicating]. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Have they been authorized as vet? 

General CLark. No, sir; Green Peter with a reregulating reservoir is 
authorized. We have, after a further study, proposed that we replac 
White Bridge with another project called Foster, which will give some 
flood control as well as reregulation and is a better project, 1 think, 
than White Bridge, although this estimate includes White Bridge. 

Mr. ANpbERSEN. How much money, then, will we eventually dump, 
according to plans, into that specific area? 

Mr. Ranaut. White Bridge is included? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; White Bridge is included in this system. 

Mr. RABAT Es If vou are not rong to use it, how much could be 
taken out of the project? 

General Clark. About $10.7 million is the present estimate in this 
for White Bridge as a reregulating reservoir. 

Foster is now under study. 
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Mr. Rasaur. What is that going to do to the cost-benefit ratio? 
General CLtark. Actually, [ think it might help it slightly, sir; 


but | do not believe it would change it appreciably. These two are a 
unit 
Mr. Raspaur. Will you please make a study of that and see what you 
think of it and supply the answer for the record? 
General Clark. Yes, sir. 
The information requested follows:) 


The Green Peter project, as authorized, consists of Green Peter Reservoir and 
the White Bridge reregulating reservoir. The division engineer. North Pacific 
Division, in an interim survey report on the South Santiam River, prepared 
pursuant to a resolution by the Senate Committee on Public Works adopted 
July 28, 1955, proposes a dam on the South Santiam River at the Foster site in 
lieu of the White Bridge site This alternate site would provide flood control 
storage in addition to its function as a reregulating reservoir for Green Peter 
power flows Further authorization is required, however, before proceeding wit 
detailed planning or construction of the Foster project. 

Meanwhile the Corps of Engineers has continued with the detailed planning of 
the Green Peter project only, and has done no detailed planning on the authorized 
White Bridge project. Economic studies have demonstrated that Green Peter 
Dam is econonucally justified without a reregulating dam. Therefore, construc- 
tion could be initiated immediately upon appropriation of construction funds 

The estimated cost, average annual charges, benefits. and benefit-cost ratios 
for Green Peter Reservoir alone and in combination with the two alternative 
rereguiating dams are as follows: 


6 


Green Peter Green Peter Green Pete 
It : rvoir vith White with Foster 
Bridge 
te Less s $53, 300, 000 $64, 490, 000 $70, 700, OO 
‘ : 1 benefits ; 2 : 3, 361 0) 4, 131, 100 4, 830, 500 
Average annual charges..._- 2, G91, 10F 3, 243, 3, 546, 100 
Bene tratio _. 1. 25 2 1. 3¢ 


Mr. ANDERSEN. General, how much money is contemplated 
eventually for the Foster project? 

Mr. Rasavur. | noted before that this $60 million was not a firm 
figure, and it is not firm. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. The question is how firm is it, Mr. Chairman? 


Mr. Raspavur. It is not firm, especially in view of the statement 


which the wvener: al j J! ust m: ade to the effect th: it you are eliminating this 
other project from the svstem and are putting in this one 
General CLrark. Included in this as a project is Green Peter and 


White B ridg ge. 

Mr R \BAt . But vou do nol Want to vo ahead with White Bridge 
and tie it to this project. Did you not just make that statement? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Ranaut. How firm are these figures? 

General CLark. They are firm for the project as authorized, sir. 

Ranaut. But, this Foster Dam is a different project which you 

are proposing. You are rong to tie it Into that system: 

General CLARK. Yes, sir; we think we can do without White Bridge 
entirely and replace the reregulating part. 

Mr. ANpersEN. How much money will be entailed in the Foster 
project? 


Mr. Ranavtr. The — project is not authorized as vet; is it? 
General CLark. No, si 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. But they are thinking about it, Mr. Chairman, as 
part of this general plan. 

General CLtark. That is right, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What size project is Foster, General? 

General Ctark. About $17 million. 

Mr. Anpersen. Then you will have approximately, say, $52 or $53 
million left of this project if you took out White Bridge? 

General Ciark. Yes, sir; about $53 million. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You will have $10 million, then, in Foster, and 
what other increments or what other little portions should we known 
about in considering this entire problem? 

General CLark. We have as part of the overall plan recommended 
in the 308 report —that is, the restudy of the comprehensive develop- 
ment of the whole Columbia Basin—an additional reservoir at 
Cascadia. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. How much is Cascadia? I am trying to get 
composite picture of the whole thing. 

General CLark. The estimated cost of Caseadia ts $28.27 million. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Then we are really thinking about a program 
entailing about $90 million without White Bridge; are we not? 

General Ciark. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. And you feel, do you, that you can build up a rood 
benefit-cost ratio for that entire project? 

General Cirark. Yes, sir; I think it is a good project. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Do you feel it would help the people? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Will it hn Ip the small people? 

General CLark. Yes, si 

Mr. ANDERSEN. And = necessarily just three or four big timber 
companies in floating logs downstream? 

General CLark. No, sir; there is very little benefit along that line. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It is pretty well spread over the area? 

General CLhark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. Thank you. 

Mr. Prion. General, could we have a breakdown of these projects 
individually ? 

General CLtark. Of the projects in the Willamette Basin, or these 
others? 

Mr. Prnutron. These in the reservoir. 

General CLARK. sir, I believe it is shown on the second page of the 
justification sheet. 

Mr. Rasaur. What is the status of the design on these other 
projects? In other words, how far has the design proceeded? 

General Ciark. Sir, we started the design on White Bridge, but 
we held it in abevance as soon as we got indications that there was a 
better and a more economic way of realizing comprehensive basin 
development. 

Mr. Rapaur. Lam talking about the other two projects. 

General CLark. You are talking about Foster and Cascadia? 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. What is the status of those? 

General Crark. Thev are in a survey status, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavr. I do not eee you could very well give us much 
information on them vet? Could vou? 
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General CLtark. As part of the revision of the comprehensive de- 
velopment plan for the whole basin, we have fairly good survey data 
on them. 

Mr. Raspaur. Can you supply that for the record? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


The Foster project is a proposed multiple-purpose development on the South 
Santiam River at Foster, Oreg., about 74% miles downstream from the authorized 
Green Peter Reservoir. The project would replace the presently authorized White 
Bridge reregulating dam and would provide flood-control storage in addition to 
functioning as a reregulating reservoir for Green Peter power flows. An interim 
report recommending this project in lieu of the White Bridge reregulating dam is 
being processed for submission to the Congress. 
Foster project follow: 








Pertinent data pertaining to the 








Drainage area: 494 square miles. 
Dam 
Type: Earth, gravel, and rockfill. 
Maximum height, foundation to top of dam: 126 feet. 
Length of dam: 3,5C0 feet. 
Embankment volume: 1,545,000 cubie yards. 
Spillway 
Tvpe: Gate controlled. 
Design capacity: 195,000 cubic feet per second. 










Reservoir capacity: Acre-f 


leet 


Flood-control storage 30. OOO 


Dead storage 31. OOO 
















Total storage = = a ae eo Sra se 61, OOO 












nstallation: 2 units at 15,000 kilowatts each, 
lotaul estimated cost: 817,400,000. 
Benefit-to-c 1.30. 













st ratio 







iscudia project is a proposed multiple-purpose development for the South 






Santiam River recomumended in the recent Corps of Engineers Report on Water 

kesource Development, Columbia River Basin. The report is being processed 
submission to the Congress 

Causeadia Reservoir would be located on South Santiam River about 48 miles 

e the mouth and would be operated principally in the interest of flood control 
oject details follow: 









Drainage area: 176 square miles. 










Type: Rockfill 
Height, foundation to crest: 255 feet. 
Length of dam: 1,170 feet 


haubankment volume: 2,600,000 cubic yards. 










Pvpe Free-overflow 





Design capacity: $2,000 cubic feet per second. 








heservoir Capacity: ! jeet 
Flood-control storage : we 145, 000 
lL id storage 





15, OOO 


le. ae - 160, 000 









Total estimated cost: $28,400,000. 
Benefit-to-cost ratio: 1.31. 

Mr. Rasavr. I think, really, that this discussion we have had here 
today is such that it will put the committee in a frame of mind to 
postpone this project fora vear. You are not firm in what you want 
to do, vourself. 

General CLtark. Mr. Chairman, this development of water re- 
sources Jn an area such as this is not a fixed thing. It is a dynamic 
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thing which we study and restudy as we are directed by the Congress, 
and our latest study indicates, Mr. Chairman, that the White Bridge 
which was our idea back in 1947 and 1959, can ‘be done more economi- 
cally by Foster. 

Mr. Rasavr. That is right; but you have given us a lot of food for 
thought. It is not really fully developed; is it? 

General CLark. But, it does not change Green Peter as such. The 
Green Peter part of it is a fixed part of it. 

Mr. Rapavr. That is true, but considering all these questions, 
General—and I admire your determination and I admire your devo- 
tion to your position, they do affect cost and everything that we do 
here has to be somewhat related to what it is going to cost. 

General CLark. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Raravt. And, that is something we want to be quite firm on. 
We are just as much interested in this program as the Army Engineers 
ever hoped to be. We have a stewardship and we have to be account- 
able for that. 

General Crark. I well understand. Thank you. 

Mr. Prion. I note that the Green Peter is $53 million and White 
Bridge is $10.7 million. 

General CLark. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Piuuion. If an appropriation were to be made this year on this 
project, it would be an appropriation for the two projects combined; 
is that right? 

General Crark. We would not so understand it, sir. It is for 
Green Peter alone—— 

Mr. Prittron. But you divided it in your justification. 


General CLark. We have separated them so far as we can, Mr, 
Pillion. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Pitition. Would you be able to furnish for the record the 
benefit-cost ratio of Green Peter and White Bridge as well as Foster? 

General CLarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pintiion. If the interest rates were 3 percent or if the interest 
rates were 4 percent instead of 2.5 percent, could you provide that 
information? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; we will do that. 

(The information requested follows: ) 


Benefit-to-cost ratios under varying interest rates 


Green Peter | Green Peter | Green Peter 
Interest rate Reservoir with W hite with Foster 
alone Bridge Rereg -| Reregulation 

| ulation Dam | Dam 
2.5 percent * = : aa 4 1.36 
3 percent +3 cesar . PRT SE ee Fo 15 | 7 1.4% 
4 percent : ei 1. 07 


POWER MARKET 


Mr. Pinuron. On Green Peter and Cougar, are both part of the 
Columbia River power system; is that right? 
General Cuark. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Priitron. And they all feed into the Bonneville power sale 
facilities? 

General CLARK. Correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Pruitron. Now, you have a large peak power in a period of 3, 
4,5, or 6 months of the year; is that true? 

General Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prution. And you have an excess right now of power at Bonne- 
ville which is difficult to sell; is that true? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prutron. If you have an excess of power in that area at the 
present time—unsalable power—in addition to your 3.5 million present 

capacity, you are going to bring in fairly quickly soles Day, which 
will add 1/304,000 kilowatts to your present capacity. When will the 
John Day project come into production? 

General CLark. The first power on the line for John Day—the first 
two units—are scheduled in June 1967. 

Mr. Prituion. Then you have the Ice Harbor project coming into 
production with 270,000 kilowatts; do you not? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prturon. When will that come into production on the line? 

General CLark. December 1961 is the present schedule. 

Mr. Pruuion. Well, you are going to have immediately an addi- 
tional excess of power. 

You made a statement, General, to my distinguished colleague to 
my left, Mr. Andersen, that this power will increase the firm power. 
Now, that is true, but it will also increase the peak power. The 
economical way to even off a peak power situation is not to build more 
peak power even though it does add to firm power. 

The economical way is to install thermal power. Is not that the 
way it is usually done? In other words, vou take the peak with the 
thermal which vou can use, and which costs less to install, and you 
can use it to even up your peak power. Is not that the way it is done 
ordinarily? 

General CLark. Sir, at places where the hydro is more expensive 
than thermal they quite often do that, but as long as our hydro remains 
cheaper than our termal, through the development of future projects, 
hey us to furnish the energy as well as the peak power from the 

vdro. 

“This system in the Northwest will change in the period of 1975 to 
1985 from an all-hydro system which it is essentially now, to a hydro 
thermal system, and then by the vear 2010 it will be mostly thermal 
and the hydro will be all peaking as the system develops. 

Mr. Pintrox. How much storage do vou have 

General CLark. The storage in the ( ‘olumbia Basin? 

Mr. Prtyron. No; in this one project. 

General CLark. 430,000 acre-feet, total storage. 

Mr. ANprERSEN. Would you permit me to ask a question at that 
point, Mr. Pillion? 

Mr. Prunto0n. Surely. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You say that in the future you look to having the 
thermal power really being the firm power, and the hydro will be the 
peaking power; is that right? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. ANprersEN. How far off in the future would vou say that 
atomic energy will have a part in creating power? That is quite a 
few vears ahead; is it not? 

General CLark. Mr. Andersen, it would appear so. We reviewed 
it—the current state of the art, if I may say it that way—in the 
preparation of this comprehensive report, and used the cost of coal 
thermal because that is what is available in the Northwest. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. You have in mind in this instance that coal will 
be the product which will be used? 

General CLtark. At the present time it is the cheapest source, 
If atomic power becomes cheaper, that, of course, will change the 
relationship and we will need to restudy it 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. Thank vou, General. 

Mr. Pinition. | have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MaGnuson. Mr. Chairman, I have one question on this matter, 

Mr. Rasaur. You may proceed. 

Mr. MaGnuson. Some mention was made of interruptible power. 
Is it not a fact that we have a very substantial use of interruptible 
power in the Northwest? 

General CLark. Yes, sir; it is a large part of Bonneville’s market. 

Mr. Rapavr. Is your estimate of power on the line for all these 
dams tied into the Bonneville schedule of growth and demand? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Is there general agreement between both private 
utilities and Bonneville that this demand schedule is accurate? 

General CLark. I believe essentially so, sir. The demand sched- 
ules that we are working on were drawn up jointly by the Federal 
Power Commission, the Bonneville Power Administration, and i 
consultation with other people in the Northwest, for our use in the 
report, and it is the one being used at the present time. 


WHITE BRIDGE-FOSTER 





DAM CHANGE 





Mr. Rasavur. I want to get back to this summarized financial data 
which we have been presented on Green Peter Reservoir. 

Why do your justifications not reflect this information about which 
you have told us concerning the proposed shift from White Bridge to 
Foster Dam. Why was not something said about this in the justifi- 

cations so that we might get the entire picture? 

Mr. Magnuson. Would the chairman yield? 

Mr. Rapavur. Yes. 

Mr. Maaenuson. I think thev do that here on page 57 of the 
justifications. It shows no expenditures this vear for the White 
Bridge reregulating reservoir portion of the project and, of course, as 
the general explained, this project is authorized to have that in it. 
It seems perfectly natural to me that they would have to make some 
token recognition of White Bridge and put it in here, but show no 
money for it. 

It seems to me it reflects their plan. 

Mr. Ranaut. However, it savs Green Peter Reservoir with White 
Bridge reregulating dam is an important unit of the Willamette 
Basin project, and an essential unit of the Santiam River development. 

Mr. Maanuson. That is the title of the project as of now. 

Mr. Rasaur. It may be the title of the project, but they are talking 
about dropping it, and substituting Foster Dam. 
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hat That information ought to be set forth here in the justifications, if 
re a the committee is to be informed as to what is going on. 

Mr. Macnuson. I think it is on page 57 where there is shown no 
wed money to be spent on it. 
the Mr. Rasavr. What | want to know is this: Take a look at page 
coal 55 of the justifications. You can see all the vacant spaces here with 

no money. So, what do we learn? Do we learn anything special 
will about White Bridge? We learn nothing. 

In other words, the situation is changed. They do not intend to 
ree. proceed the w: av it Was proposed 1 in the beginning. | do not Sav it is 
the wrong a as the change goes, but | think the committee should be 

informed of a change like that which i s being considered in the De- 
partment. 

It affects also the figures. It affeets the figures by $10 millon. 
ter. We have a $64 million figure here with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1. 

Mir. MaGnuson. General Clark certainly had no hesitancy in 
ver. telling us about the change in plans. 
ible Mr. Rapaur. No, but I want to make the point that the justifi- 








cations ought to carry the revised plans so the committee can see it. 
We go through these justifications to look over this material. 


ket. 































































































hese | want to know how many other places there are where something 
HKe Chis Is goIne On. 
General CLark. | do not know of another one in the North Pacifie 
vate division, Mir. Chairman 
Mr. Rapacr. In other words, we found the only one you missed 
hed- on: 
eral General ¢ nk. Mr. Chairman, | had every intention of discussing 
1 in 
the Mr. ANbrerRseN. Mr. Chairman, | do think when we have any 
project’ that qualifies as a new start, we should go into it very 
thoroughly. | think vou are right. i would like to be advised 
Wwe ZO along about these Inatters, Mir. Chairman. 
Mir. Rapaur. If we have something similar to this, we want it 
data brought up 
Mr. ANDERSEN. I want to know about any new starts. 
hich \ir R ABAUT. Gentlemen, we shall how proceed to consideration of 
re to the next item. 
stifi- HILLS CREEK RESERVOIR, OREG. 
\lr. Rapaut. For the Hills Creek Reservoir, [ note you are request- 
ing the sum of $10,500,000 for fiscal vear 1961. 
the We will insert at this point in the record pages 59 through 63 of 
"hite the justifications. 
e, as (The pages referred to follow: 
n it. 
ome Mu rtiepLe Purpose Prosects INCLUDING POWER 
1 =? Hints CrEEK RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RivER Basin, OREG. 
|CONTINUING] 
"hite Location.—On the Middle Fork, Willamette River, at river mile 47.8, about 
Lette 15 miles southeast of the city of Eugene, Oreg. 
rent. Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 


Be nefit/cost ratio. 1.6to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
ae Amount percent of 
| 
| 
! 


estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation) -.---- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution. -- 

Other costs 


1 $46, 100, 000 | 
1¢ 
0 
0 


Total estimated project cost. _- 46, 100, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1959 be meen 24, 796, 000 |_-- 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960_- : ssa , 093, 000 


Appropriations to date. _- ; pele a 32, 889, 000 
Appropriation requested for fise: al yes ar 1961 : ocssencee= , 900, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 : iiuwkiteesecnamion . 2, 711, 000 


1 Costs allocable to irrigation and water supply storage are reimbursable (see non-Federal costs), 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth and gravel fill with right abutment gate controlled spillway. 
Height above streambed: 304 feet. 
Length of dam, including spillway: 2,150 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete chute. 
Capacity: 141,600 cubic feet per second at pool elevation, 1,543 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood control storage _ - roe ee ee i 200, 000 
Power storage pa lac ; 49, 000 
Dead storage___ : See : 107, 000 


Total storage : _.-. 356, 0 
Power installation: 
Presently planned: 2 units at 15,000 kilowatts; total 30,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 256 feet. 

Flood control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 
interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
| | Saad 
Percent | Completion schedule 


Entire project 63 Entire project, November 1962. 
Construction of a diversion tunnel_.._..........---} 100 | Land acquisition, June 1960. 
Reservoir clearing 86 | Relocations, November 1961. 
Construction main dam contract 39 | Flood control storage, October 1961. 
Relocations | Power on the line, 1 unit, 15,000 kilowatts, 
December 1961; 1 unit, 15,000 kilowatts, 
March 1962. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Hills Creek Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Basin 
project and an essential unit of the Middle Fork development which will 
allow full utilization of the Lookout Point project for flood control and power. 
Operation of the two projects will be integrated in accordance with the plan 
set forth in the project document. In addition to providing flood control and 
power, this project will provide extensive benefits to navigation, irrigation, pollu- 
tion abatement, and other water uses during periods of low flow. Storage at this 
reservoir will contribute to flood control not only on the Middle Fork of the 
Willamette River but throughout the entire length of the Willamette River 
affording increased protection to 10 cities and their suburbs and to about 173;000 
acres of agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power to be produced 
at this site is needed to help meet the demands of the rapidly growing power mar- 
ket in the Willamette Valley and to help relieve the power shortages on the Colum- 
bia River system. Total benefits creditable to Hills Creek Reservoir will amount 
to $3,362,000 annually. 

Fiscal year 1961.— The requested amount of $10,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue relocation of east side roads and utilities aaa $2, 032, 400 
Continue minor contracts for reservoir clearing and appurtenances oes 106, 800 
Continue construction of dam and appurtenances. 5, 114, 400 
Initiate construction: of fish facilities. ........................... 105, 000 
Continue construction of PH and continue procurement of PH 
equipment___- ._ 2,178, 100 
Initiate comimnetien of recreational facilities and operational 
91, 000 
Con tinue pecan 7a of operation and maintenance manual 18, 500 
sng) neering and design : ; ee ek Oe hig 75, 000 
Supe rvision and administration________. = ee ie ens 748, 800 
Construction facilities_________- : 30, 000 


 ——e 10, 500, 000 


Funds programed for fiscal year 1961 are required for economical continuation 
of construction. 

Non-Federal costs.—Costs allocable to irrigation, presently estimated at 
$1,676,000, and to water supply storage are reimbursable. Responsibility for 
repayment of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant to 
Federal reclamation laws. Use of storage for water supply is not anticipated 
immediately. Costs allocated to future water supply are tentatively estimated 
w be in the order of $1,109,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required for construction. Responsibility 
for repayment of irrigation costs rests with the Department of Interior pursuant 
to Federal reclamation laws. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$46,100,000 is an increase of $6,100,000 over the latest estimate ($40 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Major increases in relocations and on the main dam were 
hecessitated by slides and faulty materials encountered during construction and 
account for $4,966,000 of the change. Other increases totaling $1,134,000 are 
attributed to a reanalysis of requirements for ‘Lands, powerhouse, fish facilities, 
engineering and design,” and “Supervision and administration.” 





Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
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Mr. 
- Serre tien 
Balance to . 
Ite Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete Mr. 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal Gen 
year 196] | 
ae Mr. 
“ r ! Gen 
ia it a Mr. 
Lands and damages $783, 600 $302, 700 $480, GOO : 
Relocations 516, 100 377. 100 114, 20) $2, 032, 400 $692. 401 Gen 
Reservoir 994, 000 832, 900 38, 400 106, SOF 1h Oy 
Dams ) 500 32 OOK 5. S71. 7K 114. 4K IO, 5 
Fish facilitic 311, 900 1 (KK 206, WF 
Powerplant 31. 600 546. 400 17S. 10K 707, 10 | 
Roads R3. O00 nn QR, OY | 
sane CO 35, 000 10 Mr. 
Buildir ground xi 100 & OM 54. 7 
Permanent operat 2. 3K en 6. COO 18. 5 167,20 | comm 
on wthorization studic on ; = = es $1.9 n 
Supers ! nd limit tratior 3. 300. 000 1, 619, 200 650, OOO 18, SLI 282, (i | At 1 
Total applied cost (1 ; | the ju 
er und 1, LIS, S06 24, OST, SOL SAS, HK t7( 72, 40 Th 
" 
} 4 24 x 4 " 
Loca 
24, 446, 70K S, 442, 5 An 2, 710, 50 and W 
oI : east of 
= Ber 
Feder 
Appropl " 
ty 
24 &, 268, 700 
COST INCREASI Eat 
Mr. Ranavr. Please explain the cost inerease of $6.1 million on - 
this project. 
General CLark. Sir, we have had two things that happened. Our appro, 
relocations—and this, again, is on the west slope of the Cascades— iPr 
overran because of unstable materials and account for about $3. Bu 
million of the increase. The major part of the increase was that, ; 
although we drilled the right abutment and came to build on it, it | 
turned out to have a fracture face in it and it would not stand up. 
The rock had been fractured in such a way 
Mr. Rasautr. You mean the rock at the site? wan 
General CLark. Yes, sir; the rock which was there. When we H 
started to cut it to put in outlet works and the county road, the 
rock just split off of the cliff face. Li 
We tried to rockbolt it, but could not hold it. We had to lay that | Rex. 
rock slope back and it ran about $3.5 million. P 
Mr. Rasavr. It involved a trick of nature? D 


General CLark. Yes, sir. We had drilled it but you do not find 
those fracture faces. This one got us into trouble. 
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Mr. Rasavur. This project is how far along? 
General CLARK. It is 71 percent now, sir. 


oy Mr. Rasaur. And, this request takes it to 94 percent? 
fiscal General CLARK. Yes, sir. 
77 Mr. Rapaur. And, it has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.6 to 1? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir. 

4 Mr. Rapaur. You say here that nature played a trick on you. 
602. General CLark. Yes, sir. 
954) 
206, THE DALLES DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. AND OREG. 
319 Mr. Ranaut. The next project for the consideration of the sub- 
167% | committee is the Dalles Dam, wherein you are requesting the sum of 
sau | $1.9 million. 
22,0 | At this point in the record we shall insert pages 66 through 72 of 
the justifications. 
a The pages referred to follow: ) 
MuutrieLe Purposk Prosects INCLUDING POWER 

‘ 


THe Dauies Dam, Co_tumBiA RIVER, WaAsH. AND OREG. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Columbia River, which forms the State line between Oregon 
and Washington, at River Mile 193 above the mouth of the river and 90 miles 
z east of Portland, Oreg. 

710, 50 Authorization 1950 River and Harbor and Flood Control Act 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.8 to 1. Initial installation (ratio for ultimate installation 

of 22 units not evaluated). 


Summarized financial data 


umulated 

\! mit percent of 

710, Me estimated 
Federal cost 


Esti ed Federal cost (initial installation : 4 $250, WOO, O00 
Est ted non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 
n on vier Coste 
l tal estimated project Cost - 250, 000, OOO 
Our Appropriations to June 30, 1959 23s, GUE 
les— Appr tion for fiscal year 1960 6, 500, OOF 
tg Appropriations to date 245, 496, OO 98 
$3.9 Appropriation re quested for fiscal year 1961 : . 100. OUE 9 
Balance to complete after fiscal vear 1961 » 604, OO 
that, ' 
it, it aie Sapir ; ce oo aa 
’ Not Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $303,173,000. 


Ds 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dan 
1 Type: Concrete gravity with rockfill river closure. 
mn We ~ 
the Height from stre ambed to top of dam (rockfill section): 27% fe 

% le ition, top of dam: 185.0 feet. 
Someta. 8.700 feet. 

that | Reservoir: Acre-feet 
Pondage for power sada itn eid ate i ial ap == o3, 000 


Dead storage Patera tase eae - 277, 000 


find | ss | _ —_ 


otal... 3 s eee eee see ae 330, 000 
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Power installation: 
Initial (presently planned): 





14 units at 78,000 kilowatts; total 1,092,000 kilowatts. 
2 fishwater units at 13,500 kilowatts; total 27,000 kilowatts. 


Substructure for additional 8 units. 


Ultimate: 22 units at 78,000 kilowatts; and 2 fishwater units at 13,500 kilo. 


watts; total 1,743,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 81 feet. 
Spillway: 


Type: Tainter gate controlled, concrete ogee section with stilling basin. 
Capacity: 2,290,000 cubie feet per second at elevation 184 feet. 


Navigation lock: 
Type: Single lift. 
Lift (normal): 87.5 feet. 
Size: 86 by 675 feet. 
Fish facilities: 


North fish ladder: 24 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 
East fish ladder: 30 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 


Fish lock at east fish ladder. 


A channel leading from the south end of the spillway to the powerhouse con- 


nects to the east fish ladder. 


The fish collection system along the downstream 


face and at each end of the powerhouse substructure also connects to the east 


fish ladder. Normal lift, 87.5 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent 





Entire project. ....--._-- . BPA - 97 
Acquisition (possession ) of reservoir area_-__-_- ai 100 
ee ie el ae oo. aes 9 | 
Indian negotiations: Agreements have been | 99 | 


reached and final payments made to the Warm 

Springs, the Umatilla Tribes, the Yakimas, 

and the Nez Perce. Some minor claims with 

the Celilo Indians are being processed. | 
Rough excavation of the powerhouse and con- | 100 

struction of powerhouse, cofferdams, procure- 

ment of cofferdam steel, construction of 

temporary facilities including temporary relo- 

cation of the Spokane, Portland & Seattle 

Ry. around the navigation lock site. 


Concrete spillway, spillway tainter gates, exca- 100 | 


vation of approach and discharge channel. 


Phase I, substructure for 14 main units, station | 100 | 
service units, fish attraction units, and assem- | 100 
bly bay, complete. | 

Closure dam construction, rock fill___...._-- al 100 

Phase III, substructure for units 15 through 22, | 
east fish ladder, fish lock and east nonoverflow | 
dam. 

Procure 14 turbines, 2 station service turbines, 2 9% 


fish attraction water turbines, governors, 
generators, transformers, switchgear. 

Procure powerhouse intake gates, hydraulic | 99 
operating equipment trash racks, draft tube 
stoplogs, and other mechanical equipment. 


Navigation lock, north fish ladder, north non- 100 
overflow dam. 
Phase II, construct powerhouse superstructure 100 


for 14 units, station service bay, fish attraction 

water bay, nonoverflow between powerhouse 

and spillway, fish channel, install embedded 

turbine parts, intake gates and machinery, 

trash racks, and draft tube stoplogs. 

Installation contract to assemble and install 90 

turbines, transformers, mechanical and elec- 

trical equipment. 


i E 


Completion schedule 


Entire project, July 1962. 

Land acquisition, June 1961 

Relocations, in service October 1956 

Relocations, complete November 161, 

Indian negotiations: Major settlements, No- 
vember 1956 

Dam closure, Mar. 16, 1957. 

Lock in operation, March 1957. 

Power on line 

2 fishwater units (13,500 kilowatts each), 
May and June 1957 

Main units (78,000 kilowatts each): 

Ist unit, Sept. 25, 1957. 
2d unit, Oct. 31, 1957. 
3d unit, Jan. 17, 1958 
4th unit, Apr. 24, 1958. 
5th unit, Sept. 11, 1958. 
6th unit, Oct. 24, 1958 
7th unit, Jan. 16, 1959 
8th unit, Apr. 16, 1959. 
9th unit, Aug. 28, 1959. 
10th unit, Oct. 10, 1959. 

Balance at rate of 1 unit each 3 months 
with 14th and last unit of initial instal- 
lation being placed on line, November 
1960. 

Fish facilities in operation, April 1957. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The present power-generating facilities of the Pacific Northwest are insufficient 
for the expected regional power demand. The project, being constructed pri- 
marily in the interest of power development and navigation, will provide installed 
main unit capacity of 1,092,000 kilowatts and two fish-water units with capacity 
of 27,000 kilowatts, for a total of 1,119,000 kilowatts for power gene ration, 25 
miles of slack-water navigation on C ‘olumbia River , and minor multiple- purpose 
uses. The Dalles pool and lock, an essential unit in the authorized slack-water 
navigation development of the Columbia and Snake Rivers, has been estimated 
to serve the movement of about 7,500,000 tons of commerce annually, consisting 
of grains, alumina and products, fertilizers, limestone, petroleum products, indus- 
trial products, and miscellaneous commodities. The project has submerged the 
Dalles-Celilo locks and canal and navigation is now using the new lock at the 
Dalles Dam. Power demands in the Pacific Northwest are increasing epee 
shortages are anticipated. Power to be produced at this project is needed to 
assist in meeting the future load growth. Agricultural lands adjacent to the pool 
now irrigated or to be irrigated by pumping from the Columbia River will be 
benefited by lower operating costs resulting from the reduction in pumping lift 
by as much as 88 feet. Incidental benefits will accrue to the project from publie 
use. The completion of this project will result in far-reaching benefits to the 
national economy in that it will provide a large block of power for industry. Of 
special significance is the fact that the Dalles project will function as a peakload 
plant and will require relatively short transmission lines to primary load centers 
in the Pacifie Northwest. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,900,000 will be applied to— 


MET TEMS CREE SOC U NEE ee oe ke weewee $12, 000 


CORD MR RRIOORIIDUN occ eae Se oe ce Seco neeeese amen 458, 700 
Continue procurement and installation of equipment for powerplant. 578, 300 
BOY WOE KOR OREN GNC OOK od boas Sh ei ewes oweenonwewn 50, 400 
Minor work on fishways__---- Bees a 43, 800 
Complete surfacing of proje ct roads and parking : areas _ - 9, 500 
Complete construction of project buildings —______- ee 5 53, 800 
Continue purchasing and installing permanent oper: ating e quipme nt. 125, 300 
( vomplete DEGTORIIGITAGMMNING. oe 2k oooh owesue ewe a am : ree 65, 200 


ee ee nS 5 Be pemrese AS 200, OOO 
ecg 303, OOO 


Engineering and design_________________ 
Supervision and administration 






HORI fo eaten he he eee ee eee a Roe ee 1, 900, 000 


Funds for fiscal year 1961 are required primarily for procurement of turbines, 
generators, and other appurtenant equipment for completion of power installation 
as scheduled. The programed funds provide for continuation of relocations and 
minor real estate activities, completion of cleanup contracts, procurement of 
operating equipment, and ‘‘Engineering” and ‘Supervision and administration,” 

Non-Federal costs. None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$250 million is a reduction of $2 million from the latest estimate ($252 million) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease resulted from a reduction of $2,494,300 
i contingencies, escalation reserve, and ‘Engineering and design” and ‘“‘Super- 
vision and administration” costs. This reduction was partially offset by increases 

cost of $66,300 and $169,500 due to a reanalysis of requirements for recreation 
facilities and project roads, respectively; and an increased cost of $199,100 for 
Operational buildings based on bid prices. Other miscellaneous adjustments 
resulted in an inerease of $59,400. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 















" Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 after fiscal 


1961 














year 





“) 3 5 (6 


















Lands and damages. _ --. $32, 077, 700 $31, 991, 800 $73, 900 $12. 000 on : 
Relocations 21, 291, 200 2), 174. 100 347. 900 158. 760 $310, 50 
Reservoir : 150, 900 147. 000 1.000 2 oy 
Dams 24. 726, 400 24, 544, 500 34, 700 49, 700 97, 50K 
Lock 12, 004, 000 11, 947, 600 40, 400 TOK 15, 300 
Fish facilitic 16. 407, 300 16, 151, SOO 59, 800 13, 800 151, 
Powerplant 119, 202, 600 112, 224, 11K 4, 793, 800 578, 300 1, 606, 40% 
Roads, railroads, and bridges 726, 000 509, 400 205, 600 9. 500 1. 50K 
Channels 446, 500 446, 100 400 
Levees 292, 300 292, 100 ony 
Pumping plant 21, 000 21.000 

Recreation facilities 133, 000 : 66, 000 65, 200 | 1. 800 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 1, 510, 700 RRO. 700 485. 100 53 RK 82. 10K 
Permanent operating equipment 1, 032, 100 BSS, O00 259, 5OO 125. 300 59, 300 
Preauthorization studies 3010, OOO) 300, 000 ee 
Engineering and design 9, 340, 000 &, 823, 800 200, 000 40). O00 116. 20 
Supervision and administration 10, 400, 000 9, 394, 700 500. 000 303. 000 202. 300 


Total applied costs (Fed- 













eral funds only 250, 061, 700 238, 445, 700 7, 067, 70K 1, 900, 000 2, 648, 300 
Undistributed cost 
Construction facilities tM cae 43, 900 —43, 900 
Transformer repair 2. 300 2. 300 
Transfers of property with- 
out cost 61, 700 — 40), 000 —21, 700 
Total project cost Fed- 
eral funds only 250, 000, 000 238, 451. 900 7, 043. 700 1. 900. 000 2, 604, 400 


Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal 
only 250, 000, 000 238, 451, 900 
Undelivered orders 







7, 043, 700 1, 900, 004 2, 604, 000 










Total obligations_- ‘ 238, 844, 800 6, 650, 800 1, 900, 000 2, 604, 400 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds 





Appropriations 238, 995, 600 6, 500, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year . 7 150, 800 








Total 
obligation 238 995. 600 6, 650, 800 
Appropriations required 






funds available for 











« 1, 900, 000 2, 604, 400 


Mr. Pitiion. How much of the $2,604,000 required after fiscal 
year 1961 represents contingencies and may not be required, General? 
General CLark. Sir, a large part of it, Mr. Pillion. We have at 
the present time contingencies of 28 percent of the uncompleted work. 
That includes some of the work that is still going on this year, as 
well as what is scheduled for fiseal 1961. 
I would expect, sir, that that estimate will come down again, but 
we are still in the middle of some of the contracts. . 
Mr. Prturon. Thank vou. 










CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WASH. 


Mr. RABAUT. The next project is the (Chief Joseph Dam. wherein 
you are requesting the sum of $300,000. 

We shall insert in the record at this point pages 74 through 78 of 
the justifications. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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MuvutTiepLE Purpose Prosects INctupING PowER 










CuHiEF JosEpH Dam, CotumBia RiveR, Wasn. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Columbia River, 545 miles above the mouth, 51 miles below 
Grand Coulee near the mouth of Foster Creek, 1’ miles upstream from the town 
of Bridgeport, Wash. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 3.5 to 1 for initial installation; 3.5 to 1 for intermediate in- 
tallation (ratio for ultimate installation of 27 units not evaluated). 








Summarized financial data 




















(ccumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 
initial) 





timated Federal cost (initial installation) $148, 000, 000 
nated non-Federal cost 0 

















Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 148, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 144, 313, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 177, 000 
Appropriations to dat 144, 490, 000 98 
{ppropriation requested for fiseal year 1961. 300, 000 QR 





salance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


. 210, 000 


Norre.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $205.500,000. 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity. 

Height: 220 feet (maximum above streambed). 

Length: 2,264 feet (conerete section, exclusive of intake structure 


Reservoir capacity: icre-feet 
Storage, normal full pool . st i Bae bent gos ; 518, OOO 
Power (pondage for 5 feet of drawdown) . 2 37, 000 

Spillway : 

Type: Gate-controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 

Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 1,250,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 

Initial: 16 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,024,000 kilowatts. 

Intermediate: 20 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,280,000 kilowatts. 

Ultimate: 27 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,728,000 kilowatts. 

Presently planned: 16 units at 64,000 kilowatts: 1,024,000 kilowatts. 

Gross head with normal full power pool: 175 feet (Quantity: 67,000 cubie 
feet per second), 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 








Percent Completion schedule 
Lands and damages_-_-..---- a SR is Bed | 98.0 | August 1959 
Relocations_- idhaicts picasa : ee rere ee eee | 98.5 | December 1959 
i a bin inte tiniheaite Li intntoinakEsaakinresannt 99.0 | September 1959. 
Dam. lesa ie eet gndadietna sis ide Gioaaria aloes booed 95.0 | June 1963. 
P owerpl: ant_... Z ae ADRES : 99.0 | June 1963. 
Permanent operating equipment Be ee ee ae ad | 93.5 | June 1961. 


Oe ab ueeenewed 97.0 | June 1963. 

Water in intake channel: April 1955, 

Dam closure: February 1955 

Power on line (16 units): 

| | In service: 3 units August 1955; 
1 unit November 1955; 1 unit 
August 1956; 1 unit October 1956; 
1 unit November 1956; 1 unit 
January 1957; 1 unit April 1957; 
1 unit June 1957; 1 unit August 

| | 1957; 1 unit October 1957; 1 unit 
January 1958; 1 unit April 1958; 
unit June 1958; 1 (last) unit, Sep- 
tember 1958 


JUSTIFICATION 


Hydroelectric power potential is one of the great natural assets in the Pacifie 
Northwest, and particularly in the Columbia River Basin. Since the end of World 
War IT, construction of dams and reservoirs for power and other purposes has been 
undertaken on a large scale by public and private sources to meet the constantly 
increasing market for electric power. Chief Joseph Dam is one of the major 
projects in this program, and is one of the most economical sources of power in 
the region. With the placing in service of the 16th unit in September 1958, : 
total of 1,024,000 kilowatts of installed capacity has been added to the Northwest 
power system. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 


Continue stilling basin repairs : is ae _ S98, 600 
Continue centralized control for main generator units : 38, 900 

Continue procurement and installation of miscellaneous powerplant 
equipment and minor items : 52, 500 
Continue construction of recreation facilities ‘ 3 20, 000 
Engineering and design : 65, 000 
Supervision and administration awoe ane oa ne 
RNIN Sidr Ci el crate ee a re Ri a eas meal 300, 000 


Completion of the remaining items of construction of Chief Joseph Dam at 
the earliest date consistent with seasonal character of work is essential to assure 
a reliable source of power to meet forecasted area requirements. Funds in the 
amount of $300,000 are required to meet the present schedule 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$148 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
there have been adjustments in feature costs within the overall estimate. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 




















| | | Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| “year 1961 
(1) (2) @ | @ 5 Pe 6) 
sini pe el ge iciethoe cies ceca aonslbee — wists 
| 
Lands and damages... cam $885, 300 $858, 000 | $8, 600 | $7,000 $11, 700 
Trapeter of property, included | | | 
Lands and damages’’).-.-- | (—14, 700) (—14, 700){......-- i a re oe Dee ek, 
Re ho sada eee a wienivacs 690, 400 615, 800 | 74, 600 he ames | Soe aie 
SSE NEE EEE ILD 166, 900 148, 700 |----+--==-~---|------ 5 18, 200 
ae. .2 haonssmeencencen| Ores 56, 323, 000 48, 000 98, 600 | 2, 708, 700 
Powerplant......-.--.-----------| 73,407,500 | 72, 447, 200 | 451, 000 127, 600 | 381, 700 
Roads a eS > es aimee eked | 485, 300 468, 000 | 17, 300 See a ana 
Channels-- ee ee 285, 400 310,000 | —24, 600 ie wmabaent andl 
Recreation facilities i had daiadskei ck epic | 41, 000 29, 800 | —8, 800 | 20, 000 | OES pe to Mees 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities- 683, 700 383, 500 DO Ae cnckceas == =| --~~ a as 
Permanent operating equipment. | 484, 800 447, 300 27,000 | Scene 
Preauthorization studies__- | 321, 400 Pe poo a . ' Pe ae 
Engineering and design _- aot 5, 220, 000 | , 958, 300 100, 000 | 65,000 | 96, 700 
Supervision and administration -| 6, 150, 000 | 5 5,911 400 80, 000 25,000 | 133, 600 
Total applied cost (Fed- 7 
eral funds only ...----}| 148,000,000 143, 222, 400 1, 073, 300 | 353, 700 | 3, 350, 600 
stributed costs: Construc- | | 
Sieh TONE iso oc sawn nceenns iain ane Asean | 269, 9C0 ~117, 200 —12, 000 | —140, 700 
Total project cost.....---- - 148, 000, 000 143, 492, 300 | 956, 100 341,700 | 3, 209, 900 
ending adjustments eine ened 41,700 |: is —41, 700 
SEE — nin — ile | 
UNE scit maiteeieerninsiin 148, 000, 000 143, 534, 000 | 956, 104 300, 000 3, 209, 900 
ndelivered orders... ...2...-..}:......< Sacet 302, 400 —302, 400 | Es 
Se lara eek ca eats os : ; 5 aig 
DOR OUURRIOUE Soe ona cists ccncscwoecens] 143, 836, 400 | 653, 700 300, 000 | 3, 209, 900 
| eit ie ae aa 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| 
Appropriations ; Suasdee tae cab ee ste 144, 313, 100 | 177, 000 : SSE oe 
nobligated carryover from | 
a I eo 5 ee les oe 476, 700 | 
Sane : ie sik pile wiped = icicicdep ponte’ acakeed 
‘ | 
Total funds available for | | | 
PU PRM INI i gr cee car Seigheboin | .eeneneneades 144, 313, 100 | 653, 700 . | = ae. 
ROR CRTEIIA POCO og 5 onc cls nanaeeccecestosccedcscccae ie oo , a 300, 000 | 3, 209, 900 
| | | 





Mr. Pitutiox. You say completion of the main items of construction 
at an early date is esse ntial, 

A cost of $2.78 million is shown for the dam after fiscal year 1961. 
You are asking for only $98,600 for fiscal year 1961. Is the $2.78 
million largely a contingency item? 

General CLARK. No, sir; our contingencies on this one are relatively 
small. This year only about 10 percent of the uncompleted work is 
uvolved, and there is not much left to do. 

When we built the dam, the stilling basin below the spillway oper- 

ated without the dam in place, and it suffered some damage during 
that period. When the dam was finished, or essentially finished, and 
n operation, we had planned to go in and correct the damage to that 

stilling basin. We made an investigation of it about a year and a 
nalf ago, and did some planning for it and were proposing to go ahead 
with it, but after consideration decided that perhaps we could get along 
without doing it. We are waiting until this summer to take another 
survey to see if there has been some further deterioration in the stilling 
basin. If there has not, we will not do the work. If it looks bad, we 
may have to go in and do the work. 

Mr. Pirttion. What will the cost be if it is deteriorated? 

General CLarkx. We are carrying $2.5 million for the stilling basin 
repair. 

















ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Ranaut. The next project for the consideration offthe sub- 
committee is the Ice Harbor lock and dam, wherein you are requesting 
the sum of $30 million for fiscal vear 1961. 

At this point in the record we shall insert pages 80 through 86 of 
the justifications. 
(The pages referred to follows:) 
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Prosects INcLUDING PoWER 





PURPOSE 














Harpor Lock AND Dam, WASHINGTON 





(CONTINUING) 















Location.—On the Snake River, 9.7 miles above confluence with Columbia 

River, approximately 12 miles east of Pasco, Wash. 
Authorization.—1945 Rivers and Harbors Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1 for initial power installation. 










Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 
















Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers $125, 000, 000 
















Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 87. O00 
Estimated non-Federal cost 8&2. 500 
Cash contributions 8? 500 
Other costs 0 
Tota! estimated project cost (initial installation 125. 169. 500 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers 146, 800, OOK 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 87. 000 
Total estimated project cost (ultimate installation 146. 887. 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 5S. TR7. OOO 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 27, 200, 000 
Appropriations to date &5, O87, OOO 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 196] 30, 000, 000 93 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 9, 013, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth-fill abutments. 
Height: 100 feet maximum. effective height 
Leneth: Overall 2,790 feet. 


Reservoir capacity Acre-feet 
Power pondage 3-foot drawdown 28, 600 
Dead storage, powerhead and navigation 388, 400 
Flood control storage : 0 


$17, 000 











Total 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 

Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 850,000 cubic feet per second. 

Navigation lock 
Type: Single lift. 

Clear dimensions: &6 feet by 675 feet. 
Design lift: 100 feet. 
Power installations: kilowatts 
Initial: 3 units at 90,000 kilowatts Pi ne aa 270, 000 
Ultimate: 6 units at 90,000 kilowatts _ — - 540, 000 
Presently planned: 3 units at 90,000 kilowatts 270, 000 
Head: 95 feet. 
Relocations: 
tailroads: 
Spokane, Portland & Seattle, 5.07 miles and embankment protection. 
Union Pacific, 24.40 miles. 
Northern Pacific, embankment protection, 

Roads: County roads, 6.83 miles. 
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Status (Jan. 1 1960) 





Completion schedule 





Entire project, 


May 1962. 



































4 tion of reservoir area 63 | Land acquisition, December 
1961 
ior 24 | Relocations, January 1962. 
t stage construction, including construction of Ist step coffer 19 Navigation lock, \Iay 1462 
m required for powerhouse, fish facilities and dam on left Power-on-line (3 units, 90,000 
h) bank, left abutment, powerhouse intake, and sub kilowatts each December 
tructure, 742 bays of spillway dam, south shore fish passage 1961. 
ities, project roads, and railroads 
ge construction, including construction of 2d step coffer 19 
vig ock, fish facilities on right (north) bank, 
2blo bay {spillway dam and right abutment 
etion of powerhouse, including superstructure nd 69 
tion of equipment 
Irement of 3 143,000-horsepower turbines, 3 ¥90,000-kKilo 44 
it I s for 3 units, governor 
cecessory electrical and miscella 


JUSTIFICATION 







Ice Harbor lock and dam provides for an initial installation of 270.000 


KILO 










s of generating capacity and is the farthest downstream of four authorized 
ple-p Irpost dams to provide slack-water navigation, droelectrie power, 

d other beneficial weter-use development on the lower Snake River. The 
t is an essential unit in the authorized slack-water navigation and hydro- 
ectric power development of lower 360 miles of Columbia River and the lower 


10 miles of Snake River. 
Ks utes shown in the Bonneville Power Administration 1957-58 advances 
im indicate that Pacifie Northwest regional resources now « sting or under 


‘auction, including Ice Hlarbor, will meet svstem firm energy demand in the 






- 4 ‘ ‘ . | | 
season of 1962-63, the first full season of power production for lee Harbor. 












{i a iy page 1n the schedule of projects under construction, un nticipated 
d gre or unforeseen reduction in assured firm steam generation and power 

; : I 
ports to the system could result in a power deficit in the West Group area under 
Ven! hydroelectric conditions. In the 1963-64 and 1964-65 sea ons, lee 
Jarl tlone with 171.000 kilowatts of average fir ne! rm margin 
{ to sustain the system forecasted firm energy load ( deve lop- 







of additional resources will be required to keep pace with powel 


nds in the Pacifie Northwest region: and power short occur, 










etard industrial and other development essential 





conomie 









velopment of navigation on Snake River will extend the Columbia-Snake 

uthorized waterway. It has been estimated that about 2,600,000 tons of 
nerce would move annually on and through the Ice Harbor Pool after all 
ir of the lower Snake Rive r projects are complet \1 idditional 1,400,000 
ns is expected to develop from the Lime Point iren after the propose d Asotin 


‘ct is completed. Commerce on the Iee Harbor Pool will be principally bulk 


‘ 



















imodities such as wheat. wood products, limestone, ores, petroleum and 


fertilizers 
ZCI 


The project will also reduce pumping lifts for irrigation developments along the 
rvoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational benefits. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The amount of $30 million will be applied as follows: 


Initiate Northern Pacific Ry. embankment protection__- - - Hashes $2, 173, 000 
Initiate reservoir clearing---- =n 20, 000 
Initiate construction of navigation loc k flo: iting guide ‘boom E = 59, 800 
Continue acquisition of lands- - - : : ‘i 229, 700 
Continue Spokane, Portland & Se attle Ry. relocation -- ~~ --- Seah 46, 500 
Continue relocation of Union Pacific RR-- : 3, 576, 600 

Continue construction of dam, navigation loe k, fish facilities, power- 
house, and installation of equipment ---------- ees . 12, 100, 900 

Continue procurement of turbines, generators, accessory and miscel- 
laneous powerplant equipment _- - - - - eat Gre tri ee 
Continue dredging downstream navigation “channel- peice cee: ag an 
Continue procurement of permanent operating equipme Deters a 130, 900 
Complete county road relocations eres i : 84, 300 
Complete construction of recreation fac ilities- oe akc ee ees 113, 800 
NNR ORME MERINMIINRN «255 = 5 oes dick ce eww ou 400, 000 
Supervision and administration__----------- ee ee 2, 086, 000 
RR ee oe ere ia a et cate a Ne as ads a sat pa a6 _. 30, 000, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal (Corps of E ngineers) 
cost estimate of $125 million is a decrease of $10 million from the latest estimate 
($135 million) submitted to Congress. This reduction was primarily due to sav- 
ings on completed work and to receipt of favorable bids. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 

































| | | | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 











Lands and damages_-.....-..... $1, 010, 000 $558, 300 $224, 000 | $200, 000 | 

Relocations_.- aes (19, 667, 000) (3, 081, 800) (7, 014, 100) (7, 717, 100) 
Roads ine luding bridges... & 158, 500 500 73, 700 84, 300 
Ruilroads including bridges_- 19, 463, 500 | 3, 081, 300 | 6, 895, 400 | 7, 632, 800 





Cemeteries, utilities, and 




































IN a ic is bao AON A oo. GEG lineanecues a Te etnias 
Reservoir ERIE TESS ee 111, 000 | es pes tele 20, 000 91, 000 
Dam gre Biante cea alan 13, 735, 000 8, 551, 700 1, 197, 100 2, 518, 600 1, 467, 600 
Lock Sih eae 16, 432, 000 | 67. 600 5, 838, 300 &, 421, 500 3, 104, 600 
Fish facilities i Pei eenidiisin 10, 441, 000 6, 445, 900 1, 449, 800 2, 209, 000 336, 300 
Powerplant a la i a (38, 985, 000) | (24, 746, 000) (7, 448, 300) | (5, 923, 300) | (867, 400) 

Powerhouse eee 21, 932, 000 | 18, 388, 900 1, 891, 700 1, 411, 500 239, 900 
Turbines and generators___- 12, 040, 000 4, 202, 300 | 4,442,200 | 3, 029, 400 366, 100 
Accessory electrical equip- | | | | 

ment ei aa : 904, 000 | 114, 200 | 573, 700 | 169, 400 | 46, 700 

Miscellaneous powerplant | | 
equipment_ - Seaoon 1, 950, 000 | 1, 017, 700 371, 400 | 386, 200 | 174, 700 
lailrace . 1, 109, 000 1, 020, 900 24, 500 63, 690 am a 
Switehyard re 1, 050, 000 | 2, 000 | 144, 800 | 863, 200 40, 000 
toads and railroads. __........- 297, 000 | 867, 300 6. 700 35, 300 87, 700 
‘hannels sa osraeeuicdic eel -| 8, 280, 000 | 164, 700 | 1, 075, 400 5, 193, 700 | 1, 846, 200 
tecreation facilities j 119, 000 |...__-- | 5, 200 113, 800 |_...- J 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities - | 655, 000 | 97, 900 103, 200 |__. 453, 900 
Pe wena nt operating equipment_| 398, 500 47, 300 Sr Saat 130, 900 220, 30 
Preauthorization studies_- 150, 000 | 150,000 |...___- Pett = ; 
En gineering and design | 6, 660, 000 | 5, 594, 500 495, 500 400, 000 170, 000 
Supervision and administration. -| 7, 440, 000 2, 970, 500 1, 703, 500 2, 086, 000 680, 000 
Total applied cost (Corps of | | | 
Engineers funds and non-Fed- | | | 
eral contributions) _.-| 125,080,500 | 53,343,500 | 25,561,100 | 34, 969, 200 11, 206, 700 
Transfers of cost oF property. an 1, 500 | 1, 500 Es : ee , | 
Funds returned to U.S. Treasury. 500 500 |. 
Undistributed cost | | 
Payments for goods and | | } | 
services not yet received_...|........-.--- 1, 061, 900 — 372, 400 — 689, 500 
Construction facilities. .____-| Saar ‘ 3, 051, 400 1, 239 


9, 900 —2,097,400 | —2,193 900 


lotal project cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds and 
non-Federal contribu- | 










tions an _.--| 125,082,500 | 57,458,800 | 26,428,600 | 32,182,300 9, 012, 800 
ling udjustments. oan ars rdntemsbl a dgdechean aos aiken bieiaig ied ecaieee 
Total cost (Corps. of 
Engineers funds and | 
non-Federal contribu- | 
tions) -----------| 125,082,500 | 57,458,800 | 26, 428, 600 32, 182, 300 9, 012, 800 
ndelivered orders... -_- Seer he eae ae 580, 500 1, 401, 800 — 1, 982, 300 





mee 125,082,500 | 58, 039, 300 27, 830, 40 | 









Total obligations. 30, 206 


, 000 | 9, 012, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 





Federal funds 





Appropriations 125,000,000 | 58,787,200! 27,200,000 |____. Gees Fee 
Unobligated carryover from | } | | 
prior year . sciintecedste iarich ania dais a ee oka acne | R30, 400 | 





200, 000 | 


















Total funds available for | 
OR ns ee Sec abeee ne 28, 030, 400 |__- 





Appropriations required - - 





Non-Federal contributions: | 
Contributions 7 i‘ 82, 500 | 82, 500 | | 


Unobligated c: urryover from 
prior year_ 


Total funds available for | 
obligation. " 


Mr. Rasavut. I note that this has a benefit-cost ratio 2.1 to 1. 
I do not think we will ask any questions on this one. 
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JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OREGON AND WASHINGTON ee 
hit! 


Mr. Rasavur. The next project for the consideration of the sub- Hes 


committee is the John Day lock and dam wherein you are requesting | yayigati 


the sum of $41.8 million. Typ 
We shall insert in the record at this point pages 88 through 94 of the rift 
eS ea sift 
justifications. Status 
(The pages referred to follow:) Portland 
ments fo 

MveutieLte Purpose Prosecrs INCLUDING POWER heen CO! 


( mplet 


JoHn Day Lock anp Dam, OREGON AND WASHINGTON Por 
OV 


CONTINUING Lai 


Location.—On the Columbia River in Oregon and Washington at 





215.6, 24:9 miles downstream from the mouth of John Day River and at 1e head Naw 
of the Dalles Dam pool Rai 
A uthorization 1950 Flood Control Act. | 1 
Benetit-cost ratio 2.3 to 1 for initial power installation 
‘ a? ( fl? C1 l 
AC ore 
\ t - 
( W 
iit 
\ftey 
i { < © <T 
! ( ~ 
; saa 
( 
Or ( 
ed | ( | 8 \ 
I | ( Us. ¢ i 
Total « 
Ap ! ; 2 ; 
Ap & 
AT 
Ap ‘ “ 
3 ) S 
{ 
PHYSICAL DATA end 
Dam: ‘ 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth- and rock-fill abutm 
Height: 105 feet average effective height. trol 
Length: 5,900 feet 
Spillway: 
Tvpe: Gate controlled concrete ogee weir with stilling basi | 
Design capacity: 2,250,000 cubic feet per second (maximum pool). h 
Relocations: 00.00 
Railroads: Mites lowns 
Seattle, Portland, and Spokane 13.9 | SI 
Union Pacifie main line 1.9 lamag 
Branch lines 3.4 reserv 
Hig! Wavs: rk ly a 
U.S. Highways No. 30 and 730 30. 9 g lift 
: . 9 my 
Oregon State highways ~~ del 
Washington State Highwav No. 8 41. I 
+ . ° ° ») #1 
Utilities f 103. 0 llow 
Towns: 2. Conti 
Cemeteries: 2 Cor 
. ° ore-feet ont 
R acar > nae on + icre-Jé 
reservoir capacity: ( = 
) 2 fi 0, 000 ont 
Pondage (3-foot drawdown) 140, Contit 
Dead storage , 2. 140, 000 Initiat 
Flood control storage (800,000 cubic feet per second) __- 500, 000 | aie 
Q 
Total 2 640, 000 Iper 














sub- 
sting 


f the 







































icre-feet 
0, 000 
0, 000 
10, O00 


0, 000 





Powerhouse installation: Kilowatts 
















Initial: 12 units at 108,700 kilowatts____- 1, 304, 400 
Ultimate: 20 units at 108,700 kilowatts : 2, 174, 000 
Head: 97.0 feet. 

Navigation lock: 
Type: Single lift. 
Size: 86 by 675 feet. 
Lift: 113 feet maximum. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—North Shore access road; first step cofferdam; Spokane, 
Portland, & Seattle Railway Shoofly; temporary North Shore field office; agree- 
ments for construction power; and initial lock and initial spillway excavation have 
been completed. Land acquisition has been started. 

Completion schedule: 


Power on the line, 2 units June 1967. 


Lands and damages__- April 1967. 
Reloeations Do 
Dam and spillway Do. 
Navigation lock Di 
Raise pool De 








Entire project (initial installation, 12 units June 1969 
JUSTIFICATION 


Day lock and dam provides for an initial installation of 1,304,400 kilowatts 
generating capacity, 77 miles of slack-water navigation, and flood control 

storage of 500,000 acre-feet. This project is an essential unit in the authorized 

slack-water navigation and hydroelectric development of the lower 360 miles of 

Columbia River and the lower 140 miles of Snake River 

fter the 1964-65 winter season, estimated power demands in the Pacifie North- 

t under low streamflow conditions will exceed the capabilities of resources now 


xisting, under construction, or definitely planned for construction. Power short- 
ges would retard industrial and other resource developments essential to regional] 
onomic growth I’stimates of potential energy deficiencies based on capabilities 
{f projects now existing or under construction were shown in the Bonneville Powe 
Administration 1957-58 advance program. These estimates indicate that under 


lverse water conditions an average firm energy deficiency can be expected in the 

group area in excess of | million kilowatts during the 1967-68 winter season 
th subsequent annual inereases of 500,000 kilowatts. John Day power will 
his deficiency to less than 500,000 kilowatts in the 1967-68 and 1968-69 
Construction of this project will complete the Columbia River portion of the 
lumbia-Snake navigation system by providing its longest slack-water reach 
tending from the head of The Dalles project pool to tail water of the MeNarvy 
roject, a distance of approximately 77 miles. Waterway commerce passing the 
Day site in 1957 totaled approximately 1 million tons comprised mainly of 
etroieum products, grain, and fertilizer. The commerce past \lieNarv has more 
in tripled in the last 5 vears. Average annual traffie midway in an assumed 
ear project life for the project has heen estimated at 7,500,000 tons 
The John Dav Reservoir will be a part of the comprehensive system of reservoirs 
ior the regulation of floods on the Lower Columbia River. Storage space of 
00,000 acre-feet is provided in the reservoir for this purpose Because of its 
downstream location the space will be utilized primarily as a safety factor storage 
The storage provided will be the most effective in reducing downstream flood 
lamage, compensation for unavoidable irregularities in operation of upstream 
reservoir, and regulation of uncontrolled flows from downstream tributaries 

In addition to the above, benefits will be realized due to the reduction in pump- 
ug lift to arid irrigable lands and improvements. The reservoir will also provide 
lucidental recreational benefits. 
an year 1961.—The requested amount of $41,800,000 will be applied as 
Ollows: 


Continue acquisition of lands $1, 870, 000 
Vontinue relocation of railroads, highways and utilities 12, 014, 000 
Continue construction of lock, dam, and fish facilities 18, 783, 000 
Continue construction facilities 2, 356, 000 
hitiate channel excavation 1, 767, 000 
sngineering and design 2, 000, 000 
Supervision and administration }, 010, 000 









Total i ce Sa oe Soa ec : 11, SOO, 





000 
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Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal (Corps of Engineers 
cost estimate of $418 million is an increase of $31 million over the latest estimate 
($387,000,000) submitted to Congress. This change includes increases of 
$22,033,000 for higher price levels, $1,028,000 for lands and damages based on a 
recent reappraisal, $5,714,100 based on more detailed planning of construction 
relocations, $236,000 for overruns in the cost of completed work, and $2,855,000 
for supervision and administration based on a recent reanalysis of requirements, 
These increases were partially offset by net decreases of $866,100 from savings 


due to favorable bids received. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item 


Lands and damages 
Relocations : 
Roads including bridges 


Railroads, including bridges _| 


Cemeteries, 
structures. 
Reservoir 
Dam 


utilities, 


Lock 
Fish facilities 
Powerplant 
Powerhouse 
‘Turbines and generators 
Accessory electrical 
ment 


Miscellaneous ; powerplant 


equipment 
Tailrace 
Switchyard 
Roads and railroads 
Channels.-- 
Levees 
Pumping plants 
Recreation facilities 
Buildings, grounds 


Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design 


Supervision and administration. 


Total applied cost 


Transfers of cost or property. 


Payments for goods or services 


not yet received 
Construction facilities _ 


Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only) 


Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- 


neers funds 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations-_-.----- 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds 


\ppropriations 


and 


equip- 


Corps 
of Engineers funds only) 


and utilities_| 
Permanent operating equipment 


Unobligated carryover from | 


Project cost 
estimate 


14, 010, 000 


(120, 000, 000) 


40, 839, 000 
74, 607, 000 


3, 554, 000 
3, 830, 000 
40, 190, 000 
23, 190, 000 


15, 020, 000 | 


(156, 600, 000 


87, 460, 000 | 


140, 000 


4,130, 000 | 


2. 208, 000 

292, 000 
5, 370, 000 
1, 375, 000 


2,819, 000 | 


630, 000 
70, 000 
430, O00 
680, 000 
460, 000 
50, O00 
, 000 
50, OOO 





418, 159, 000 
— 159, 000 


, 000 


418, 000, 000 


418, 000, 000 


Total to 
June 30, 1959 


198, 600 
(75, 100 
13, 600 
56, 700 


33, 600 
814, 400 
200 

(2, 100 
1, 200 
SOO 


100 
196, 200 


3450, OO 
4, 264, 600 
534, 800 


6, 469, 600 
— 300 


100 | 


3, 758, 200 


10, 227, 600 


10, 227, 600 
591, 000 


10, 818, 600 


10, 845, 000 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 


4) 


525, 000 
(2, 593, 500 
1, 182, 000 

863, 500 


548, 000 


. 521, 700 
, 564, 590 


57, 700 


eo 


4, 800 


1, 985, 400 
1, 300, 200 


15, 552, 800 
2, 343, 700 


760, 000 


18, 656, 400 


18, 656, 400 


—530, 000 | 


18, 126, 400 


su lget, fiscal 
year 1961 


1, 400, 000 
12, 484, 000 
6, 351, 500 


5. 613. SOD 
518, 700 


13, 264, 500 


| 7, 727, 500 
1, 521, 000 

9 5OO 

| 1, 780, 000 
> 000, 000 

4 10. 000 


—1, 328, 500 
1, 400, 000 


43, 261, 000 


—61, 000 


43, 200, 000 


19, 500, 000 


| 


61, 000 | 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


(6) 


11, 86, 400 
104, 847, 400 
33, 291, 900 
69, 073, 000 


2, 482, 500 
3, 830, 000 
21, 370, 200 
11, 083, 600 
13, 441, 100 
(156, 597, 900) 
87, 458, 800 


57, 139, 200 


Ce 


4, 130, 000 


, 208, 000 
202, 000 


, 369, 900 


1, 171, 500 
1, 039, 000 
630, O08 
70, 000 
430, 00 
1, 680, 000 
460, 000 
7, O05, OO 
7, 405, 000 


352, O47, 1M 


158, 700 


—1, 015, 200 
—5, 918, 200 


5, 855, 000 


345, 855, 000 


345, 855, 000 





prior year ‘ b 26, 400 1, 400, 000 ~esnee 
Total funds available for | | | 
obligation - _- eI i Po I i Sah Hd | 19,626, 400 |...-...-..--.-}-----0--eeee 


uo Xe 


Appropriations required __- 41, 800,000 | 345,855, 000 


eee 
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), 000 
), 200 
3, 600 
1, 100 
7, 900) 
8, 800 
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0, 000 


8, 000 
2, 000 
9, 900 
1, 500 
9, 000 
1), 000 
0), 000 
0), O00 
0), O00 
1, O00 


V5 000 
15, 000 
47, 100 
58, 700 
15, 200 
18, 200 
55, 000 
455, 000 


955, 000 


855, 000 
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217 
COST INCREASE 


Mr. Rasaur. Last year you showed a cost increase of $37 million 
on this project and indicated that your cost figures were then fairly 
firm. 

Now, you show another increase of $31 million. 

How could this possibly be? 

General CLark. Sir, most of this project has, of course, not been 
built, and the price level increase is about 614 percent, or 6.7 percent, 
which is the major part of that increase. 

| have it in detail. The rest of it is involved in the detailed design 
memorandums of the various features which we are now working on. 

Would you like for me to go into more detail, sir? I can do so if 
vou would like. 

Mr. Ranaut. You might tell us a little bit about it since it in- 
volves an increase of $31 million. That is some valentine. Let us 
have it. 

I note that Mr. Cannon asked the question last vear: 

How firm is your design and your cost estimates with this project? 


speaking about this very project we have under consideration and 
you replied: 

Colonel CLark. I would think they were fairly firm. I certainly hope so. 
Ve have made every effort to make them so. 

General whee ARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. This is $31 million out of balance, then, this year. 

General Ciark. Sir, $22 million of that $31 million is beyond my 
control. In other words, that is the general cost of doing work in 
that region. We have had some redesign and increases in cost. I 
have this report available, sir, with reference to the amount of money 
which IT put into this budget request. I opened bids in December, 
and I now ee like to request a reduction, if I may, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is good. 

The index whieh you presented was on the order of about 5 per- 
ent. I notice you figured it at a 6 percent rate. 

General Crark. Out there the Engineering News-Record Index 
went from 750 in July 1958 to 800 in July 1959 or an increase of 6.7 
percent. 

Mr. Ranaut. Well, that is the part of the country in which to live. 


BUDGET REDUCTION 


Mr. Rasaur. General, you were saying previously that you were 
going to make some reduction? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. What reduction are you going to make or suggest? 

General Ctarx. Mr. Chairman, on account of the bids that we 
received, I would like to suggest a reduction from $41.8 million to $37 
million, a reduction of $4.8 million in the allocation for fiscal year 1961. 

Mr. Ranaut. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.) 
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COST FOR RBLOCATIONS > Ou 
pe ta 

Mr. Ranavur. What is the cause of the high cost of relocations here? Ge 

General CLARK. Sir, we have a railroad on each side of the reservoir, struc 
and a main U.S. highway—U.S. 30—on the south side. Those are const 
the major items. Then we have two towns, Arlington and Boardman, we OJ 
which are not on the scale of these costs of relocation. to ref 

Mr. Ranaut. Is there any contribution for the relocation program? Mr 

General CLARK. No, sir. about 

Mr. Ranavur. Neither by the railroads nor anyone else? 

General CLARK. Oh, yes, sir; | thought you were speaking of Arling- 
ton and Boardman. 

Mr. Rawavur. Will this work improve the standards of the roads also? 

General CLark. What we have done is this: We are engaged in been 
getting together with the State of Oregon on the present highway, Pacifi 
U.S. Highway 30, which runs down in the valle *y, and which is a good, vith | 
two-lane road. They have plans underway for widening that to a 
four-lane interstate highway. We are working out the details of an 
agreement whereby the Vv will contribute to us the cost of such widening 
and we will construct a similar road up out of the reservoir. So 
there will be no betterment of what the State of Oregon would hav 
had. They are paying the cost of the betterment if they put it in the 
valley, which I believe is a fair division. 

Mr. Rasaur. What is going to be the length of that road out of the 
valley? 

General CLark. That U.S. Highway 30 is 35 miles. 

Mr. Ranavur. But, vou come up out of the valley with a simila 
road? 

General CLark. We have to parallel it above the level of the 
reservoir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaur. And, how long is that road? 

General CLank. 35 miles, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What about the railroads? 

General Crark. We have the Seattle, Portland & Spokane on thi 
north bank, and the Union Pacific main line on the south bank. There 
are 79 miles of the Seattle, Portland & Spokane and about 57 miles 
of the Union Pacific. 

Mr. Ranaur. What are the railroads putting in the relocations: Mr 

General Cuark. We had to relocate them, sir. They do not con- 
tribute unless they want a betterment. If they want better rail or 
something better than what the ‘v have, then the ‘vy have to contenal 
the increased COSL. Mr 

Mr. Rasavr. How do you amortize this over the years? nstall 

Mr. Evins. Will the chairman vield? 


(re 
Mr. Ranaut. Yes, sir. Vie 


iltern, 
million 
Mr. Evins. Further, on page 91 of the justifications, you list the | *" '!« 


ene 
breakdown of funds required for the next year, and then you told us nen 
that you had overestimated by $4.8 million. vase 
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Out of that breakdown, will you show us where the $3 million is to 

e taken out? 

"Genoa Ciark. It practically and entirely comes out of the con- 
struction of the lock, dam, and fish facilities, and a little bit out of the 
construction fac ilities, Mr. Evins. We got some favorable bids when 
we opened the bids on that work, which was in December, but too late 
to reflect the results in here. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, out of those two items you will save 
about $4.8 million? 

General CLARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Has that been your experience in many other 
that you have overestimated the cost? 

General CLark. Sir, | might say that our experience has, perhaps, 
been the opposite. Things have seemed to run higher in the North 
Pacific division in the last few vears, but occasionally we do come up 
with a savings over what we have estimated. 


cases 


BID EXPERIENCE 


Myr. Evins. Are you getting a large number 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Are all the contractors sort of holding back, passing 
the work around, one bidding on one project and another on another 
project? 

General CLark. I do not believe so. The competition was so keen 
that the No. 2 bidder was very upset. He thought the No. 1 bidder 
was doing it below cost. I think the competition is excellent. 

Mr. Evins. Are you getting a lot of competition in the other bids 
is well? 

General CLark. We have had quite good bids on Ice Harbor, but 
not as much under the estimate as this one. 

Mr. Evins. If you can keep vour estimates down and get good com- 
petition vou might be able to report other economies to the committee. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pintion. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Mr. Raspaur. Yes. 


ot compet itive bids? 


POWER BENEFITS 


Mr. Prtuion. General, your benefit-cost ratio is based on power? 
General CLark. They are based upon the study which was made 
the comprehensive review of the Columbia River plan, and the 

power benefits are based on alternate thermal installations. 

Mr. Prution. Has there been any change in that alternate 
nstallation cost between last vear and this year? 

General CLARK. No, sir. 

Mr. Pruuion. If there has been no change in benefits based on your 
ilternate thermal costs of last year, at a figure that is $30 or $40 
million below this year your benefit-cost ratio was 1.8; and now with 
in increase in your cost between $30 and $40 million, and with the 
denefits remaining the same, vou come out with a 2.3 to 1 benefit-cost 
allo, an increase of between one-third and one-fourth. How do you 
irrive at an increased benefit-cost ratio under those circumstances? 

General CLarkK. I need to go back and review where we stood last 
ear. We made a complete restudy of the Columbia River system 


thermal 





as a whole and the power problems were a part of our review of the 
Columbia River comprehensive report. As part of that, the Federal 
Power Commission, the Bonneville Power Administration, came out 
with what they thought was the proper ratio of thermal related to 
hydro, 

This report was in its final stages in the fall of 1958 when last vear’s 
estimates were made up. We took the power benefits we had pre- 
viously compu-cd for John Day under what we call the C—3 system of 
1950 and applied to that system these new rates. That increased our 
power benefits. This year we have gone back and run the whole 
system of reservoirs, operating John Day as a part of the total majol 
water plan so that we take into account the benefits of operating the 
total water plan as a unit. 

Mr. Piuuion. I would just like to make this observation, General: 
T read yesterday a report on the power system of the Soviets. That is 
Government-operated, just like these projects are Government- 
operated, and they have some pretty good projects. I note that their 
costs range anywhere from about 6 to 9 mills per kilowatt-hour. Tam 
wondering if we are unrealistic or whether they are unrealistic or 
whether we are ciealialio and they are not. I am just wondering about 
the difference. They are both state-owned and state-operated yet 
they have no rates between 2 and 214 mills. I am just wondering 
because those are two Government operations and why the great 
difference of 2 or 3 times as much between the Soviet operation and 
the U.S. operation. 

General CLtark. My answer would be this: I do not know how the 
Soviets determine their rates but our determination of our costs and 
rates is subject to scrutiny by the committees of Congress and by the 
public. 

Mr. Pittion. I know, and it is the policy of the Congress rather 
than yours. It is not your problem, it is a problem of this committee 
and the Congress. 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. Mav I make one comment on the record, Mr 
Chairman? 

Mr. Ranaur. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just to show to the corps a very good reason, in 
my opinion, for any doubt | might have relative to some of these 
huge projects, | would like to re fer to my own congressional district. 
In the 19 counties in my congressional district there are 42,000 farms 
averaging 200 acres in size in that particular district, General, and in- 
volved in the John Davy lock and dam is one-third the value of these 
42,000 farms. To me, we are dealing with huge sums of money here, 
especially relative to that new start. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pittron. Mav I ask one more question? 

Mr. Rasaur. Yes. 

Mr. Priui0oNn. Is there a law that requires you to use the alternate 
thermal theory or is it a poliey of the Engineers? 

General CLark. It is a policy of our own, I believe. 

Mr. Pituron. Thank vou. 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, while we are making observations, may 


I make an observation? 


Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 
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Mr. Evins. I read the testimony of General Itschner before a 
Senate committee in which he reported the great strides and progress 
the Soviets are making in power projects on the Volga River and in 
Siberia, so they are making great strides. I would say we are ahead 
of them because we are more efficient in this country, and I want to 
make that observation commending the Corps of Engineers because 
| think they are an efficient organization and we can produce at a 
lower mill cost because of our American efficiency, but it does behoove 
us to stay in the front and not abandon our position. 

General CLark. Thank you, sir. 


COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH (SOUTH JETTY), OREGON AND WASH- 
INGTON 


Mr. Raspaur. We will now take up the Columbia River at the 
mouth (south jetty) Oregon and Washington. 

Insert pages 101 and 102 in the record. 

The pages follow.) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


CoLUMBIA River aT Moutu (SoutsH Jetty, Station 93-211, REparR oF DIKEs), 
OREGON AND WASHINGTON 


INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—At the mouth of the Columbia River. The rehabili- 
tation project consists of rebuilding that part of the south jetty between stations 
93 and 211 and the repair of dikes 110.6, 111.2, and 111.8 on Sand Island. 

Authorization.—1884 and 1905 River and Harbor Acts. 


Summarized fiscal data 


Reconnaissance estimate____________-_-- -- -- $6, 590, 000 
pnerenten planning estimate _ _---_- : 50, 000 
spropeis ations to June 30, 1960_ ass ees ’ : None 
lanning allocation for fiscal year 1961 . : 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ None 
Present condition.—The south jetty was originally constructed during the 


period 1885-95. Reconstruction and extension of the jetty was started in 1903 
ind completed in 1913. As then completed it had a length of 6.62 miles and a 
top elevation varying from 10 feet to 24 feet above mean lower low water. In 
1931 rehabilitation work was initiated Hy was completed in 1936. In 1941 a 
lid conerete terminal was constructed at a location 3,900 feet shoreward of the 
iter end of the present jetty as comple ted in 1913. The south jetty and dikes 
110.6, 111.2, and 111.8 on Sand Island are in a deteriorated state The plan of 
rehabilitation contemplates early repair of the jetty between stations 93 and 
74 at a preliminary estimated cost of $3,320,000. tehabilitation between sta- 
tions 174 and 211 and of the dikes on Sand Island would be deferred pending 
mpletion of further study and analysis. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The south jetty is deteriorating at an increasingly rapid rate, which, if continued, 
Wil Cause serious breaches. Progressive deterioration will increase the cost of 
channel dredging. A major break in the south jetty will increase the hazards 
navigation. The Columbia River affords access for oceangoing vessels to several 

-water ports in Oregon and Washington. The drafts and trips of vessels 
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ad 


accommodated during calendar year 1958 were as follows, excluding trips by 
tugs, barges, or fishing craft: 





Depth | 
Draft range (2-foot intervals required Inbound Outbound 
feet 


4 
32 
+) 
a8, 


25 
24 


22 an less 


lotal 


Traffic during the calendar year 1958 totaled 10,372,503 tons. This tonnage 
was composed principally of petroleum products and ores inbound and forest 
products, flour, wheat and other grains outbound. During 1958 foreign exports 
totaled 3,722,255 tons due primarily to the shipment of wheat overseas. 

Mr. Rapavur. Please explain this project. 

General CLark. Mr. Chairman, this is a request for advance engi- 
neering and design funds in order to make a study and a careful esti- 
mate of the requirements for the major rehabilitation of the south 
jetty at the mouth of the Columbia River. This is a new approach 
to this problem which has been adopted this year and is in your hands 
for the first time. 

The money here requested will permit us to make a careful estimate 
and survey and prepare plans for a section of the Columbia River 
south jetty, wnich is getting to be in bad shape. 


Mr. Rasavr. All right. 


OpERATION AND MAINTENANCE, CoLUMBIA BasIN 


Mr. Rasaur. We will now take up “Operation and maintenance of 
the Columbia Basin,” for which you are requesting $16,658,900. 

Insert pages 103 through 108 in the record. 

(The pages follow:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL FiscaL YEAR, 1961 


I. NAVIGATION 
(a) Channels and harbors 
The budget estimate of $6,250,000 provides for essential maintenance work on 
four channel and harbor projects named in the list which follows. The work to be 
accomplished under this activity consists of maintaining the navigation channels 
by means of dredging and repairing harbor jetties, all as authorized in the laws 
adopting river and harbor projects. 
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- Obligations 
— | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) | 
| , = 
nd Fiscal | | 
| Fiscal year | Recurring 
Project | year | 1960 maintenance | One- | Total, Remarks 
— 1959 | (esti- | fe | time fiscal 
2 mated) | | repairs | year 
98 Annual | Peri- | |} 1961 
24 | | | odic | 
167 — — —_——— = ——| -—— 
222 
243 OREGON 
YW _ C 7 
. : Columbia River between /|$1, 184, 388/$1, 750,660) $700, 000/$300, 000|__________|$1, 000,000! Dredging and 
1,920 Vancouver, Wash. and | dike repairs. 
— ‘he Dalles, Oreg. | 
— Columbia River at the 782, 516} 1, 057, 860 535, 000} 465, 000)$1, 000, 000} 2,000,000} Dredging and 
outh | jetty repairs. 
lage Columbia River at Baker 87, 610 CT; 20. soscens) 20 800 a 115,000! Dike repairs, 
Bay 
rest Columbia and lower Wil- | 2, 441,572) 1,844,930) 1,800,000] 935, 000 2,735,000 Dredging. 
OTTS umette Rivers below 
Vancouver, Wash. and 
Willamette River above 426, 828 438, 910 400, 000 Sad oc 400. 000 Do. 
: Portland and Yamhill 
ngi- River, Oreg 
+ ther projects main- |_.- 207, 800 ree aces . 
‘sU- tained periodically 
) -\— a 
uth Total, channels | 4,922,914) 5, 347, 350]____ es ia ..--| 6, 250, OO 
yack ind harbors. 
nds - - ae —— 
bh) Locks, dams, and canals 
nate 


: The budget estimate of $156,000 provides the minimum amount necessary for 

iver mnual operational requirements. The amount requested for maintenance re- 
irring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 

facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day by-day-func- 
ming of the projects. 


Obligations 
f Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
ce ol J 
Fiseal 
Fiscal year 1960) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) eae. 1-time fiseal 


| 


Annual | Pert- 


repairs | year 1961 


odie 
| | 
OREGON 
Villamette River at Wil- 
ork on mette Falls $172,610 | $179, 220 | $156, 000 $156, 000 
k to be ther projects maintained 
annels eriodically _ - 1 —353 
Lé 
1e laws otal locks, dams, 
ind canal 172, 257 179, 220 156, OO 
lotal navigation. 5, 095,171 (5, 526, 570 6, 406, 000 
Net of recovery of prior year obligations. 


2. FLOOD CONTROL 
Reservoirs 
The budget estimate of $257,500 for the operation and maintenance of five 
0od-control reservoirs, including essential repair work, and scheduling of flood- 
% 


ntrol reservoir operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary 
lor operational requirements. The amount requested for recurrit 


rring annual mainte- 
nee is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities 
ibor, supplies, materials and parts required for the day by day functioning of 


project Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks. 


52882-—60 15 
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Obligat vons 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
| Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960; Recurring main- 
Project year 1969| (esti- | tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) oe ee, ee fiscal 

repairs | year 1961 

Annual Peri- 

odic 


IDAHO 


Lucky Peak Reservoir $72, 633 | $80,460 | $81, 000 pxitiethntenee’ etd 
| 


| 
OREGON 


| 
Cottage Grove Reservoir... 41, £06 42, 430 42,000 | $5 47,000 | Replace trash 
| rack, 
Dorea Reservoir......--..| 38,845 37,9€0 | 41,000 |. sens 41, 000 
Fern Ridge Reservoir......| 61, 149 58, 470 53, COO ‘ 53, 000 


WASHINGTON | 

Mill Creek Reservoir 20, 357 21, 220 2: so — 22, 000 

Sche !uling of flood control 9, £64 | 10, 20 13, 00 
reservoirs. | | 


| 


Total, reservoirs.....| 244,354 | 250,820 |- 


(b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance 

The budget estimate of $90,400 provides for the essential annual and periodic 
maintenance requirements of the local flood protection project and inspection of 
70 completed works within the basin during the budget year. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Reeurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti 
mated) 


Annual 


OREGON 


Willamette River bank 
protection project 77, 64 $74, 070 $70, 000 | _- ‘ : $70, 000 
Inspection of completed 


works 21, 590 20, 400 a 20), 400 


Total flood control 

channel work, in- 

spections, and mis- 

cellaneous mainte- 

nance , 101 95, 660 i 90, 400 
Total flood control , 455 346, 480 c 347, 900 


ss eI a eer sieieninhemadimianndinsinesibeimeiienssasteteateemaianiinndinamaniaga 
3. MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 


The budget estimate of $7,990,000 for the operation and maintenance of seven 
multiple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The estimate provides for placing in maintenance status ‘addi- 
tional features completed during fiscal year 1959. The amount requested recur- 
ring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day by dav fune- 
tioning of the project. Periodic or one-time requirements are indicated under 
“Remarks.”’ 


Mr. ] 


Volum 
le VW he 


Gene 
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Obligations 





| i 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


Fiscal | | 
Fiseal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project vear 1959 (esti- tenance | Total, | Remarks 
mated) _____| 1-time | fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
| Annual Peri- | 
odie 











| | 












IDAHO | 











Albeni Falls Reservoir- .| $280, 837 | $283,970 | $310.000 |$10, 000 $320,000 | Repair project 


} | | facilities. 







OREGON } 

















































































































| | | | | 
b nneville Dam......-- 1, 680, 124 |1, 869, 800 |1, 595,000 | 29,000 |$450,000 |2,074,000 | Repair project 
| | facilities; re- 
| place generator 
} | | | coils and mis- 
cellaneous 
| | | equipment. 
Dalles Dam ox 1, 106, 442 |1, 244, 500 |1, 400, 000 1, 400, 000 
t Reservoir eS | 464, 751 476, 140 505, 000 | 73,000 | 16, 000 594,000 | Overhaul power- 
} } | | plant equip- 
| | ment and 
| repair project 
facilities 
t Point Reservoir...| 456, 949 480,460 } 511,000 | 34,000 | 545,000 | Repair and re- 
place equi] 
ment. 
siniiaaien . 620, 402 |1, 781,310 |1, $78, 000 o-- --| 1, 878, 000 
odic 
n of } 
ef Joseph Dam (Rufus 960, 287 |1, 191,850 {1,119,000 | 60, 000 .-|1, 179,000 | Cavitation 
Voods Lake repairs, 
Total multiple pur- |6, 569, 792 |7, 328, 030 one inns ----|7, 990, 000 
pose projects, | | | 
4. LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER FISH SANCTUARY PROGRAM 
RS ids requested reflect only the additional recurring costs resulting from the 
struction of new or the enlargement of existing facilities under the Columbia 
fish sanctuary program. Operation and maintenance funds for facilities 
ctivities in operation prior to the inception of the program will continue to 
—- provided by the respective agencies involved. To assure maximum production 
ud efficient operation at those facilities constructed under the program, it will 
cessary to provide funds in the amount of $1,915,000 for fiseai year 196i. 
nds so provided will permit continued operation at 21 hatcheries, make possible 
aintenance of an unimpeded pathway for migrating salmon during their 
at spawning season, continue the important function of observing and 
sessing the accomplishments under the program, and cover costs of adminis- 
tion and supervision of the overall planning of the program. Funds obligated 
r this program during fiscal year 1959 amounted to $1,415,850 and obligations 
\! year 1960 are estimated at $1,736,530. 
Grand total, Columbia Basin 
= 
MUNEAtiIONs: 
Fis al vear 1959 5 ee . $13, 451, 274 
Fiseal vear 1960 (estimated) _ ‘ aa 14, 937, 610 
seven Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 16, 658, 900 
tional 
‘addi- a a ae a ere : 
recur- JETTY REPAIRS—COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH 
yroject B eee ; ; ; 
. ) a , . > . + . °C 
func- Mr. Ranaut. Why do you need $1 million for jetty repairs on the 
under }Volumbia River at the mouth when you are planning to rehabilitate 








th 


he whole thing? That is a good question, is it not? 
General CLark. Yes, sir; and | am fully prepared to explain it. 
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This is a major job. The Columbia River jetty is long and goes 
out a long way and has deteriorated badly at the outer end. We 
have alre ady been authorized and been granted maintenance funds, 
We received $500,000 in 1960 and we have $1 million in this budget to 
rehabilitate the inner end, which we call phase 1. The $50,000 we 
discussed a moment ago is for the preparation of a design and plan 
for phase 2. When we have finished planning phase 2, we will then 
come in for construction funds to continue the rehabilitation. Un- 
fortunately, the way this has come together, we are doing it both 
ways. The inner end is under the old system and the outer end is 
under the new system, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavut. You do not think there is a waste of money here any 
place? 

General CLark. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. How far is the outer end from the inner end? I want 
to get an idea of the distance here. 

General CLarK. Is it about 3 miles, on that order. 

Mr. Ranaut. Well, I guess it is all right, then. 

General CLark. We do not feel we can undertake the whole thing 
at once. We would rather do it in steps. 


COLUMBIA RIVER, VANCOUVER TO THE DALLES 


Mr. Rasavut. Last year your annual maintenance on the Columbia 
River between Vancouver and The Dalles was shown as $100,000. 
How can it jump to $700,000 for only annual or recurring work? 

General CLark. This is involved in the rehabilitation of the chan- 
nel from Vancouver to mainly Bonneville, which has been done under 
deferred maintenance. We will complete that this spring. 

Mr. Rapavt. It should not be put in here then as annual cost. 
This is not annual, is it? 

General CLark. I think so. 

Mr. Ranaut. Last year they said the annual cost would be 
$100,000. Now you want $700,000. 

General CLarkx. Yes. We were doing the rehabilitation. Now 
we have the rehabilitation and we have to maintain it. 


Mr. Raxsavt. All right. 
HAWAII-ALASKA-PUERTO RICO 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


We are going over to Hawaii-Alaska-Puerto Rico now. 

For “General investigations” you are requesting $243,800. 

Insert pages 3 and 4. 

(The pages follow:) Mr. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaLt YEAR 1961 









1, SURVEYS 


(a) Navigation studies 

The amount of $93,800 is requested for prosecution of four studies during fiseal 
year 1961. This amount will permit completion of one report and progress on 
three others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 






















} 
Total Allocation Tentative | Additional to 
Study | estimated prior to allocaticn, |complete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 | 1961 





AlaSKa 
Harbors and rivers of Alaska. abieracas $430, 000 $359, 200 | $40, 000 $30, 800 
Petersburg Harbor. se Behe a FE 18, OOO 0 7, 000 11, 000 
Hawai 
Coast of Hawaiian Islands___-- ee 80, 000 58, 200 21, 800 10 


i 


» Llarbor 





140, 000 29. 500 25. OOO 85, 500 











Total 





668, 000 446, 900 93, SOO 27, 300 
























! Cost increase anticipated. 


Flood control studies 





The amount of $5C,000 is requested for prosecution of two studies during fiscal 
vear 1961. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocation Tentative A dditional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, jcomplete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 





Alaska: Harbors and rivers of Alaska eee $850, 000 $795, 200 $30, 000 $24, 800 
i Palolo and Manoa Valleys a 29, 000 500 20, 000 8, 500 












Total ; ee a 879, 000 795, 700 50, 000 33, 300 
Special studies 


The amount of $350,000 is requested for prosecution of one study during fiscal 
vear 1961. 














Total | Allocation Tentative A dditional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, |complete after 
Federal | fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 








Alaska: Rampart Canyon a F $1, 460, 000 $49, 000 $100, 000 $1, 311, 000 


] 
val 





1, 460, 000 49, O00 





100, 000 1, 311, 000 






















Grand total_. 3, 007, 000 1, 291, 600 243, 800 1, 471, 600 





Preliminary estimate. 
PETERSBURG 


Mr. Ranaut. The Petersburg Harbor is a new study. Please 
explain this project, General. 

General CLARK. Sir, this is a study of an expansion of a small boat 
eer which has been requested to meet the increase in the fishing 
leet. 





HARBOR, ALASKA 

















HILO HARBOR, HAWAITI, STUDY 









Mr. Rasaut. Last year the cost of the Hilo Harbor study was 
396,000; now it is $140,000. Why? What happened there? 


General CLark. Sir, Colonel Tarbox will explain that. 

Colonel Tarpox. Sir, the previously approved estimated cost of 
$96,000 was prepared in 1957. Based on preliminary investigations 
since that time, it was found that more work would be necessary in 
order to accomplish the survey report. ‘The present estimated cost of 
this study is $140,000. 

Mr. Rasavut. What did you get last year? Do you have any left? 

Colonel TarBox. In fiscal year 1960 we have allocated $19,500. 

Mr. Raravt. All right. You have explained it 


PALOLO AND MANOA VALLEYS, HAWAII, STUDY 


Mr. Raravt. Please explain the Palolo and Manoa Valleys study, 
Where is it oad why is it necessary? 

Colonel Tarsox. Sir, the Palolo and Manoa Valleys are on the 
island of Oahu in the State of Hawaii. These valleys have become 
densely populated during the last several years. Several large 
subdivisions have been developed in these valleys, with residences and 
schools; and although local agencies have spent more than $1 million 
for flood protection, there have been severe floods due to heavy rain- 
falls. 

Mr. Rasaurt. They were doing pretty good at taking care of it 
themselves. W hy not leave them in status quo? 

Colonel Tarnox. They have requested the Federal study, sir 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Piuuion. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 


RAMPART CANYON, ALASKA 


Mr. Pitiron. Could anyone tell me about the special study at 
Rampart Canyon in Alaska? 

General CLark. thea: is a large hydroelectric project in Alaska on 
the Yukon River just below the Yukon Flats. It is probably the 
largest potential hydroelectric powersite available in terms of overall 
size on the North American Continent. We estimate a project of 
4}, million kilowatts’ installed capacity. We have been asked 
make a survey report on the project 

Mr. Piution. How far away is this from Fairbanks? 

General CLARK. About 120 air miles. 

Mr. Pinion. Fairbanks has enough power. You would not 
contemplate 435 million kilowatts for any inhabitants that live in 
K airbanks or in any of that area or, for that matter, in all of Alaska 
The total kilowatt capacity right now supplying all of Alaska is less 
than a hundred thousand, 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pinion. And now you are talking about a 4}4-million-kilowatt 
production piant, 

General CLark. We are surveying, sir; ves, sir. And as a part of 
the survey we fecl we must make an economic study to see if there 1s 
a market. We cannot report to the Congress simply on the engi- 
neering features. ; 

Mr. Pittion. You are not seriously talking about an economic 
study to use any part of this for the few Eskimos that might be in 
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that area and for the people in Fairbanks, are you? You are not 
saying seriously that you are making an economic survey of how you 
can use 435 million kilowatts of power on the Yukon River? 

General CLarkx. The purpose of this will be to determine whether or 
not there is a possible market in terms of industries moving in, which 
could conceivably over 50 vears pay it out. 

Mr. Pituron. Are vou thinking in terms of 50 years from now or 100 
years from now? If so, why cannot this wait? 

General Ciark. We do not ordinarily try to forecast growth 
bevond 50 vears. I am sure that would be the maximum. This 
is a study to determine the aspects of it from an engineering point 
of view, and we feel we should add to it a study of the market that 
might develop. 

Mr. Pruiion. My own estimation of it is, it is too far up in the blue 
sky. 

Mr. Rasavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 



























































ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 






SAN JUAN HARBOR, P.R. 








Mr. Rapavur. ‘Advance engineering and design.”’ 
Harbor you are requesting $70,000. 

Insert pages 6 and 7. 

(The pages follow:) 


For San Juan 














ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, CHANNELS AND Harsors (NAVIGATION) 





San Juan Harpor, P.R. 





(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 





Location and description—San Juan Harbor is in a well-sheltered bay on the 
north coast of the island of Puerto Rico, about 35 miles from the east end of the 
island and about 75 miles from the west end. 

The modification provides for deepening and widening (a) entrance channel and 
bar section to 45 feet by 500 feet to 1,200 feet; thence 42 feet to 36 feet by 880 feet 
to 1,200 feet to Army Terminal Channel; (6) an approach channel 35 feet by 600 
feet to San Antonio Channel and to 35 feet an area 300 feet to 1,100 feet by 2,800 
feet in San Antonio Channel; (c) 36 feet in Army Terminal Channel and basin 
With increased size to 2,000 feet by 2,100 feet; (d) a new anchorage basin 36 feet 
by 1,550 feet by 3,200 feet; and (e) a new channel (Puerto Nuevo Channel), 32 
feet by 300 feet. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.3 to 1. 













































Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost: 
( ‘Orps of Engineers_ ___- bia Ae ee Potty tin ee. ee Eee Le $7, 200, 000 





U.S. Coast Guard -_ - - leh seas ‘ wa Fea 72, OOO 
Estimate d non-Federal cost 0 


























ee eC or es 90, OOO 

Cash econtribution________~- sa) seat ioe os _ 0 
Other costs _ _ a a ee en ee : _ eis Fon 90, 000 
Total estimated project cost Be i ee aa , : 7, 362, 000 





Preconstruction planning estimate -- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960__ Oe edo el 1 15, 000 
Planning alloeation for fiscal year 1961 : : = 70, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 __ 0 


ss stapes eee si - 85, 000 























' Preauthorization studies costs. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


San Juan Harbor is the largest and by far the leading harbor of the seven 
ports on the island of Puerto Rico. Except for perishables, practically all im- 
ports and exports of the island are handled by ship. San Juan Harbor itself 
serves about 884,700 people, or 40 percent of the total population of Puerto Rico. 

The traffic handled by the port increased from 2,633,049 tons in 1954 to 3,964,866 
tons in 1958. This increase of about 51 percent in 4 years was largely due to 
increased receipts of petroleum and petroleum products. 

Deepening and widening of the channels to and in the Army Terminal basin 
will permit delivery of petroleum and petroleum products at considerable savings, 
Provision of Puerto Nuevo Channel and new terminals thereon will decrease 
the congestion in the old port area and reduce the land haul to or from the harbor, 

Non-Federal costs.-The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized modification to the project is estimated at $90,000, broken 
down as follows: 


Lands and damages ‘ £ . $66, 000 
Relocations : 24, 000 


Loetal... sina ‘ sate a ; 90, 000 


Local interests must provide all lands and spoil-disposal areas for construction 
and maintenance of the project and provide and maintain terminal and transfer 
facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—Loeal interests have furnished acceptable assurances 
of compliance with the requirements of local cooperation. 

Local interests are executing several plans in their long-range port development 
program, estimated at about $62 million. A contract in the amount of $4,651,000 
was awarded in October 1956 and completed in April 1959 for filling and construe- 
tion of facilities along the Puerto Nuevo Channel. The master plan of develop- 
ment includes the extension of bulkheading along the channel to provide 13 vessel 
berthing spaces to Cano de Martin Pena, two of which are expected to be com- 
pleted by 1961 at a cost of $3,947,000. Each berthing space will have a 200-foot 
by 500-foot transit shed and storage space. The construction of two more berths 
and transit sheds is scheduled to be completed in 1967 at an estimated cost of 
$4,330,000. The remaining nine berths and transit sheds are scheduled to be 
constructed between 1968 and 1990 at a cost of $24 million. Construction of 
facilities in the central market development area is scheduled for 1960-61 at a 
cost of $8,767,000. The diversion of the Puerto Nuevo River into Cano de 
Martin Pena, also a part of the master plan, was completed in 1957 for about 
$1,100,000. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,200,000 is an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate ($7 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress and is due to price level changes. 

Mr. Rapavur. This is a new planning start. Please explain the 
project and why is it necessary to start it now? 

Colonel Smirxn. San Juan is a principal seaport of the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico through which two-thirds of the waterborne 
commerce of the island passes. The existing size of the harbor 1s 
inadequate and the depth is inadequate. Tankers and cargo ships 
must limit their draft to 29 feet. 

This project will deepen the existing channels, provide a new 
anchorage area, and a new channel. 


FAIRBANKS FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, ALASKA 


Mr. Rapavr. You are requesting $100,000 for the Fairbanks flood 
control project. 

Insert pages 9 and 10. 

(The pages follow: ) 
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\pVANCE ENGINEERING AND DestGcn, LocaL Protection Prosects (FLoop 
CONTROL) 


FAIRBANKS FLoop ContTrou PrRosect, ALASKA 


(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project, designed to protect Fairbanks, Alaska, 
the adjacent urban areas and Ladd Air Force Base from floods originating in the 
Chena and Tanana Rivers, consists of an earthfill diversion dam located about 
{miles upstream from the Air Force base, a control structure, a diversion channel 
5.2 miles long into the Tanana River, and an earth levee for about 5 miles along the 
channel and 7 miles paralleling the Tanana River. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1958. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $10, 800, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_- - 950, 000 

Cash contribution 410, OOO 

Other costs ; 540, 000 
Total estimated project cost ‘ 11, 750, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate _- 520, 000 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1959 60, OOO 
Janning allocation for fiscal year 1960 ‘ 0 
\ppropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961 360, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fairbanks-Ladd Air Force Base area is subject to considerable flooding 
from the runoff of the Chena River, both in the spring after the breakup and 
during summer rains in July and August. Expansion and development of the 
ity of Fairbanks and Ladd Air Foree Base have exceeded that anticipated at 
the time of authorization. It is believed that the detailed reevaluation of the 
project will develop a stronger benefit-cost ratio than now indicated. The need 
for the project is urgent. It will provide adequate protection for the existing 
improvements in the flood plain area. 

Von-Federal costs—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with the 

uirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing document is 
$950,000. This cost consists of a cash contribution of 3.5 percent of the total 
estimated construction cost, currently estimated at $410,000, and an estimated 
$540,000 for acquiring the lands, easements, and rights-of-way In addition, loeal 
terests are required to contribute $30,000 annually toward maintenance and 
operation, 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Fairbanks has stated that it is able 

d willing to contribute its share of the local contribution, but cannot extend 

verage to the area of protection outside the city proper. Local interests are 
actively pressing to form a water control district which will enable uniform par- 
ticipation by residents of the area outside the city. This should be facilitated 
by the formation of the borough (county) svstem to be set up by the legislature 
inder statehood with Fairbanks as the center of a borough. 

Con parison of Federal cost estimate s. The current estimate of | eder il costs of 
S10,800,000 is $10,000 higher than the latest estimate submitted to Congress 
$10,790,000). The inerease is due to price level rise. 

Mr. Ranaut. This is a new planning start. Please explain the 
project. 

General CLark. This is a flood control project in Alaska for the 
protection of Fairbanks, the adjacent urban areas and Ladd Air 
Foree Base. The project consists of an earth fill diversion dam located 
about 4 miles upstream from the Air Force Base, a control structure, 
a diversion channel into the Tanana River, and an earth levee along 
the channel and paralleling the Tanana River. It was authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1958. This will initiate planning. 
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Mr. Ranaut. What is the current status of local cooperation? 
General Ciark. I think it is satisfactory. They are required to 
furnish the lands, easements, and rights-of-way and to make a cash 
contribution of 3.5 percent of the total cost. 

At the present time the city of Fairbanks has indicated full coop- 
eration. However, some of the area lies outside the city limits and 
we are awaiting action by the legislature of Alaska which will allow 
the residents of the area outside the city to organize. 


CONSTRUCTION 


HOMER HARBOR, ALASKA 


”” 


Mr. Rasaut. Now let us take up “Construction. 
For Homer Harbor, Alaska, you are requesting $542,000. 
Insert pages 12 through 14. 

(The pages follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Homer Harpor, ALASKA 
(NEW) 


Location.— Homer is located on the southwest side of the Kenai Peninsula near 
the entrance of Kachemak Bay off Cook Inlet. The small boat harbor would be 
located at the end of Homer Spit which extends 4'4 miles into Kachemak Bay. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








| Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers) 
cost 
=n : —_ ————————_|—__-_—— 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers). ...-......-.--------------- $550, 000 Jr-nn2no== wae 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)--..-......-..--....--....-... 1, 000 eoncnene 
re ean cine ss ilk Metin ecinenmeitnnns 25, - os enn olsinackalnelel 
a aun an noneaa eben nepet oe 
cles nani ta ae Sa ES at oe 5, on | cain colada 
Fr eR OI oe ales cela eu ne ahonmenibnwecnines 576, 000 |- ania anisissbagenaaeneal 
ee a an aaicamnhenkebnonibaecae | 16 Ge b.nocndcnusdbaum 
PO eneanne GO MOOR FORE TOD. 5 occ ccc ccnccnccncwescsccsnscwsescccs« 0 De ee 
Appropriations to date____ a ee a See he te 18,000 1 
Appropriation requested for fisc: al yes ar 1961. i aa id petal le acer k | BES O00 fiivcccincnteues 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961.......-.....--.----..--.------- Ot cannoseeennene 








1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Small boat basin: 12 feet deep at mean low low water, bottom dimensions 
400 feet long by 300 feet wide with space for 80 boats. 

Breakwater: 850 feet long (400 feet normal to shore then 450 feet parallel to 
shore), 24 feet above mean low low water. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 


Completion schedule: 





Dredging, October 31, 1961. 
Breakwater, October 31, 1961. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Homer is an area of rapid development. Kachemak Bay furnishes excellent 
anchorage for large vessels but none for small vessels. The site of the small boat 
basin is at the end of Homer Spit, which is ice free at all times. The proposed 
basin would permit fishing boats to operate 4 additional months for shellfish 
instead of being stored on grids after salmon and halibut seasons. It would also 
eliminate the cost and damage of storing boats on grids, permit boatowners to 
base at Homer and afford a port of refuge for boats during storms in Cook Inlet. 

Fiscal year 1961.—Funds in the amount of $542,000 will be required in fiscal 
year 1961 to initiate and complete the basin dredging and the protective break- 
water. 

Completed modifications, Homer Harbor.—None. 

Remaining authorized modifications, Homer Harbor.—None. 

Non-Federal costs—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
small boat harbor is $25,000 for mooring facilities. In addition, local interests 
are required to maintain the mooring facilities at an annual estimated cost of 
$1,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Loeal interests have been urging the construction of 
a small boat harbor as fishing is an important segment of the economy. The 
Homer Publie Utility District has indicated that it will comply with the require- 
ments for local cooperation. Although there is no opposition to a small boat 
harbor, there has been minor discussion of its location. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$550,000 (July 1959 prices) is a decrease of $3,000 from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress of $553,000. The decrease results from a recomputation 
utilizing current unit prices. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
[In thousands] 











| | Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
| estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
| 1 | | 
Sees - |- a sie . | — a 
| 
Channel__.__-- reer $181.7 0 0 $115.0 | $66. 7 
Jetty. epee eal 277.5 0 0 | 100.0 177.5 
Preauthorization studies_..-.-.-- 8.0 $8.0 | 0 | 0 0 
Engineering and design_.._------| 40.0 0 0 | 38.0 2.0 
Supervision and administration. | 42.8 0 0 | 19.0 23.8 
Total project cost (Corps 
; of Engineers funds only) -| 550.0 | 8.0 | 0 | 272.0 | 270.0 
Undelivered orders. _.-..---.---- Lm ermmreeniel 0 0 234. 0 234. 0 
Total obligations. ......--- Diapeceaecunees 8.0 | 0 | 506.0 | 36. 0 
| | 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| i 
appropriations............-..<<ss= | -naveneseoneae 8.0 0 0 | 0 
nobligated carryover from | | | | 
eet Weer. ..2.<... EES pe caret raabais : 0 0 0 36. 0 
Total funds available for | | 
obligation. Bee ee ee tas) 8.0 | 0 0 | 36. 0 
Appropriation required_.._------| enknndawes QO | 0 | 542.0 0 











Mr. Rasavut. This is a new construction project. Tell us about it. 

General CLarxk. This is a small-boat harbor near Homer. Homer 
is located on the southwest side of the Kenai Peninsula near the en- 
trance of Kachemak Bay off Cook Inlet. The harbor will be located 
in a place where no ice forms. 

Mr. Rasauvr. No ice forms there? 

General CLark. No, sir; not on the south side of Homer Spit. 


This Kachemak Bay is where they go and they need a place to protect 
themselves. 
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Mr. Rasaur. What type of boats would use the harbor? 

General Ciark. Fishing boats. 

Mr. Rasavut. The fishing industry there is pretty good? 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Your statement on local cooperation in the justifica- 
tions seems to imply controversy about the project. What is this 
about? 

General CLark. We made our survey and recommended a location 
on the north side of the peninsula and the local people feel it should be 
on the south side of the peninsula. They have done some work there 
on their own. We are working with them on it and we will be in 
touch with the committees of Congress if we change the location. 

Mr. Rasaut. That is all we need, a little controversy, to put this 
off a little while. 

General CLtark. No, sir. The local people are all in favor of it; 
it is just a matter of where it should be. 

Mr. Ranaut. They should decide if they want Congress to act on it. 

General CLark. I do not believe the division is that deep, Mr. 
Chairman. 

SELDOVIA HARBOR, ALASKA 


Mr. Rasaur. For Seldovia Harbor, Alaska, you are requesting 
$548 O00. 

Insert pages 16 through 18. 

(The pages follow: ) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION 


SeL_povia Harpor, ALASKA (SMALL Boat Bastin 


(NEW) 

Location Seldovia is located on the southwest side of the xe ii Peninsula o1 
the east shore of Seldovia Bay, an arm of Cook Inlet The project site is 1!) miles 
south of Cook Inlet adjacent to Seldovia. 

Authorization i958 River and Harbor Act. 

Bene fit-cost ratio. 1.6 to l. 

Summarized financial data 
\ 
An p 
ky 
Estimated Federal cost (CI SHER. Of 
Estimated Federal cost (USCG 1. (MM 
Estimated non-Federal 
Cash contribution 

Other cost 50, O00 
Total estimated project cost 619, OO 
Appropriation to June 30, 1959 20, 00 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 0 
Appropriations to dat 20, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 548, OOM 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ) 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Basin dredging: Area of 210,000 square feet to depth of 12 feet at mean lower 
jow water. 

Jreakwaters: (Rock mound) 400 feet and 600 feet in length. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—-Construction not started. 


Completion schedule: 


Dredging: September 30, 1961. 
Breakwaters: September 30, 1961, 











JUSTIFICATION 


The northern portion of Cook Inlet is closed by ice during the winter months, 
but Seldovia Bay, located near the southern entrance of Cook Inlet, is an open 
port throughout the year. The basie industry of Seldovia is fishing and fish 
processing, an industry which is entirely dependent upon small boats. Small 
fishing vessels now crowd the publie dock, impeding shipping and causing damage 
toeach other. A protected small boat harbor would reduce the mooring difficulties 
now encountered from tides, ranging as much as 27 feet, and would also reduce 
delavs waiting for favorable tides. The proposed boat basin would eliminate the 
eed for watching those fishing vessels anchored in the cove and running them to 
leep water to avoid grounding. It would also eliminate the cost of storing boats 

grids and the damages to boats on grids. 

Fiscal year 1961.—Funds in the amount of $548,000 in fiscal vear 1961 will be 
required to initiate and complete the basin dredging and the two breakwaters. 

Con pleted modi fications, Seldovia Harbor. None. 

Remaining authorized modifications, Seldovia Harbor Funds were appropriated 
n fiseal vear 1960 for improvement of the entrance channel authorized by the 
1945 River and Harbor Act. This improvement consists of removing obstrue- 

mis to a depth of 24 feet below mean low lower water and width of 300 feet. 
Construction has not been started. 

Von-Federal costs—The estimated costs to local interests of complying with 

requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation 
for the small boat harbor is $50,000 for mooring facilities. Local interests also 

irred an estimated cost of $75,000 for dock construction in complying with 
equirements of local cooperation for the current improvement of Seldovia 
nel. In addition, local interests are required to operate and maintain both 
publie dock and the mooring facilities installed by them at an estimated 
al cost of $2,300. 


Siatus of local cooperation. As the economy of Seldovia is based on the fishing 
industry, the city of Seldovia, as well as the fishing groups, are actively pressing 
for construction of the project. There is no known opposition to the project. 
Assurances of local cooperation are expected to be furnished when required. 

Con parison of Federal cost estimates The current Fede ral estimate of 5968,000 
July 1959 prices) for the small boat basin is $23,000 lower than the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress of $591,000 (July LO58 prices ; The decrease results from 


arecomputation utilizing current unit prices. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
{In thousands] 




















l ] 
; E ; | Balance to 
Item | Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
} | 
; aa | one 
Channel._. pcOeewecute $169. 0 0 0 | $100. 0 | $69.0 
OS ae : 300. 0 a a 0 | 125. 0 | 175.0 
Preauthorization studies... sil 20.0 | $20 0 0 0 0 
Engineering and design = 40 0 | 0 | 0 | 38 0 2.0 
Supervision and administration- 39.0 0 | 0 | 18.0 | 21.0 
es : in | ponies nines 
Total project cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds only) 568. 0 | 20. 0 0 |} 281.0 267.0 
Undelivered orders. _-.---------.|-------- : o | 0 232.0 | — 232.0 
Total obligations snecieinneatiges ss 20.0 | 0 | 513.0 | 35.0 
' 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| 
Appropriations- --.---- social ae ne 20.0 | 0 0 0 
Transfers Se E : ‘ | 0 0 | o | 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
prior year. pean liemah® <encde cf 0 0 0 35.0 
Total funds available for | 
obligation i — apes sree ne | 0 0 | 35.0 
Appropriation required-_----- | iasnionnire site nil 0 | 0 | 548.0 | 0 


Mr. Raraut. This is another new project. Tell us about it. 

General CLark. This is another small-boat harbor in the same gen- 
eral vicinity farther down the inlet for the commercial fishing fleet. 

Mr. Rasaurt. How far is it from the Homer Harbor? 

General CLark. I believe about 60 miles. 

(The following information was later furnished :) 

The distance between the proposed sites of Homer and Seldovia is about 15 
miles by water. However, these sites are on opposite sides of Kachemak Bay 
and there are no existing rail or highway connections. 

Mr. Rapavut. They have no harbors there now, or are they using 
them to some extent? 

General CLtark. They are using them to some extent but they have 
to pull the boats out in the winter because they get such damage from 
the high tides. This would allow them to fish longer and _ protect 
them from damage. 

DEEP-DRAFT CHANNEL 


Mr. Raspaut. We gave you money for improving the entrance 
channel to this harbor this year but it has not been started as yet. 
Why is it important to rush into the harbor development until the 
channel work is done? 

General Ciarkx. The channel work authorized last year is a deeper 
draft channel separate from the small-boat basin. 

Mr. Ranaut. You had money a whole year and did not use it. 

General Crark. It was a new start last year and we expect to inl- 
tiate work this spring, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. What will the total development cost? 

General Cuark. The entrance channel dredging is estimated to 
be $245,000, and the small-boat basin is $568,000. 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO FOR OVERALL PROJECT 


Mr. Raxpaut. Could you give us a benefit-cost ratio on the whole 
unit? 

General Cuark. I will be glad to combine them, but one is for 
small fishing boats and the other is for deeper draft boats. 

Mr. Rasaut. Are not the deeper draft boats fishing boats? They 
are all fishing boats 

General CLark. Yes, sir. 

(The following information was later furnished :) 

Seldovia is a port of call for coastwise vessels in lower Cook Inlet and conse- 
quently serves as a supply center for several communities in the area. The deep- 
draft channel, which was funded in fiscal year 1960, will permit use of larger carriers 
and assure greater safety to shipping. At the present time, vessels using the 


harbor are freight and passenger steamships, oil tankers, Government patrol boats, 
tenders for canneries and fishing boats. 


Mr. Rasavrt. So let us find out what the benefit-cost ratio will be 
on the whole thing. 

General CLARK. Yes, sir. We will be glad to furnish it. 

(The requested information follows:) 


The benefit-to-cost ratio for the combined deep draft channel and small boat 
harbor at Seldovia is 1.3 to 1. 


SMALL BOAT HARBORS—OTHER AREAS 


Mr. Pintron. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 

Mr. Rapaurt. Yes. 

Mr. Prntron. General, I note you have a number of small boat 
harbors in Alaska and one in Hawaii. Why is it that small boat 
harbors are not recommended by the Corps of Engineers on the 
Great Lakes? 

General CLARK. Sir, the policy applies equally. 

Mr. Pittron. There have been some authorized by Congress but 
[never hear any recommendation from the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Rasaur. Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 
INVESTMENT PER BOAT 


Mr. Pintion. General, I note there are about 80 boats to be handled 
in one of these small draft harbors that will cost about $550,000. 
That runs about $7,000 per boat. This is rather an expensive outlay 
of money for a boat that might cost a couple bundred dollars? 

General CLark. No, sir. This is a commercial fishing fleet. 

Mr. Pititton. All of them? 

General CLark. I can almost quarantee none of them cost as little 
as a couple of hundred dollars, Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pinuton. Thank you. 


HONOLULU HARBOR, HAWAII 


Mr. Ranaut. You are requesting $1,216,000 to complete Honolulu 
Harbor. 

Insert pages 20 through 24. 

The pages follow:) 








CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Hono.utu Harpor, Hawat 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Honolulu Harbor is located on the southern coast of the island of 
Oahu and is adjacent to the city of Honolulu. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—-1.7 to 1, 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
f Engineers) 
cost 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers $3, 810, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 112, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - 0 
Cash contribution a 0 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 3, 922. 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 1, 000, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 1, 594, 000 
Appropriations to date 2. 594, 000 68 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 1, 216, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel (second entrance): 35 feet deep, 400 feet wide for a distance of 10,000 
feet The channel Is widened to 960 feet west of the bridge to provide an emer- 
geneyv turning basin. 

Bridge: Double-leaf bascule with 250-foot clear opening. 


Sfatus (Jan. 1, 196 


Percent ( nple schedu 
Channel (second entrance 62 Mav 1961, 
Brid l Do 
Bri ; 
Entire project 29 Do 


JUSTIFICATION 


Honolulu Harbor is the largest deep-sea commercial port in the Hawaiian Is- 
lands, and the only deep-sea commercial port on the island of Oahu. The island 
of Oahu, having a total population of approximately 450,000 (January 1959), is 
dependent on the mainland for a major portion of its food supplies and virtuall 
all other commodities. A major portion of the transpacifie commerce funnels 
through the port of Honolulu and considerable tonnage of cargo is also trans- 
shipped from Honolulu to other ports of the Hawaiian Island group. Commerce 
has increased steadily. A total of 4,125,721 tons of commercial cargo moved 
through the port of Honolulu during 1958. During 1958 the one-way channel 
entrance was traversed about 7,000 times by vessels, excluding small eraft. 
addition, Coast Guard vessels based at Sand Island inside the harlor use the 
entrance It is reasonable to assume that the channel is used approximately 
8,000 times a vear by large vessels, or an average of 22 times a day. However, 
economic factors which dictate early morning arrivals offport create extreme dails 
peak periods. American President Lines has under construction two additional 
passenger vessels for Orient service via Hlonolulu. The Orient Line operating 
between Great Britain, Vaneouver, and Australia via Honolulu will add two 
10,000-ton passenger liners to the service in 1960 Hlansnetie Vassa Line has 
inaugurated a freight service | i] il 


retween LiIAWAl and uropean ports 
Marine Freightwav Service (the successor to the Hawaiian Textron 


ip 


Co.) now has three cargo vessels operating between Hawaii and the U.S. west 
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coast. Pacific Far East Line will commence service between Hawaii and the 
mainland, when permission to do so is granted. 

Heavy traffic in this important harbor has created navigational difficulties 
because of the single narrow entrance channel and prevailing cross-channel winds. 
Many groundings on the reef near the entrance have occurred. On several oc- 

























































casions vessels grounded at or sunk in the entrance channel have caused the 
d of harbor to be partially closed to navigation. Construction of the second entrance 
channel to Honolulu Harbor is necessary to eliminate congestion by vessel traffic, 
to reduce ship operating costs, and to eliminate complete stoppage of vessel 
traffic should the one existing channel be blocked. In addition, the second 
entrance channel would facilitate evacuation of vessels from the harbor to the 
open sea during an emergency, such as a tidal (tsunami) wave, where only a short 
es warning (usually 1 to 4 hours) is available. From a sanitary point of view, 
ated provision of the second entrance channel is expected to alleviate the present 
of wisanitary oil-polluted pocket of water existing at the outer end of Kapalama 
al Basin by permitting free circulatory movement of water through the harbor. 
ers) Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,216,000 will be applied to: 

-. Completion of bridge superstructure___- $878, 000 
Completion of entrance channel (removal of existing causeway) 180, 000 
Supervision and administration : 158, OOO 

‘Totak...=.- 1, 216, 000 
The amount of $1,216,000 requested for fiscal year 1961 is required for com- 
pletion of the project modification. 
Pe Completed modifications. Completed work consists of an entrance channel 4,000 

100 feet long, 500 feet wide and 40 feet deep; Honolulu Harbor Basin, 3,300 feet long, 

1,520 feet wide and 35 feet deep; Kapalama Channel, 3,400 feet long, 600—1,000 
- feet wide, 35 feet deep; and Kapalama Basin, 3,400 feet long, 1,000 feet wide and 
35 feet deep. The cost of this work was $3,952,000. 
Remaining modifications.—N one 
000 Non-Federal cost.—No non-Federal expenditure is required for construction of 
mer= the budgeted modification. However, the State of Hawaii will be required to take 
tle to, and maintain and operate the drawbridge upon its completion. The 
verage annual cost of maintenance therefor is estimated to be $37,500. Hono- 
lu Harbor has been progressively improved with Federal appropriations and 
-Federal funds. Loeal interests have incurred costs of $12,105,000 in ecom- 
plying with the requirements of local cooper: ition for the completed modifications. 
Slatus of local cooperation.—All requirements of local cooperation have been 
dul formally assured by the State board of harbor commissioners. Revised Laws of 

- Hawaii, 1955, chapter 112, section 4, authorized the board of harbor commission- 

sto operate and maintain the drawbridge across the channel, and to enter into 

necessary agreements with the Federal Government 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate sub- 

: ted to Congress but the cost of features has been revised. The estimate for 

‘hannel work decreased $520,000 due to the favorable bid received for dredging 

he inner channel. The estimate for the bridge increased $100,000 due to price 

n Is- level, and $330,000 as a result of more detailed studies. Based on a reanalysis 

sland f requirements, the estimate for engineering and design, and supervision and 

9). is idministration inereased by $90,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 
| | | Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 


(2) (3) (4) 5 (6) 

Estimat 
Estimat 
NR a cesenias $2, 370, 000 | 0} $1,095, 000 , 275, ( Cas! 


Channels 860, 000 | $61, 700 618, 300 ) Oth 
| 


Preauthorization studies__- wien 10, 000 10, 000 | 0 Total es 
120, 200 29, 800 Approp! 
25, 900 


Engineering and design--- | 150, 000 
Supervision and administration_| 420, 000 


234, 900 | 2 ) Approp! 

- - ~ | Approp! 

Total applied cost (Corps Approp! 

of Engineers funds only) 3, 810, 000 217, 800 1, 978, 000 : 0 Balance 
Undistributed cost oa Sas i ; : Rice : : 


Total project cost (Corps 

of Engineers funds only) _| 3, 810, 000 217, § 1, 978, 000 | 
Pending adjustments : ante | ee 

Total cost (Corps of Engi- 

neers funds only 3, 810, 000 1, 978, 000 

Undelivered orders sons 351, 000 | 











Total obligations ee , 1, 627, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


A ppropriations___- . 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligation : 1, 000, 000 1, 627, 000 sais 
Appropriation required__- 1, 216, 000 | 


Mr. Ranaut. This is to complete it. Is that right? The 
Colonel Tarrox. Yes, sir. Kailu: 
Mr. Ranaut. What was the total cost? of Ka 
Colonel Tarrox. $3,810,000. flood 
Mr. Raravut. And this is the final completion figure? ne 
Colonel Tarrox. Yes, sir. ments 
of whi 


KAWAINUI SWAMP, HAWAII y mi 


impor 


Mr. Ranaut. You are requesting $500,000 for Kawainui Swamp. i 
Insert pages 26 through 29. in flan 
(The pages follow:) of fee 
An 
LocaL Protection ProsEcts (FLoop CONTROL) ; 
KawaInur Swamp, Hawat of thi 
comin 
(NEw SrTart) flood | 
‘ ‘ ‘ , his hi 
Location —Kawainui Swamp lies on the northeasterly side of the island o! F; 
Oahu, approximately 13 miles northeasterly of Honolulu. 
Authorization.—-1950 Flood Control Act. 
Be nefit-cosl ratio. 5 to. 4. 
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nd 





of 
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Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ..................-..--.---- | $1, 090, 000 |---------------- 
EGE NNN BREED ON oo cc ccenuawancnnesericuneancasmmneadomencen DIG lise cerniagixemcae 
RURReIIIEIRRON (Sees Coe bre na OG adacnes cease Oech wosees 
eRe toate can ona nacemnbens side tee ites adap alt icghed eel tohnpeataa an tcteiplo } BOY Nagiccmiteecwcsaue 
ital eer COOOL OM Sn. cual dceumneennomimiemab basins 1, 639, 000 |---------------- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_............-.........-. piensa meng TY Firat aie miptnaicigaty 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960---_._--- cna eis ace houmeahaahWwestiens | 0 | opirisawinasitarcbiee 
RM PUNISIINNEIN ORIN So acct bel ck acre cee Anson hand a mbinind muminrihaaaraoe 84, 000 8 
Appropriations requested for fiscal] year 1961..........-..---.-.-----.-.--- 500, 000 54 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_............-.........---.....- CE, OE Fe woncsccmamncienes 





Physical data 


Channel: 9,465 feet long, 80 to 110 feet bottom width, 10 to 14 feet deep. 
Control structure: 262 feet long, reinforced concrete. 
Levee: Earth, 6,340 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 





Channel (including contro] structure and levee) --...------.----------- (‘) January 1962. 
Seas sheod castle ire spiadlisushcsa tate hemes | 8 Do. 


Entire project 






‘Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Kawainui Swamp project will provide flood protection to the town of 
Kailua, which is located between the swamp proper and Kailua Bay. The town 
of Kailua is a rapidly growing community, a large portion of which is within the 
flood plain. Acceleration of the rapid growth has been due principally to the 
reactivation of the Kaneohe Marine Corps Air Station, and to improve commuter 
routes to Honolulu. There are more than 3,000 homes and business establish- 
ments within the flood plain. The flood plain comprises about 870 acres of land, 
of which Castle Estate owns about one-third. The remainder of the land is owned 
by individuals who have constructed their own homes on the property. An 
important fact is that a large portion of the estate-owned land has heen subdivided 
and leased on 55-year terms to hundreds of individuals who have constructed 
their own homes on the land. It is the homes and furnishings that are subject 
to flood damages. Thus, the flood control benefits would accrue to the thousands 
of fee simple landowners and individual lessees. 

An existing pilot channel, known as the Oneawa Channel, constructed by the 
former Territorial government along the proposed alinement of the Federal chan- 
nel is only 67 feet wide at the bottom, and averages 9 feet deep. The capacity 
of this local channel is inadequate to provide the degree of flood protection 
commensurate with present conditions. Construction of the Federal Kawainui 
flood control project is urgently needed to provide protection against floods to 
this highly developed area. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate channel and levee and complete control structure____-- . $419, 000 
Engineering and design_- a Sees ; 21, 000 
Supervision and administration _. ; L : 60, 000 

Total _- css Sesto 5 500, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are required to permit initiation of an 
orderly and economical construction schedule. 

Non-F ederal cost—Loeal interests are required to provide all lands, easements 
rights-of-way, and spoil disposal areas necessary for the construction and subse- 
quent maintenance of the project; and to construct all highway and street bridges, 
alterations, and other related works made necessary by the construction of the 


project. The estimated non-Federal first cost is $549,000, and the estimated 
annual cost for maintenance is $17,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—Loeal interests have indicated their willingness to 
comply with all requirements of local cooperation. To date $115,000 has been 
expended for the construction of a bridge and for acquisition of lands and rights-of- 
way, and $159,000 for the construction of a flood control pilot channel along the 
alinement of the Federal project. Sufficient rights-of-way have been acquired to 
accommodate the Federal project as described in the project document How- 
ever, modification of the channel dimension and inclusion of a levee in the project 
plan require additional rights-of-way and flowage easement. Local interests 
have indicated that the additional land will be provided. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,090,000 is an increase of $178,100 from the latest estimate of $911,900 (July 
1953 base) submitted to Congress. An increase of $189,000 is due to higher price 
levels; $124,100 is due to reanalysis of requirements for contingency allowance, 
engineering and design, and supervision and administration; and $40,000 is due 
to inclusion of the cost of preauthorization studies. These increases are partially 
offset by a decrease of $175,000 based on more detailed design information , 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


ri 
he ‘ arbor 
Balance t , 


Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 fter fiscal 


vear 196] 


6 


Channel (including control struc 

ture and levee $870, 000 
Preauthorization studies 000 
Engineering and design 60, 000 


1 administratior 120, 000 


Supervision and 


Total appli 
eral only 


ndistributed cost 


)», 000 


Total cost le nly 1, 090, 000 


ivered orders 


Total obligations 1, 090, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( 


Appropriations 
Unobligated carryover 
prior year 
Total funds 
obligation en ; i 
Appropriation required . 500, OO 


Mr. Ranaut. Could you explain this, because it is a new start. 

Colonel Tarspox. The project consists of a channel about 9,500 
feet long with a bottom width of 80 to 110 feet and 10 to 14 feet deep. 
A control structure at the upper end of the channel and a_ levee 
6,340 feet long along the northeasterly side of Kawainui Swamp will 
permit use of the swamp for retention of floodwaters and regulation 
of the flow of water into the channel. 

The project will provide flood protection to the town of Kailua, 3 
rapidly growing community, a large portion of which is within the 
flood plain and 3,000 homes wad business establishments are within 
the flood plain. These homes and their furnishings are subject to 
flood damage. The average annual flood benefits are estimated 
at $225,000. 
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ited 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ALASKA, Hawai, AND PuEgRTo Rico 
5s to 
om Mr. Rasaur. For “Operation and maintenance” you are requesting 
-Of- _ . 
the $51,000. 
d to Insert pages 30 and 31. 
ow- (The pages follow:) 
ject 
‘ests OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1961 
e { 
= AuaskA-Hawau-Purrto Rico Basin 
rice OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
nee, 
due 1. NAVIGATION 
ially a) Channels and harbors 
The budget estimate of $50,000 provides for essential maintenance work on the 
channel and harbor project named in the list which follows. The work to be 
iccomplished under this activity consists of maintaining the navigation channels 
and harbors by means of dredging as authorized in the laws adopting river and 
att harbor projects. 
let Obligations 
iscal 
196] a . oan ~4 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
Fiscal 
Fiseal year 1960} Recurring main- 
: Project year 1959 esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
151, 000 mated) / __| 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
) Annual Peri- 
55, 000 odie 
06, 00 
$47, 252 $50, 420 $50, 000} $50, 000' Dredging 
6, 000 
2, 402 10, 500 | 
5096, 000 
is. OO 384, 033 
5, 0 
- dams, and canals 
L. 
Q 500 ; 
deep. ‘iseal ye estimated 
levee Fiscal 
p will Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- 
: Project year 1959 (esti tenance Lot Remarks 
lation mated) 1-time fisc 


repairs | year 1961 


Annual Peri 





lua, a 
1 the 
vithin 
Pet 10 
nated 









$1, 504, 659 






$150, 950 | | $50, 000 
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2. FLOOD CONTROL 
(a) Reservoirs 


None. 
(b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance 


The budget estimate of $1,000 provides for inspection of completed works 
during the budget year. 








Obligations | 
l Nl 
| | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) } | 
Fiscal ue See aes 9 on 
Fiscal year 1960! Recurring main- | 
Project yyear 1959| = (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
time | fiscal’ | 


mated) 


P| 


repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- | 
| odic 








HAWAL 


Inspection of completed 
Di cticeamisecsinnnes $143} $850! $1, 000) sidalcabal pee o.000) 





3. MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 





None. 
ce il cenipseeiningesipmmaannan 
| | | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| Fiscal eke see ae 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- | | 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance | Total, Remarks 
mated) | _——s——COsSsSsS siti fiscal | 
| repairs | year 1961 | 
Annual Peri- | | | 
odic 
daisadecinae seca = a Nacninaisaaio 
Grand total, Alaska-Ha- 
waii-Puerto Rico Basin--|$1, 504,802} $151, 800)......-.--|- ------|-------- $51, 000 
na 








AFTERNOON SESSION 
WEDNESDAY, Fepruary 17, 1960. 
CotumBiA River FisHery DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


WITNESSES 


DONALD L. MCKERNAN, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF COMMERCIAL 
FISHERIES 
JOHN I. HODGES, CHIEF, BRANCH OF COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 


Mr. Cannon. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 

The next item for the subcommittee’s consideration is the project 
entitled “Columbia River Fishery Development Program.” We 
will insert the justification in the record. 
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CONSTRUCTION GENERAL 
CoL_uMBiIA RiveR FisHERY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount total percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Total estimated Federal cost acta eee ielte ae toes eae ae See OO. tg = oo acess 

Total appropriation to June 30, 1950. ...... .........................- seine RG PRA WE Beeecansaceeaees 

Reimbursements from other agencies. -...........-----------------.----- 10, 000 a caida aegis 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 eR et a ee 1, 170, 000 J-n-neneeee eee 
Total appropriations and reimbursements to date_-__-- Sate sacked 18, 121, 000 65 

Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961...-.-....---.--------.------- 1, 400. 000 70 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961... ...-.-----..----------.------ 8, 479, 000 | oat ee 

‘ 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Authorization.—Act approved May 11, 1938 (52 Stat. 345), as amended by the 
act of August 8, 1946 (60 Stat. 932). 


Location and description 


Fishery management.—Facilities: Renovation and enlargement of 7 existing 
hatcheries, plus construction of 15 new stations and 1 nutritional laboratory. 

Location.—Eight in the State of Oregon and 15 in the State of Washington, 
all on tributaries to the Columbia River, and the laboratory in the State of 
Washington. 

Operational studies——Concurrent with and supplemental to the facilities con- 
struction schedule, a program devoted to utilizing to the fullest extent the natural 
production potential of the area is being carried on. In cooperation with the 
State agencies, studies dealing with the following are being made: Improvement 
of techniques in handling transplantation of salmon and steelhead runs; analysis 
of factors which are responsible for success or failure of certain hatcheries, utiliza- 
tion of natural lakes and manmade impoundments for rearing young salmon; 
reduction of predation and competition in salmon and steelhead habitat; and 
application of improved hatchery techniques. 

Location.—Throughout the Columbia River Basin. 

Stream improvement.—A comprehensive program of stream clearance to make in 
excess Of 1,200 miles of streambed available for natural rearing and spawning; 
laddering hitherto impassable barriers in the streams to provide access for salmon 
and steelhead to their upper reaches; and installing a system of screen devices 
along those streams whose waters are utilized for irrigation or hydroelectric 
generation. 

Location.—All those streams located within the Columbia Basin which are 
suitable for propagation of anadromous fish. 

Project appraisal.—Necessary investigations and surveys prior to construction 
to determine feasibility and biological suitability of proposed locations. Con- 
struction of devices for measuring annual returns and progress made under the 
program. 

Location.—Traps, racks, and weirs at strategic points on tributaries to Columbia 
River. 

Scheduled completion date—Current outlook places final completion, dependent 
provision of funds as requested: Fishery management facilities, October of 
1965; Stream improvement, October of 1965; Project appraisal, June of 1963. 

Status.—Fishery management facilities, 85 percent completed; Stream improve- 
ment program, 32 percent; Screening of diversions, 13 percent; and Project 
appraisal, 69 percent. 

Justification.—Development of the vast hydroelectric potential of the Columbia 
River, as well as the control of floods and the needs for irrigation and navigation, 
has resulted in a program of construction of major dams. These structures have 
blocked and impeded the access of salmon and steelhead to their spawning areas. 
Additional dams under construction will further reduce productivity and endanger 
the commercial and sport fishery for these species, valued atapproximately 
820 million annually. To counteract, insofar as possible, the expected damage 
to this resource, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, in cooperation with the 
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States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, prepared a program for the maximum 
production of salmon and steelhead in streams tributary to the Columbia River 
To date this program has included the clearance of obstructions from streams to 
permit passage of fish, the construction of fishways over waterfalls, the con- 
struction and emplacement of screening devices at hydroelectric and irrigation 
diversions, and the construction of hatcheries and other facilities for the protection 
and development of salmon and steelhead. 

By State law many important tributaries to the Columbia River have been set 
aside as fish sanctuaries. Abatement of pollution in these tributary streams 
and in the main stem of the Columbia is progressing. 

Interim evaluation of the results obtained from this fishery development 
program, initiated in 1949, has demonstrated the necessity of expanding appraisal 
studies to determine essential measures to be employed to substantially increase 
the production of salmon and steelhead. Project appraisal activities which are 
budgeted through fiscal 1962 will provide a firm basis at that time for reassessing 
program costs for stream improvement projects such as stream clearance, fish 
ladders and fish sereens, particularly in the area above MeNary Dam and in the 
Willamette River Basin. 

The recently initiated operational studies will begin to yield results in fiscal 
1963. These studies include the development of improved techniques in the 
operation of existing program hatcheries; more effective control of predators 
development of operational procedures and techniques for artificial spawning and 
natural rearing areas; and transplantation of runs. The results obtained from 
these studies and from basic Columbia River fishery research projects will form 
the basis for a final rescheduling of program activities with respect to future 
hatchery construction and the degree to which the associated methods of artificial 
propagation, development of spawning and rearing areas, and transplantation of 
runs will be employed. For the present the construction of additional hatchery 
units is being deferred. 

Fiscal year 1961.—Stream clearing, fishway construction, and screening of water 
diversions are being continued under the program with special emphasis given to 
the Willamette system and the area above McNary Dam. The associated 
activities of project appraisal, operational studies, engineering and inspection, 
coordination, and general administration will continue. To carry on_ these 
activities, the amount of $1,400,000 is required for fiscal year 1961. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1950 and 1961 


Balance t 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 

year 1961 


] 2 3 4 6 
Fish facilities $28, 000, 000 $14, 754, 000 $3, 367, 000 $1, 400, 000 $8, 479, 0 
Total project cost ss 28, 000, 000 14, 754, 000 3. 367, 000 1, 400, 000 8, 479, 00 
Unliquidated obligations 1, 667, 000 1, 667, 000 


Total obligations 16, 421, 000 1, 700, 000 1. 400, 000 &, 479, 00 


METHOD OP FINANCIN 


Appropriation £ 16, 941, 000 1, 170, 000 
Reimbursements ’ 10, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior years = 920, OOO ° 


Total funds available for 
obligation 1, 700, 000 os 
Appropriations required : ; <= 1. 400, 000 8, 479, OUI 


Mr. Cannon. We are glad to have with us at this time, Mr. Donald 
L. McKernan. 

Mr. McKernan, do you have a statement on this item to present 
to the committee? 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. McKernan. Mr. Chairman, my name is Donald McKernan, 
and I am Director of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the 
Department of the Interior. 

We have a written statement and we can either paraphrase it, read 
it, or insert it in the record. 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad if you would let us hear it. 

Mr. McKernan. Very well, sir. 

Water resource development in the Columbia Basin is proceeding 
at an accelerated rate. Three large Federal dams are now in opera- 
tion on the lower Columbia River, another is under construction in 
that area, and one is under construction in the lower Snake River. 
Planning funds were made available to Federal agencies in fiscal 1960 
for two additional dams on the lower Snake River and a dam on the 
Clearwater River. In addition, private and local public agencies are 
involved in construction and planning of dams in the middle reaches 
of the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has recently completed its com- 
prehensive report entitled “Water Resource Development, Columbia 
River Basin.’’ Several projects which would seriously affect the 
fisheries resources are recommended in this report for construction 
as part of the ‘‘major water plan” for the Columbia River Basin. 

At the same time, the Columbia River fishery development program 
has gone forward. To date, a total of 20 hatcheries—one more will 
be completed in fiscal 1916—have been modernized or newly con- 
structed, over 400 fish screens have been installed in irrigation diver- 
sions, 15 major fishways have been constructed, and stream improve- 
ments have made 1,200 miles of stream more accessible to salmon and 
steelhead. During 1959, some 150 million young salmon and steel- 
head were produced at program hatcheries. Two highlights of the 
1959 hatchery program have been the fall chinook egg take of 90 
million at three Fish and Wildlife Service hatcheries which has been 
exceeded only by the 112 million egg take of 1958, and the large 
return of silver salmon to the Service’s new Eagle Creek hatchery 
where 11 million eggs of this species were taken. 

This is a rather significant development, Mr. Chairman. It shows 
in the last 2 years there have been substantial increases in the egg 
takes as a result of these Columbia River hatcheries. 

In May of 1959, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries in cooperation 
with the State agencies prepared a report entitled ““Review Report, 
Columbia River Fishery Development Program.’’ This report sum- 
marizes the activities carried out to date under the program and 
includes recommendations as to its on direction. The more 
significant recommendations are as follows: (1) That stream improve- 
ent activities be continued, with special ps Bis on the upper river 
ireas; (2) that there be no new hatchery construction for the time 
being—the “time being,’ meaning until the full evaluation has been 
nade of the present hatcheries that have been constructed in recent 
years under the Columbia River program; and (3) that increased 
emphasis be given to applied research in connection with nutrition 
and disease, program evaluation, predator control, and fish cultural 
techniques including pond rearing. 
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The total program construction cost, as projected, has been reduced 
from $37,559,000 (as shown in the 1960 budget presentation) to 
$28,000,000. In summary, it can be said that the primary chang 
results from elimination for the present of further hatchery construe. 
tion. 

Project appraisal activities which are budgeted through fiscal 196? 
will provide a firm basis at that time for reassessing total progran 
costs for stream improvement projects such as stream clearance, fish 
ladders and fish screens. 

The recently initiated operational studies will begin to yield results 
in fiscal 1963. These studies include the development of improved 
techniques in the operation of existing program hatcheries, mor 
effective control of predators, development of operational procedures 
and techniques for artificial spawning and natural rearing areas, and 
transplantation of runs. The results obtained from these studies and 
from basic research studies carried out under other programs, wil 
form the basis for a final rescheduling of program activities with respect 
to future hatchery construction and the degree to which the associated 
methods of artificial propagation, development of spawning and rear- 
ing areas, and transplantation of runs will be employed. 

The 1961 budget totals $1,400,000 for construction and $1,915,000 
for operation and maintenance. The construction budget provides 
for the following items required to carry forward the program neces- 
sary to obtain increased production from areas still accessible to 
anadromous fish in order to mitigate fisheries losses resulting from the 
federal dam construction program: 

(1) Repairs and additions to several hatcheries 

(2) Operational studies 

(3) Screening of diversions 

(4) Stream improvement 

(5) Project appraisal 
The increase of $165,000 in the operation and maintenance budget 
is required for the operation of new and expanded facilities, replace- 
ment of equipment, and increased costs. 
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Columbia River fishery development program—status of funds 


CONSTRUCTION AS OF FEB. 





Unobligated balance June 30, 1959: 
eR EN ee ee pee $86, 000 






ORRIN ED eats Dl Si ad Ss Hem ch cs opis npn =e 16, 000 
Oregon Fish Se hs Faces eS ee ae 34, 000 
Craton trame ommmsion. .. 5 obec ee eee eu eek can 120, 000 


Washington Department of Fisheries 


Bechet ad po ieelat i awe 274, 000 
Washington Department of Game 










RATION 8 ot Pe i a els whe eee 530, 000 
ADPRORMNIACION 4ISOBE NORL 1 000r. = = oon oe eae ancusatoaewe t, 170, 000 











RI IT NNN oe a on nn we we ew ae She die dee 1, 700, 000 
BPC CA EINE ERIN ek oo is ais a's main Gil ganas had ne aero 262, 000 








Unobligated balance as of Feb. 10, 1960__..___._.-__------- 1, 438, 000 
Estimated unobligated balance June 30, 1960_._-.--------.------- 275, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961_..........-.-.-------- 1, 400, 000 












Estimated available July 1, 1960 1, 675, 000 






















OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 





AS OF FEB. 1960 





10, 









imepueeted Oalencs June 30; 2050... 2 oo oe ck een wec cen cee ween 59, 000 
RG pMBeG NEGO) WORE LUGO. ook ono kctilehnecnas ees coun ees 1, 706, 250 








Ave ail: ible July 1, 1o0..;. >. I 765, 2 2: 50 





ee en SAN Ce Bee , 349, 250 











Unobligated balance as of Feb. 10, 1960_._._..__._.____----- 416, 000 





Estimated unobligated balance June 30, 1960___.______-_____----- 30, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961_______._____---------- , 915, 000 





iatimpted avalanle July 1 1060. . 5. nos ecc asco ccce nde 1, 945, 000 








The general budget status is the last page of this particular state- 
ment, Mr. Chairman. 









OPERATIONAL 






STUDY INITIATED 










Mr. Cannon. Mr. McKernan, the committee is a little confused 
1 this proposi tion. 

"You were here year before last with a request for $27 million and 
then you came in last year and insisted upon an increase to $37 million. 
Now, you are here this year to take an entirely different position from 
that which you took last year. You say you want $28 million. You 
seem to have completely revised your program. 

l note that you indicate on page 97 of the justifications, or you 
leave the impression on page 97, that you really will not know what 
you want to do until 1963. You say 
_ The recently initiated operational studies will begin to yield results in fiscal 
v0. These studies include the development of improved techniques in the 
operation of existing program hatcheries; more effective control of predators, 


evel pment of operational procedures and techniques for artificial spawning and 
Natural rearing areas, and transplantation of runs. 











Your position varies so widely from what it was last year and the 
year before. How can we be certain that it will not vary just as 
widely when you come back next year? 











Mr. McKernan. Well, I would be unwilling to guarantee that we 
will not change our position again, but may I indicate to you what 
our thinking is—the very best thinking of our scientists—at this 
particular time? 

We have altered our position in that we believe that it is just good 
business to evaluate the results of the program thus far before com- 
mitting the Congress and ourselves to the expanded hatchery program. 
We felt it good business to evaluate the results of the hatcheries that 
have now been constructed, and we have started as intensively as 
possible to get results from these particular hatcheries that are now 
under operation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have done this because the situation is not 
clear cut. That is, it appears as though some of the hatcheries in the 
Columbia River Basin are producing very, very well and some are not 
as effective. We must remember that it takes from 4 to 5 years after 
completion of the hatcheries before we can get the results in; that is, 
between the time we spawn the adults and the young fish go to seg 
and return again as adults. We believe that it is just good business to 
evaluate the hatchery program at this point before we say that the 
same direction is the proper one to proceed under, and that is exactly 
what we are proposing to you gentlemen this vear. 

We, in asense, are taking it a little more cautiously and are evaluat- 
ing the results so far; and when we have this evaluation in or on a good, 
sound basis, then we will come and present this material to you and 
indicate to you what we believe is the best next step. 

We have completed a series of excellent hatcheries. They show 
every indication of being successful, particularly if the latest tech- 
niques are applied to them. We would simply like to evaluate that 
specifically before proceeding to another step, a step which may in 
fact bring about soon some increase in hatchery construction in the 
upper river area where more dams and less natural spawning areas 
will be available in the future. 

Mr. Cannon. You know, this is a very appealing item, Mr. 
McKernan, and this committee has always endorsed a very liberal 
policy toward hatcheries. We want to continue to do that. If we 
make a mistake, we want to make a mistake on the side of liberality 
toward hatcheries. However, this is so nebulous. 

You say “the results obtained from these studies and from basic 

Columbia River fishery research projects will form the basis for a 
final rescheduling of program activities with respect to future hatchery 
construction * * *.” 

So, we must take that as meaning we cannot absolutely depend— 
and that you cannot describe at this time any definite positive program. 
We are a little uncertain about this item. 

Now, how much of this $1.4 million requested for 1961 is for these 
operational studies? 

Mr. McKernan. There will be $525,000, Mr. Chairman, involved 
in the operational studies. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a carryover of $520,000. 

Mr. McKernan. I believe that that is involved in the comple tion 
of the construction of the Grays River hatchery, which we anticipate 
will be completed in the summer of 1961. 
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PROJECT APPRAISAL 


Mr. Cannon. It looks as if we might have to limit ourselves to 
your project appraisal where you say: “Nec essary investigations and 
surveys prior to construction to determine feasibility and biological 
suitability of proposed locations.” 

How much would you require for that activity? 

Mr. McKernan. $96,000. 

Mr. Cannon. We could segregate the $96,000 for the project 
appraisal? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir; 












Mr. 


Chairman, 





CARRYOVER BALANCES 


Mr. Cannon. Will you please put into the record, when the tran- 
script comes to you, a tabulation showing your carryover of unobli- 
gated funds which have been available over the , ast 5 years, because 
you were asking here for $520,000 and you show a carryover of 
$520,000 into the current fiscal year. 

Mr. McKernan. We shall be glad to do that, s 
(The information requested follows: ) 






Carryover of unobligated funds 







Fiscal year: | Fiscal year—Continued 
ee $1, 494, 725 LC a ete 293, 420 
1956_- 2 1, 026, 987 {aa 538, 585 
1957... : : 645, 719 | 


Mr. Cannon. What is the difference, Mr. McKernan, between 
“Project appraisal” work under this appropriation and “Observing 
and assessing the accomplishments” under the maintenance program 
for which the sum of $1,915,000 is requested? 

Mr. McKernan. The project appraisal work, Mr. Chairman, 
involves surveys prior to the construction of, for example, screens and 
stream improvement work and fishways. We send biologists into 
the field to appraise whether or not it is both economically and bio- 
logically feasible to go ahead with a project which might be suggested 
by one of the States or by someone making a prelimins ary survey from 
our Own organization. 





















IMPORTANCE 





OF PROGRAM 








Mr. Cannon. Nothing is more important in this program than 
these hatcheries. We must overlook no opportunity to preserve the 
species. We are continually disturbed by the thought that these 
river improvements may interfere with the return of salmon to the 
spawning grounds and, as a matter of fact, we have delayed some of 
the most important of these dams sole ‘ly because they cannot assure 
us and the wildlife authorities that they can make it possible for 
salmon to get over the obstruction. 

So, we are going to give you the benefit of the doubt this time 


because of the importance of the work, and we depend on you for 
results. 











FISH LOSSES DUE TO DAM CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Fenron. You talk a lot about these fish hatcheries and fish 
ladders and so forth, and so on. We also have similar items in the 
Interior Department appropriation bill, and certainly I think, as you 

said in the hearings on the Interior Department bill that with all the 
research that has been going on over the years we ought to soon arrive 
at a solution to the fish ladders, and fish coming down the rivers. 

Now, in connection with this fishery business, Mr. McKernan, and 
I want to say here that I enjoved Mr. MeKernan’s discussion in our 
Interior Subcommittee hearings on this subject, and I think that he 
is doing a very fine job so far as fish and wildlife is concerned, but in 
connection with this fishery business this past year there has been 
considerable discussion in the press about the loss of salmon and steel- 
head during the construction of Oxbow and Brownlee Dams on the 
middle Snake River. Information has come to me that the losses of 
those two species of fish have been considerable during construction 
of the various Federal dams in the Columbia River Basin. 

Will you please obtain and furnish for the record, if you can, an 
estimate of the fish loss during the construction period of each Federal 
dam constructed for the period, and each dam constructed on the 
Columbia River Basin, starting with Bonneville and Grand Coulee? 

Mr. McKernan. Dr. Fenton, this is a very, very difficult question, 
because it is next to impossible to arrive at a quantitative figure of 
fish loss in these particular areas. I know from my own experience 
on the Columbia, soon after the construction of Bonneville Dam, that 
while we knew that there were losses during certain periods, yet we 
still—the construction people, the corps, and our own people-—-were 
learning about the migration of fish upstream. We were not able to 
evaluate, however, these specifically ina quantitative way. 

I can provide instances of specific times when fish losses have been 
seen and have been evaluated, at least qualitatively. 

Mr. Fenton. Just give us vour best estimate. 

Mr. McKernan. All right: we would be glad to do that. 

(The information requested follows:) 


ExamMPLeEs oF Loss or Fish DurRING CONSTRUCTION OF DAMS ON THE COLUMBIA 
2 . 
{IVER 


1. Detroit Dam, North Santiam River, constructed by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers. A loss of 2,800 adult spring chinook salmon occurred during 1951 
when 9,000 pounds of coolant from a contractor’s refrigeration system were 
dumped into the river. 

2. McNary Dam, main Columbia River, constructed by the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers. A temporary fishway collapsed during 1951 which resulted in losses, 
particularly to the adult blueback salmon. Marked increases in injuries to summer 
chinook and steelhead were apparent as a result of difficulties encountered in 
passing this dam during the construction period. 
3. Pelton Dam, Deschutes River, constructed by Portland General Electric 
Co. A temporary wooden fish rack was partially destroyed, permitting many 
adult spring chinook salmon to ascend to the construction area where they were 
lost. 

4. Brownlee and Oxbow Dams, Snake River, constructed by the Idaho Power 
Co. Failure of the temporary trapping facilities at Oxbow Dam during the 1958 
migration resulted in an observed loss of about 4,000 adult chinook salmon and 
steelhead trout. It was estimated that 50 percent of the 14,000 salmon which 
were collected and transported around these projects did not survive to spawn. 

5. Priest Rapids Dam, main Columbia River, constructed by Grant County 
Public Utility District No. 2. Failure to place temporary fish facilities into opera- 
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tion by previously agreed upon dates resulted in serious losses of summer run 
chinook salmon at this dam in 1959. 


The Dalles Dam, main Columbia River, constructed by the U.S. Army Corps 


of Engineers. Under-water blasting in 1952 resulted in killing of several hundred 
adult sturgeon. 


7. Lookout Point Dam, Middle Fork of the Willamette River, constructed by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In 1952 substantial numbers of spring chinook 
salmon failed to get past the dam to the upstream spawning grounds. In 1953, 
construction at this point resulted in a complete block to upstream passage and 
n excess of 3,000 adult spring chinook salmon died without spawning. 

Mr. Fenron. Also furnish an estimate of the effect at each of these 
completed dams on the fish runs above such dams. 

Can that be done? 

Mr. McKernan. This is a most difficult problem, and one that | 
do not believe that we can give a specific figure for. We can give 
some general information on the subject. We know the general effect 
of the accumulation of dams, but in many instances it is a cumulative 
effect which seems to affect the runs themselves. 

Of course, I would also say that the fishways at the major dams on 
the Columbia River have been uniquely successful, and the general 
cooperation between the corps and our own people has been provid- 

ing a’ Very Maximum opportunity for survival. Some of the runs have 
neponded very well to the attempts of the two agencies—the corps 
aud our own attempts—to put fish up over these dams. With refer- 
ence to some of the upriver runs, we cannot detect any losses to them. 
These fishwavs have been very successful. 

Mr. Fenron. I understand that, but it is the smaller fish coming 
down which are in danger of being damaged; is that not correct? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes. 

Now, there is another factor here, Dr. Fenton, and that is that the 
States have cooperated with the Federal Government and have reduced 
fishing time and have reduced the catch of fish, sometimes in order to 
make up for other problems in getting an adequate escapement up- 
stream. For example, we know that for some of the runs of the fish 
yong up the Columbia the number of days of commercial fishing 

illowed has dropped in half in recent years in order to conserve the 
spawhing escapement to make sure that adequate numbers of spawners 
get up. 

There are so many factors involved that it is very difficult to put 
i precise number on this figure. Then, as I said before, | believe that 
We can say without contradiction that the fishways at the main stem 
dams of the Columbia have been uniquely successful. 


OX BOW AND BROWNLEE DAMS 


You will remember that Ox Bow and Brownlee Dams are dams 
onstructed by the Idaho Power Co. and, by the way, we have had 
some difficulty here. We have had considerable difficulty, actually, 


that we did not experience in any of the federally constructed dams on 
le Main river. 


FISH LOSS RESULTING FROM GRAND COULEE 


Mr. Fenron. Well, I do not want to prolong this thing. Did not 


the Grand Coulee Dam eliminate all salmon and steelhead runs above 
that dam? 















Mr. McKernan. Yes; it did. And we made attempts to transfer 
these to other streams and there is some question as to how successful 
this was. But, in a sense we lost a significant portion, or a larger 
portion, of the upstream races above Grand Coulee Dam. 

Mr. Fenron. Can you give an estimate of that for the record? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows:) 





Loss RESULTING From CoNSTRUCTION OF GRAND CoULEE DAM 





At the time of construction of the Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia Riven 
there was no known method for passing runs of migratory fish at high dams. It 
was determined by the responsible fisheries agencies that the most feasible method 
of handling the runs of anadromous fish involved would be to transplant thege 
fish into Columbia River tributaries downstream from Grand Coulee Dam. This 
proposal was concurred in by a board of experts brought together to reveiew the 
problem. Fish were trapped at the existing ladders at Rock Island Dam, down- 
stream from Grand Coulee, and were transplanted into several river systems as 
well as several hatcheries constructed specifically for this program. It is estimated 
that some 1,140 miles of upper Columbia River salmon habitat were eliminated 
from production through construction of this project. 


Mr. Fenton. Of course, sir, every vear we have the fishing indus- 
try—the private fishing industry —coming in, complaining about the 
loss of fish and, as the chairman has said, we certainly want to preserve 
fish productivity as well as we can. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 










STATE COOPERATION 
Mr. Cannon. Have vou had adequate cooperation from all States? 
Mr. McKernan. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have very good coopera- 

tion from all States. We have attempted to provide some leadership 

in bringing the States together to form technical committees of 
biologists to study the problems and to cooperate in coming up with 

a single recommendation with respect to amelioratory facilities. In 

addition to this we have had committees of the administrators of the 

various departments and our own agency as well, who get together at 
intervals to discuss the general prince iples and policies involved, and 
this has worked very well, Mr. Chairman, in recent years. 

I think that we have been able to provide the corps and other con- 
struction agencies with a single policy and a single set of recommenda- 
tions with respect to how best to handle the fishery problems at these 
major construction facilities. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, this is really an Interior Department 
proposition, and it should probably come under the Interior Depart- 
ment. You yourself are in the Interior Department; are you not? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. But, vou have had not only rg ition with the 
States, but vou have had cooperation with the Corps of Engineers 
adequate cooperation in every respect? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir; and especially in recent vears our 


cooperation with the corps has been outstanding and they have 


cooperated in every way and have, in fact, provided some very good 
ideas on occasion also. 
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PRIVATE 





POWER 





COMPANY COOPERATION 











Mr. Cannon. If the Federal Government had gone ahead with 
Hells Canyon, means would have been adopted which you would have 
considered satisfactory, but the private power companies are not 
always sO cooperative? 

Mr. McKernan. This varies, Mr. Chairman. Some of the private 
power companies have been very cooperative and, in fact, Sage x hired 
scientists and good biologists themselves to work with us; but this 
varies. I would not say that the private power companies es rse were 
dificult to deal with. We have had some trouble in the Middle 
Snake River system, however. 

Speaking about the high Hells Canyon Dam, of course, we still do 
not have what I consider an adequate means of passing fish up over 
and down over dams of that height. In fact, 
way from it yet. 

Mr. Cannon. 


I feel we are quite a 


The Idaho Power Co. has not cooperated with you 
to the extent that the Federal Government has cooperated with you? 

Mr. McKernan. The answer to your question is that you are 
correct. 

Mr. Taper. What was the answer to the question? 

Mr. Cannon. The answer to the question was in the affirmative. 

Mr. Evins. Will the chairman yield? 

Mr, Cannon. Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. You said you had had some difficulties with the private 
power companies at Brownlee Dam and others, and I think you ought 
to detail to the committee what your difficulties have been. 

Mr. McKernan. I would be very pleased to do it orally. 

Mr. Evins. Yes; if you will please. 

Mr. McKernan. We had difficulties with the design and operation 
of temporary facilities at the Ox Bow Dam site. This is a big Ox 
Bow in the river, and there was an old tunnel through the mountain, 
ind a temporary fishway was constructed here which did not hold up 
during high water. It failed. The water was shut off and some 
10,000 to 15,000 Chinook salmon which were destined for areas above 
this particular site were stranded, and great difficulty was encountered 
insalvaging these. We believe that about half of those salvaged did 
lot spawn successfully. Perhaps, as many as 10,000 to 15,000 
Chinook salmon may have been lost in that particular operation. 

Mr. Evins. Were you able to persuade the Idaho Power Co. to 


provide ladders and fac ilities ultimately so that you could protect 
the fishing industries? 


Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenron. Mr. McKernan, is it not true that the Idaho Power 
0. has cooperated to the extent of $10 to $15 million on this 


matter? 


Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Fenron. I think that i is pretty good cooperation, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Cannon. Well, on a matter of this importance involving the 
preservation of a species of fish which, once destroyed, can never be 
gain created except by divine power, I would say that 
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dollar’s lack of cooperation is a very serious matter. Apparently we 
have not had cooperation here. 

I would like to ask Mr. McKernan whether or not on all of our 
public works out there, by private industry and by the Corps of 
Engineers, you have any criticism. Has there been any lack of coop- 
eration with you or any failure to appreciate the significance of the 
fish preservation program on any of these projects, either those that 
have been constructed, or now are under construction, or those that 
are proposed? 

If so, this committee would like to know of it. 

Mr. McKernan. Well, Mr. Chairman, I certainly do not want to 
leave the wrong impression here. Some of the very best cooperation 
that we have had in projects on the Columbia River has been by 
private power companies. 

For example, the Portland General Electric Co., and one of the 
other Portland companies—Pacific Power & Light—have been bend- 
ing over backwards, if 1 can use that term, to cooperate and to hire 
the very best scientific advisers. They have come to us in the very 
early stages of the development of their projects and have worked 
very closely with us, at least as close as the Federal construction 
agencies do. So, 1 would not want to be put in the position of 
indicating- 

Mr. Cannon. You are saying some of them, but not all of them 
have failed to cooperate? 

Mr. McKernan. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. We are very anxious that all Federal projects make 
that one of the first and prime requisites to the installation of work 
of this character. ; 

Running over in your mind in a brief mental survey, are any private 
interests or Federal agencies delinquent in this respect? 

Mr. McKernan. In the initial stages of the construction of the 
private dams—the three dams—in the Middle Snake River we had 
difficulties, but in recent months they have hired competent people 
and are now cooperating to a great degree. In my opinion they are 
doing a much better job in getting together and realizing the serious- 
ness of this particular problem. 

I think that this was a result in the beginning of simply not realizing 
the importance of the fish runs that came by this area. It is a difficult 
thing for a man who is not a fishman to realize that within the depths 
of these waters where they cannot see are really hundreds and 
thousands of fish. But, after we had this problem at the Ox Bow Dam 
which was not entirely their fault, Mr. Chairman, either, for there 
were circumstances —undoubtedly natural circumstances —that caused 
or partly caused the failure in this area, and I am sure they would say 
caused it entirely, but they have recently hired a very competent 
biologist who is working very closely with us and right at the moment 
we are having a minimum of difficulty with the company. 

Mr. Cannon. I share your desire to be as charitable as possible and 
to place as little blame as possible but it is too important a matter for 
us not to be perfectly frank about it, 

Do you think that any of these projects are in themselves becoming 
too hurried or that we are proceeding a little too rapidly, and that 
we should wait until we have completely adjusted any possibility of 
interference with fish and wildlife? 
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Mr. McKernan. There have been times when I have felt that™we 
were proce eding too rapidly in this particular matter, Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. Cannon. Are there any at the present time in that category? 

Mr. McKernan. There is one. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any in the budget? I am talking about 
the budget. 

Mr. McKernan. I am not familiar- 

Mr. Cannon. But, you were going to say there was one. What is 
that one? 





BRUCES EDDY PROJECT 


Mr. McKernan. There is one that causes us some concern and 
that is the Bruces Eddy project. That is not an authorized project, 
but there have been planning funds provided, and of course, this 
provides a considerable danger, we think, to the large steelhead run 
which goes into the north fork of the Clearwater River 

Mr. Cannon. Has that been adjusted to your entire satisfaction? 

Mr. McKernan. No. 

Mr. Cannon. Well, then, I think this committee would want to 
take that into consideration. 

What is your recommendation? 

Mr. McKernan. Well, at the present time we do not know how 
to handle this large run of steelhead which goes into the north fork 
of the Clearwater, a tributary of the Snake River system. This 
project involves a high dam, and this is a particularly productive 
steelhead area. 

We have studies going on at the present time. We are in the 
process of working up a report, and I believe the timetable is next 
November for the completion of that report. 

Is that correct, Mr. Hodges? 

Mr. Hopaes. I think, probably, before then. 

Mr. McKernan. But, at the very latest, next November we will 
have a complete report on the fisheries situation in the north fork of 
the Clearwater River. 

Mr. Cannon. My understanding at the present time is the atten- 
tion given to the Bruces Eddy project is only for planning purposes. 

Mr. McKernan. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. And we have not yet provided money for 
construction. 

Mr. McKernan. No, sir; it is not authorized. 

Mr. CANNON. No damage « can be done until construction is started, 
but I can see your point of view: that before construction begins we 
should have a complete unde standing and there should be ade ‘quate 
arrangements made which will not interfere with what appears to be 
avery important annual harvest of fish. 

What would you say is the annual harvest of the steelhead on that 
stream? 

Mr. McKernan. The total run of steelhead that went above the 
Lewiston Dam on the Clearwater was 33,000 last vear. It is our 
best estimate at the present time, and our studies are just in the 
process of analysis now, that about three-fourths of those, or 75 
percent of those, go into the north fork of the Clearwater. 

We do not have as good an estimate as we should have for this 
committee of the total harvest, because the steelheads are harvested 
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from the moment the run enters the mouth of the Columbia River 
clear on up into Idaho and into the Clearwater River itself. But the 
magnitude of total run is on the order of 33,000 steelhead going into 
the Clearwater, a major spawning area. 

Mr. Hodges reminds me that 4.000 to 5.000 steelhead are hi arvested 
immediate ‘ly below the Lewiston Dam, right near the town of Lewiston, 
Idaho, itself, by recreational fishermen. 

So, you can see it is an important recreational fishery even that far 
up the river. 

Mr. Cannon. Unless we make provision for the preservation of this 
run, a serious loss might oceur? 

Mr. McKernan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Taser. May I ask a question at this point? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. Is it not true that the first real trouble with reference 
to this fish ladder business and the absence of it came up during the 
construction of the Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. And that this committee arranged for the provision of 
the fish ladders in the main stem dam below Grand Coulee. 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. That is exactly true. 

Mr. Cannon. And those fish ladders on which this committee in- 
sisted have been satisfactory in every respect? 

Mr. McKernan. The fish ladders in the Lower Columbia River 
are the best in the world. 

Mr. Pruuion. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 


VALUE OF COLUMBIA RIVER COMMERCIAL FISHING 


Mr. Prution. Mr. McKernan, could you tell me what the total 
value of the commercial fishing is on the Columbia River? 

Mr. McKernan. The commercial fishery on the Columbia River 
is probably valued at somewhere in the neighborhood of $10 million 
a vear. 

Mr. Pitiion. A vear? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. And, with the sport fishery the total is, 
perhaps, $17 million as an average figure, which Mr. Hodges gave me. 
There is a commercial fishery contribution from central ‘alifornia to 
southeastern Alaska and, in fact, some of our studies have shown that 
as much as one-half of the troll fishery of Alaska—the king salmon 
troll fishery—is the Columbia River Chinook salmon. Our ¢ Solumbia 
River salmon even contribute to Canada. Certain fishermen 
British Columbia harvest significant portions of Columbia River 
king salmon. They have an economic value that is widespread for 
the entire Pacific coast, Alaska, and British Columbia. Ag 

Mr. Pixuion. Is there not a license charged for either commercial 
or sport fishing by the States? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir; there is a license charged in most areas, 
Mr. Pillion. I would not be so familiar with the British Columbia 
charges, but there are both commercial fishery licenses and a landing 

tax for the commercial fishermen, and the sport fishermen fishing a! 
the mouth of the river itself, and from there on up in both Oregon 
and [Idaho are required to have licenses. 
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Mr. Prution. In most States the States charge license fees for 
recreational and sport fishing and those fees are used to take care of 
the hatcheries. Is that true with reference to the States bordering 
this river? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes to some extent, Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pituion. Do they put that money into hatcheries? 

Mr. McKernan. They put it into various conservation measures, 
and there is a considerable amount of the State funds going into the 
conservation and management of the fisheries of the Columbia River 
also at the present time. 


OTHER FUNDS AVAILABLE 


Mir. Pittiox. In the Department of the Interior budget do you not 
have an item which contributes to the conservation and fisheries’ 
protection on the Columbia River? There is $3.6 million in this 
budget. 

Mr. McKernan. Yes; we do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Prrtion. How much does that amount to? 

Mr. McKernan. It is about $1 million, Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pintion. So, that makes $4.6 million altogether? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pinuiox. The U.S. engineers also allocate various costs to 
fisheries in their various projects on the Columbia River, and adding 
ull of those up and adding what is in this budget and adding what is 
in the whole budget and adding what the States contribute to the 
conservation of fish in that area, you are pretty soon up to a rather 
high figure; are you not? 

Mr. McKERNAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prution. So, vou may find that you are putting more money 
into the salmon protection than is the commercial value of the fish? 

Mr. McKernan. Yes, but of course the recreational value is 
tremendous in this area. 

Mr. Prruron. Well, now, how do you measure the joy or the pleasure 
aman gets out of hooking a steelhead? How do you place the mone- 
tary value upon whether it is a bass or a steelhead? How can you 
equate that into an economic situation? 

Mr. McKernan. Well, being from that part of the country, and 
now being back here, [I place the value pretty high, Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Prtuion. Yes, individually, but naturally for pleasure purposes 
you cannot put a value on it. 

Mr. McKernan. I would place quite a value on it. 

Mr. Prnuion. You cannot put a monetary value on it; can you? 

Mr. McKernan. No; that is right, and that is why I consider it 
to be very, very valuable. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, Mr. McKernan, in the last analysis it is 
hot so much the commercial feature or the recreational feature that 
counts here. With this explosive growth in population which is just 
beginning, apparently, the preservation of any food product, especially 
from the sea, should be husbanded with the greatest care. 

That is your position? 

Mr. McKernan. It certainly is, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. We would like to commend you in that respect, and 
we would like to encourage this as much as we can. We hope when 
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you come before the committee a year from now you will have a little 
more definite program. 

Thank you, Mr. McKernan. 

Mr. McKernan. We shall do our best. 


QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY REPRESENTATIVE FENTON 


Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, in connection with the Columbia 
River fishery development program, may 1 submit these questions 
for the gentlemen who have just completed testifying? 

Mr. Cannon. Without objection the questions will be submitted 
to them and when the transcript goes to them they will supply the 
answers. 

(The questions and answers follow:) 


Question 1. In regard to the potential loss of salmon and steelhead runs above 
the Hells Canyon Dam site, is it not true that the Federal Hells Canyon Dam 
proposal made no provision for maintaining these runs and therefore these runs 
would have been destroyed as was done by the Federal Grand Coulee Dam? 

Answer. Plans for the Federal Hells Canyon Dam recommended the authoriza- 
tion of migratory fish preservation facilities for the fish runs which would have 
been affected by this dam. Paragraph 16 on page 117 of House Document 473, 
the Columbia River, 8lst Congress, 2d session, includes the following statement: 

“16. A portion of the salmon runs in the Snake River uses spawning areas 
above the site of the Hells Canyon Dam. Access to these spawning areas would 
be blocked by the dam, with resultant loss to the salmon fisheries. The Fish and 
Wildlife Service has indicated, however, that possibilities may exist for a com- 
pensating improvement of the environment for anadromous fish in the Snake River 
below the damsite as a result of the operation of the reservoir. Additional studies 
are needed, and are planned by the Fish and Wildlife Service to evaluate these 
possibilities. In the event further studies reveal conditions precluding the main- 
tenance of fish runs in the reach of the river below the dam, measures would be 
required to salvage the fish runs blocked. The cost of such measures, if found 
necessary, would be added to subsequently presented project costs, on a nonreim- 
bursable basis, in accordance with provisions of the act of August 14, 1946” (60 
Stat. 1080). 

Recommendations covering fish protective measures are found on pages 124-125 
of that document. 

Following further study the Fish and Wildlife Service anticipated the construc- 
tion of fish-protection facilities including trapping and artificially spawning and 
rearing of salmon and steelhead and transportation of these artificially spawned 
and reared fish to suitable reaches of other tributaries. A cost of approximately 
$5 million was estimated for such facilities. This amount, however, did not 
include the cost of a low-barrier dam in the Snake River which might have been 
needed in connection with fish-collection facilities. 

Question 2. Are you not, therefore, much better off with the present private 
construction of the three alternate private dams? 

Answer. There is no exact method of comparing the effects of the single high 
dam with the effects of the privately constructed dams. It is believed that with 
the present knowledge of passing or handling fish, the problems involved at one 
high dam would have been no more complex than those encountered in connection 
with the three dams, one of which is a relatively high dam. 

Question 3. What official position did the Fish and Wildlife Service take with 
regard to construction of the proposed Federal Hells Canyon Dam and the 
failure to make any provision for maintaining the fish runs above that point? 

Answer. The official position of the Fish and Wildlife Service was presented 
in a statement by former Director Albert M. Day on March 28, 1952, before the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. He stated that it is evident that because of its location 80 
far upstream the dam’s effect on fish runs will be much less than is the case with 
dams farther down the Snake and Columbia Rivers. He pointed out that fishing 
interests favored the early construction of Hells Canyon Dam in preference to 
other power installations such as those in the lower reaches of the Columbia River 
system for that reason. 
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ittle At that time it was believed that, as was the case when Grand Coulee Dam was 
constructed, the height of the Federal Hells Canyon Dam was such that it would 
form a complete barrier to anadromous fishes and therefore no passage devices 


were recommended. 
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nbi 
— BRIG. GEN. R. F. MacDONNELL, CHIEF, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 
L10ns ; F 
tted Mr. Cannon. We will take up consideration of the Central and 
th South Pacific Basin. 
P e 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
ibove For general investigations you are requesting $181,600. 
Dam Insert pages 3 and 4. 
or (The pages follow:) 
oriza- ee 2 7 
om GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR, 1961 
| 473 1. Surveys 
als (a) Navigation studies—The amount of $66,600 is requested for prosecution of 
ment: Wwigarro’ ne ¢ , req . pros 
areas five studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of four 
vould reports and progress on one other. ‘Tentative allocations by studies follow: 
h and 
com- | Total Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 
River Study | estimated prior to allocation, |complete after 
tudies | Federal fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
| cost 1961 1961 1961 
these WO A Lo =o so ee AE 2 Dears ae es 
maln- | 
ild be California: | | 
Camp Pendleton Harbor-..................- $47, 000 $33, 100 $13, 900 0 
found SE Ne 30, 000 19, 800 10, 200 0 
i\reim- PUNEPIRADINSIEE EE UND oi i gig ae i renee 25, 000 0 10, 000 15, 000 
e 
+9) (60 Ben Laie Obispo Harbor. oc cencnusccccn } 60, 000 34, 500 25, 500 0 
) Santa Barbara Harbor..................... | 39, 500 32, 500 | 7, 000 0 
4-125 SER ee | 201, 500 | 119, 900 | 66, 600 | 15, 000 
struc- : a : : 
g and (b) Flood control studies—The amount of $115,000 is requested for prosecution 
awned of five studies during fiscal year 1961. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 
nately 
id not Total Allocation Tentative {Additional to 
e been Study estimated prior to allocation, jcomplete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
keels cost 1961 1961 1961 
rive ee LEE ere). gn! Se by ee tee oe 
. California: 
e high MT es ene eo) $232, 000 $119, 700 $20, 000 $92, 300 
it, with UNIS ANNI ene es 205, 000 53, 600 20, 000 131, 400 
at one LEE ES a ae Re ue eA A) 150, 000 48, 800 50, 000 51, 200 
rection PRION CMON dt Snack awd eemnadeosentcdnen 52, 000 2, 900 5, 000 44, 100 
RONNIE ANU oo ois on ccrcdcncnec a waawne 75, 000 39, 000 | 20, 000 1 16, 000 
e with ics aii caeeu nantes niceadereeeeieeiny | 714, 000 264, 000 | 115, 000 | 335, 000 
(Ss oj | —— Sl ————————————— 
a the I a i) 915, 500 383, 900 | 181, 600 350, 000 
nt? 
sented APR poe 
ore the Additional funds required for combined navigation study. 
nterior 
tion th CAMP PENDLETON HARBOR, CALIF. 
se wit 
— Mr. Cannon. The Camp Pendleton Harbor was not budgeted last 
. River | Year. Why is it necessary to pick it up now? 


General MacDonneELL. This harbor will be built on land that had 
to be acquired from the Marine Corps at Camp Pendleton, purchased 





by the local interests. They have just recently been able to accom.| 
plish this purchase to provide for the desired harbor. 

I think the principal urgency stems from the fact that from the 
dredging in this harbor will be accomplished an extremely urgent 
beach erosion project down coast from the harbor. 

Mr. Cannon. You consider it essential? 

General MacDonne ut. I do, sir. I think it is a saving of money 
to do it as quickly as we can. Otherwise we will have to get sand 
from somewhere else. 


DANA POINT STUDY, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. Also at variance with your last year’s budget is the 
request for the Dana Point study. With the appropriation we gave 
you in the current budget you were supposed to have completed the 
Dana Point project study. However, I note you are asking for more 
funds for this study for 1961. How does it happen it was not com- 
pleted with the money we provided? 

General MacDonne tu. We found it necessary, sir, to increase the 
cost of that study by $10,000. This was based on the fact that at 
Mission Bay, not far south of Dana Point, we found out a lot mor 
about wave action and subsurface conditions. 

Mr. Cannon. Just where is this located? 

General MacDonneE.t. It is south of Los Angeles, sir, in Orange 
County. 

Mr. Cannon. It is adjacent to Los Angeles? 

General MacDonneELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In order to make these additional studies you require 
$10,000 more? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 


HUMBOLDT HARBOR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For Humboldt Harbor, $10,000 is requested for fiscal 
year 1961. 

General MacDonneELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the situation there? 

General MacDonne tu. This is the best port between San Francisco 
and Coos Bay, Oreg. It is in the heart of the redwood country and it 
is a great lumber center. I believe the traffic was 782,000 tons, in 
1958 which is the last vear of record. The channel depths and the 
basin depths are inadequate to support the type of traffic that would 
like to use this harbor and in fact is using it at some risk. 

Mr. Cannon. Is this exclusively for the lumber industry? 

General MacDonnetv. Incoming, there are great quantities of 
yetroleum, and outgoing, mostly lumber. There are other products, 
a outgoing the cargo is mostly lumber and fish. 

Mr. Cannon. What facilities are they using at the present time? 

General MacDonnrELL. They have shallower channels and basins. 


ADEQUACY OF BUDGET REQUEST 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Jensen. It is difficult for me to understand why you are not 
asking for the total amount of $25,000 for fiscal year 1961 instead of 
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$10,000. Apparently vou will ask for $15,000, to complete, next year. 
It is difficult for me to understand why you cannot complete this job 
in fiscal 1961. Why put it off another year? 

General MacDonne Lu. It is a matter of funding, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. A matter of funding? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean you do not like to ask for this much money 
this year? 

General MacDonne.u. I asked for that much, si 

Mr. Jensen. You did ask for it? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And somebody down at the Bureau of the Budget 
said, ‘Well, the General doesn’t know what he is doing, so we will not 
follow his recommendation.’ The chances are they know less than 
nothing about it. Carrving this over another year will just hold you 
up so vou cannot do the job you would like to de. You would like 
to finish this in 1961, would you not, General? 

General MacDonNneE tt. It is possible to do so. 

Mir. Jensen. It must be possible to do it or vou would not have 
asked for it. And vou think it will take the full $25,000 to do this 
job, do you? 

General MacDoNNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, Mr. Chairman, did you hear the General say 
he had asked originally for $25,000 and that somebody along the line 
decided that the General did not know what he was talking about so 
they just allowed him $10,000 this year, and next vear they will ask 
us for the other $15,00C, which will just prolong this thing and cost 
more money, without a doubt, in the longrun. The longer you stretch 
itout the more it will cost. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Iowa is aware from his long 
experience that fortunately we have an agency which evaluates all 
these things. 

Mr. Jensen. Did you say fortunately or unfortunately? 

Mr. Cannon. Fortunately. We have an agency that evaluates all 
these things. For any one item, taken by itself, you may be able to 
make a good case, but when you take them as a whole, you go through 
them and cut them down here and there. There is no budget that 
ever comes to us that is not ins below what was first requested. 
[ think it is very fortunate. 

When I went to school I had some professors who would give us 
collateral reading. Each professor loaded us down with collateral 
reading and textbook assignments so that we could have given our 
entire time to his course and have had no time left for any other course. 
Necessarily we had to adjust the time, not to the requirements of the 
professors but to the time available. That seems to be the situation 
here, 

Mr. Jensen. You know, I had an old dad I thought was pretty 
smart. He had a lot of boys. In the spring of the vear the weeds 
would start coming up in the field. When they got up to 3 or 4 inches, 
dad would say, “Boy s, get the hoes and get out and cut the weeds.” 
Some of us would say, ““‘Why not leave them until they get a little 
bigger?’ He would always say, “Kill them off in the spring and they 
won’t bother you in the fall.’”’ 








264 


Get this job done and get it done quickly and you will be better off 
in the long run. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


MAINTENANCE FUNDS 


Mr. Fenron. You are going to ask for $650,000 for dredging in 
Humboldt Harbor, so $10 000 is not all you are going to get? 

Mr. Jensen. This year? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. How will they know what to do if they do not first 
make the investigations? 

General MacDonneLL. May I comment, sir? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

General MacDonne tu. There is $650,000 in the budget for mainte- 
nance work at Humboldt Harbor. As I believe was developed yester- 
day in the testimony, the jetties are in very bad conditions; $350, 000 
of that will go to jetty repair together with some normal operation 
and maintenance funds made available for fiscal year 1960. This 
leaves $300,000 that will be used for dredging; $200,000 of that is 
normal annual and $100,000 is periodic. This is to dredge the channels 
to partially restore currently authorized channel depths and nothing 

else. 

Mr. Fenton. That is what I wanted to bring out. On each of these 
surveys and new studies yesterday there was a request for some indica- 
tion of the project size. Should we ask for that for each one as we 
come to them, or should that be automatic? 

Mr. Cannon. That information will be supplied. 


CONSTRUCTION 
HALFMOON BAY HARBOR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For Halfmoon Bay Harbor you are requesting 
$1,800,000. 

Insert pages 7 through 10. 

(The pages follow :) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 


HatFMoon Bay Harpor, CAtir. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location. —Halfmoon Bay is located on the coast of California about 15 miles 
south of San Francisco. 

Authorization —1948 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 


Cash contribution_ -- 
Other costs Nee 
Total estimated project cost 


Amount 


$5, 210, 000 
24, 000 
756, 000 
100, 000 
} 656, 000 
| 5, 990, 000 


} Accumulated 
percent of 
| estimated 


| Federal (Corps 
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cost 
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Appropriations to June 30, 1959__...-- iii seg pbsb gna beston hse tata; iia wane tab ete SOON Pica ccauneunens 
Dele TESAGNs Gt SNORE WORD BUS inca nbawacbannnencceanekiccetaacesheoos LO Boe cnnckonacainns 
Appropriations to date - OMe . ein Gr icah cig oiaate keken ak he itimaroes 2, 149, 000 41 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961.........-.--------------- ae 1, 800, 000 76 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. .............------------------ 1, 261, 000 



















PHYSICAL DATA 





Breakwaters.—Two rubblemound breakwaters to form an enclosed harbor of 
about 245 acres with an entrance 600 feet wide, the west breakwater extending 
southerly for 1,000 feet from Pillar Point, thence northeasterly for 1,620 feet, 
and the east breakwater 4,420 feet in length. 













Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 





















Breakwaters 14 | October 1961. 


Sa a ae eae eae = aii lumniei sine ei 16 Do. 


















JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a badly needed harbor of refuge during storm periods 
when the entrance to San Francisco Bay through the Golden Gate is extremely 
hazardous for small boats. Halfmoon Bay lies near important fishing banks, 
and lack of a protected harbor has resulted in the reported loss of 14 lives in 
recent years, in extensive damage to fishing craft and gear, losses in fishing time, 
fuel consumption, fish catch, and land and cannery property earnings, and has 
hindered further industrial expansion and development of the recreational poten- 
tial of the area. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 will be applied to: 
Continue construction of the east breakwater $1, 670, 000 
Engineering and design-_-- ees 2. 000 
Supervision and administration_______~_ 128, 000 









































Total _ 1, 800, 000 


The amount requested for fiscal year 1961 is the minimum required to permit 
the contractor to proceed with an economical and orderly construction program 
and meet scheduled project completion date of October 1961, which is just prior 
to 1961-62 storm season. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required by the authorizing legislation 
to provide free of royalty costs necessary stone for initial construction and sub- 
sequent maintenarce of the breakwaters, to provide all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, and to provide and maintain necessary utilities and mooring facil- 
ities, at a presently estimated cost of $656,000. In addition, they are required 
to contribute $100,000 toward the first cost of the improvement. The break- 
Watrs will be maintained by the Federal Government. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Harbor Commissioners of the San 
Mateo County Harbor District has provided necessary assurance that require- 
Ments of local cooperation will be met, has made available required lands, ease- 
Ments, and rights-of-way, contributed the amount of $100,000 toward first cost 
of construction and an additional amount of $81,000 in lieu of providing royalty- 
ree stone, and is completing plans for construction of necessary port facilities. 



























































266 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates—-The current Federal cost estimate of 


$5,210,000 is the same as the estimate last submitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 





Iter Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
| 2 3} (4 ( 
Breakwat east nd west 
breakwaters extending from 
El Granada to Pillar $4, 770, 000 $346, 200 $1. 590. 000 $1, 670, OOO $1, 163, 800 
Preauthorization sti 28, O00 28 O00 
Engineering and d& 140, 000 117, 100 12, 900 2. 000 8. OO 
Supervision and administratior 372, OO 33, 300 121, 500 128, OOK 89, 20 
I | applied cost (Corp 
f Engineers fun nd 
I Federa contribu 
310, 000 24, 600 724, 400 1, 800, OOO 1, 261, OW 
TU ndistribute osts, non 
Lot project co Corps 
of Engineers funds and 
non-Federal contribu- 
tions 7 5. J LO. OOO 24, 600 724, 400 1, 800, 000 1, 261, 0 
ending adjustments, none 
Total cost Corps of Engi- 
neers funds nd non- 
Federal contributions 5, 310, 000 24, 600 1. 724. 400 1. 800. 000 1. 261, OM 
Corps of Engineers funds 
Total cost 5, 210, 000 524, 600 1, 624, 400 1, 800, 000 1, 261,00 
lL ndelivered orders 559, OOO 559. 000 
Total obligations 1, O83, 600 1, 065, 400 1, 800, 000 1, 261, 000 
Non-Federal contributions 
Total cost 100, 000 100, 000 
Undelivered orders 70, 000 70, 000 
Total obligations 70, 000 30, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Corps of Engineers funds 
Appropriations 1, O85, 000 1, 064, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 1, 400 <a 
Total funds available for 
obligation 1, 065, 400 
Appropriations required 1, 800, 000 1, 261, 000 
Non-Federal contributions | 
Contributions 100, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 30, 000 
Total funds available for 
obligation 30, 000 
Contributions required 


Mr. Cannon. General MacDonnell, on the Halfmoon Bay Har- 
bor project you are using only two-thirds of the funds allowed for 
1960. What has delayed this project? 

General MacDonne.tu. Mr. Chairman, we had contemplated that 
the contractor would use an existing quarry. He chose to open a 
new quarry and encountered difficulty in the stripping and developing 
part of the operation. This led us to believe, as we could see it, that 
he was not going to use $1.5 million, so we picked up the difference 
between the $1,064,000 and $1.5 million as a part of the required overall 
slippage. 
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PLAYA DEL REY INLET AND BASIN, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For Playa del Rey Inlet and Basin, Calif., you are 
requesting $154,000. 

Insert pages 12 through 18. 

The pages follow: ) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


PLAYA DEL Rry INLET AND BasIN, CaLir. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the coast of California, 30 sailing miles northwest of Los Angeles 
Harbor. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefil-cost ratio.—5.4 to 1. 


Summarized finan ial data 


Accumulated 

percent of 

Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 

of Engineers 








cost 
lated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers). -_.- $2, 320, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard os oa - a 30, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost te 4 Sis 25. 700, 000 
Cash contribution. 2, 280. 000 
Other costs . = 23, 420, 000 sa 
Total estimated project cost 2 ee ee ss 28, 050, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 ; us 1, 642, 000 Y “ 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960- 3 ee BL ie el a 0 << agers 
Appropriations to date 322 1, 642, 000 71 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 = ee 154, 000 77 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 : ees 524, OOO 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance, 20 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 5,100 feet long. 
Inner, 15 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, 2,300 feet long; and 10 feet deep, 1,000 
feet wide, 2,600 feet long. 
Jetties: 
One 2,000 feet long. 
One 760 feet long. 
Revetment: Main channel, approximately 6,400 linear feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


CS ee Tae be hee eu Suet November 1961. 
Jetties__ se s . ee ee ee ~ 100 

Revetment ei : i | Do 

Entire project ‘ 2 37 Do. 





‘Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The metropolitan areas of Los Angeles City and County have a population of 
over 5 million. These people are in need of a small-craft harbor with large capac- 
ity within reasonable motoring distances from their homes. Newport Bay Har- 
bor, about 45 miles from Los Angeles City, with 4,300 small craft, is crowded. 
The one completed basin at Alamitos Bay in Long Beach and the Los Angeles- 
Long Beach commercial harbor, about 23 miles from Los Angeles, have small craft 
Mevery available space, and at all places there are waiting lists for aecommoda- 
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tions and tentative boat sales agreements contingent on availability of desirable 


mooring slips. The U.S. Coast Guard needs protected mooring facilities in this 
vicinity for basing of rescue boats for safety of both watercraft and of aircraft 
from the International Airport nearby. The small-craft harbor at Playa del 
tey will satisfy these needs by providing protected berthing facilities for about 
7,000 small craft and facilities for parking 2,500 trailer-mounted craft, without 
encroaching on use of the basin as a harbor of refuge. Sport-fishing craft will also 
base at this facility. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $154,000 will be applied as follows: 


IUPUI ER sf ty $83, 000 
Nee en rains eke n cormmcecenn 5, 000 


ee ee Ne ee _ 66, 000 


(Este ata a gE re a 154, 000 


The requested funds are required for continuation of an orderly and economical 
construction program, with completion in fiscal year 1962 as scheduled. 
Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is as follows: 
Lands and damages 
Relocations: 
Pewers......... cet ee ee Oe = 1, 540, 000 
| ———e See err ek: : : 501, 000 
Oil pipeline crossings : : : 26, 000 
ME NN i cee eee eA 83, 000 
Construction: 


ae cane aa ‘ . $11, 650, 000 


Channels (dredging interior basins) ; ; 1, 720, 000 
Bulkheads and piers_ ___---_---_-~- ; “ 3, 840, 000 
Shore improvement- - - -- : eee Ste : : ees Nn 4, 060, 000 
MOONRUNNER ie ese ics cs ee Se ae cea tf ei fergs 2, 280, 000 
Total winieiciclelessacnscaxcc, , set ene 


In addition thereto, local interests will operate the harbor, including police, fire, 
and sanitary provisions, and maintain all improvements constructed at its expense. 
Local interests maintenance costs will be defrayed from revenue-producing items 
at the installation. 

Status of local cooperation —The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the 
legally responsi’ le agency, adopted a resolution on October 30, 1956, assuring the 
United States that the requirements of local cooperation would be fulfilled. All 
the lands to be acquired are under condemnation and the county has expended over 
$8,100,000 to date for land acquisition. Acquisition of rights-of-way for dredging 
the entrance channel and main channel is complete. In addition to the funds 
expended for land accuisition, the county has deposited $2,280,000 with the 
Federal Government as payment for its share of the general navigation facilities. 
Expenditures for relocations and other development items have exceeded $7 
million. The total expenditure to date is $15,100,000 out of an estimated total 
non-Federal cost of $25,700,000. This estimated total is exclusive of self- 
liouidating items which amount to an additional $20 million. Relocations not 
yet accomplished within the Federal working area will be completed ahead of the 
dredging. Coast Guard facilities which include mooring accommodations for & 
95-foot craft, space for a heliport, office, and storage space will be provided without 
cost to the United States. 

Comparison cf Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost estimates —The current Federal 
(Corps of Engineers) cost estimate of $2,320,000 is a decrease of $911,000 from the 
latest estimate ($3,231,000) submitted to Congress. The cost of the breakwater 
feature increased by $4,600 due to the addition of navigation aids and decreased 
$150,600 based on final costs of the completed contract for the jetties. Combining 
entrance and main channel dredging with interior basin dredging (a responsibility 
of local interest) into a single contract resulted in a decrease of $200,000, and favor- 
able bids, together with reductions in contingency allowances, resulted in a de- 
crease of $617.500 in channels. These decreases were partially offset by an 
increase of $128,500 due to the extension of the 20-foot-deep entrance channel. 
Reanalvsis of supervision and administration resulted in a decrease of $76,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 
| 


Item 


(1) 





Channels (including revetment) - 
Breakwater 
Preauthorization studies (Corps 

of Engineers funds only) 
Engineering and design _-..----.- 
Supervision and administration_. 


Total applied cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds and 
non-Federal contribu- 
SOE inna nwicomecarcnccien 

Undistributed costs--.--......-..- 





Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds and 
non-Federal contribu- 
tions) 

Pending adjustments_.......---- 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- 
neer funds and non- 
Federal contributions) --- 


Corps of Engineers funds: 
Total] applied cost ...........-- 
Undistributed costs-.--..--.- 
Total project cost- 
Pending adjustments 


ANE RING a oi crsecce eames 
Undelivered orders. ..-..-------- 


Total obligations. ........- 
Non-Federal contributions: 

Total applied cost__....-.... 

Undistributed costs. _...-... 


Total project cost.......-- 
Pending adjustments__---._----- 


ORE MIE. oc codniddsiacecct 
Undelivered orders..--..-.------ 


Total obligations-_-_.--..--- 


METHOD OF FINANCING 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
Appropriations__- 
Unobligated carryover from 
DINGY DONE edness ee 


Total funds available for 
obligation. .........<.... | 


Appropriation required_._--.--- | 





Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions --- 


Unobligated carryover from | 


RR Oa. na cciceesececces 


Total funds available for 


GID So oo cekcaeuldawesecninneun 
Contribution required...._---- etlekmaadwermainn si 



























































/ Balance to 
Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
$2, 733, 000 0 $640,000 | $1, 110, 000 $983, 000 
1, 480, 000 $1, 470, 800 9, 200 0 0 
42, 000 42,000 0 0 0 
120, 000 92, 800 20, 800 5,000 1, 400 
225, 000 65, 400 30, 000 66, 000 63, 600 
4, 600, 000 1, 671, 000 700, 000 1, 181,000 1, 048, 000 
Sebhunaesecuntedel oneeecseonesns lwhaeesescaneds] oudesesecuseco| sassnandeednen 
4, 600, 000 1, 671, 000 700, 000 1, 181, 000 1, 048, 000 
Cee Soe Ba ee oa a Be ee ee ne Pe eee 
4, 600, 000 1, 671, 000 | 700, 000 | 1, 181, 000° 1, 048, 000 
2, 320, 000 916, 000 | 289, 500 590, 500 | 524, 000 
2, 320, 000 916, 000 * 289, 500 500, 500 | 524, 000 
seen domennerion LS Sabi dagdaskne ahskebunsnncnalneeeebeenusnnd accubuesnoaube 
2, 320, 000 916, 000 289, 500 | 590,500 | 524, 000 
i sisd ees CRA EROS +100 | +436, 400 mG AMM Bid stitesstkceeicberen ites 
* aaa 916, 100 725, 900 154, 000 a 24, 000 
————_— = SS —_ SS SE ———| — 
2, 280, 000 755, 000 410, 500 590, 500 | 524, 000 
2, 280, 000 55, 000 | 410, 500 0 | 590, 500 524, 000 
Bie ee ee ee ea ere eS oe ee (il cpatanscas ogee 
2, 280, 000 755, 000 410, 500 90, 500 524, 000 
chien eae ha ee ee ete eras sea eee Bee eee ee 
see 755, 000 | 410, 500 590, 500 524, 000 
————————S>=— | = ————————=— == ——S_ 
| | 
| | 
exansmameae 1, 642, 000 0 3 : 2 
inet alow epentwea 25, 900 > 
aaa ~ he 
Clase eager ale te er oo ; 725 ee 2 Seal ig 3's 
edenmaee ae } =, o< 154, 000 524, 000 
Sg nhc taeae :  GUSR One? "SAORI. oc ese oa cea 
ea ea ea hee My 449, 000 | 590, 500 24, 000 
= ~ pepe Ra ack aie ome 
et sade 1, 525, 000 | -| lee tame sata 
‘ eal naianemain | 0 0 





Mr. Cannon. Gene 


STATUS OF FUN 


ral, 


DS 


apparently you are using none of the 


$500,000 appropriated for this project in this current fiscal year. 
Tie are getting along on contributed funds. 
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General MacDoONNELL. Sir, that was true for fiscal year 1960, and 
I might also say, to my regret, we had quite a sizable carryover from - 
fiscal year 1959, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. You had a carryover of over $700,000; is that correct? 

General MacDoNNELL. From fiscal year 1959, sir, we carried over 
$726,000 unobligated. 

Mr. Cannon. Can you get along with those funds for 1961 instead 
of asking for another $154,000? You will not use $154,000, will you? 

General MacDonNeELu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you use all the carryover and in addition all 
the $154,000? 

General MAacDONNELL. Yes, su 

Mr. Cannon. How does it happen you expect to make such pro- 
gress in the coming year as compared to what you made in previous 
years? 

General MacDonnewu. The dredging contract is let, the power will 
be in to the dredge, the local people have made their entire cash 


contribution, and each quarter beginning last month they make a | “Et 
cash donation for that quarter, and we expect to use all these funds En 
this vear. Int 
Mr. Cannon. So the failure to use the funds up to this time does Si 
S 
not indicate any delay in the project? wae 
General MacDonnetu. No, sir. In case I misled you, sir, as to letting 
the carryover, in June 1960 we will not have any unob ligated balance. 
We will have an unexpended balance of about $400,000 in June. 
COMPLETION DATE 
Mr. Cannon. But you have moved the date of completion from ’ 
May to November. ee 
General MacDoNnNeE.Lu. That is because when we previously gave p 
a completion date we were only speaking of the Federal channel. As 
the dredging of the Federal channel moves into the harbor, the side 
basins, which are paid for by the local interests, but are now combined 7 
in the same candied t, will be dredged. ~ 
Mr. Cannon. Do the local interests pay in cash or services? et 
General MacDonneELu. Every quarter they pay cash, sir. area W 
Xistin 
PORT HUENEME HARBOR, CALIF. ™ aT 
’ . . . ttoral 
Mr. Cannon. If there are no further questions we will take up wa 
Port Hueneme Harbor, Calif., where $2,422,000 is requested for com- vas eX 
pletion. The p! 
Insert pages 20 through 25. oe: th 
. . PT el 
I believe there are no questions on that. Viec 
(The pages follow :) follows 
y Co 
CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 
omp 
Porr HvENEME Harpor, CALIF. Engin 
Super 
(CONTINUING) 
Loca‘ion.—On the coast of Califernia, 65 miles northwest of Los Angeles Harbor. 7 
he 


Auth rizalion.—195t River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulate 
percent of 


Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers 


cost 








ited | il cost (Corps of Engineers a2 , = ef oh ; 
ited Federal cost Navy . : 1, 300, 000 
ated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). _ Ne an BRE, a0) OOO 
ted non-Federal cost C ee m 3. BAO. ( 
Cash contribution ; Vm fea 0 
Other costs : 3, 850, 0 
ilestimated project cost : : ‘ as . 10. 680. OO 
iations to June 30, 1959 =i 778, 00 
wiation for fiscal year 1960 aad ss ! y 2 300, OOF 
opriations to date. . oN is - a ~ 3. O78, O00 56 
ition requested for fiscal year 1961_- oe 2, 422, OUI 100 


e to complete after fiscal year 1961 






PHYSICAL 





DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance: 20 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 1,650 feet long. 
Entrance basin: 20 feet deep, 300 to 750 feet wide, 1,750 feet long. 
Inner basin: 10 feet deep, 900 to 1,400 feet wide, 1,200 to 2,000 feet long. 
Side basin: 10 feet deep, 100 to 250 feet wide, 900 feet long. 
Sand trap: 800 to 1,500 feet wide, 1,600 feet long. 
Breakwater: 2,300 feet long 
Jetties: Two—one 1,300 feet long and one 1,270 feet long. 





Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 
I 


| dienes 
innels 7 A c | ( December 1960. 
Breakwater and jetties 43 | October 1960 
es for navigation aids > ) June 1961 


tire project 23 Do 









1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The existing harbor at Port Hueneme was acquired by the Navy in 1942 and is 
ised preponderantly for Navy activities. The project under construction will 
provide a commercial and recreational small craft harbor for the growing local 
irea Which has been without such facilities from the time the Navy took over the 
existing harbor. The harbor would provide berthing and mooring for 500 or more 
recreational, sport-fishing and commercial-fishing boats. The existing jetties at 
the U.S. Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, obstruct the 
littoral supply to the beach between that location and Point Mugu including the 
lrontage of the Pacific Missile Range (U.S. Navy) at the latter point. $1,600,000 
was expended by the Navy in 1954 as a stopgap measure for beach replenishment. 
he project will provide material for the initial restoration of this area of beech, 
d the sand trap to be constructed under the project will provide the source for 
replenishment material. 

a year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,422,000 will be applied as 
lollows: 


} 
il 


Complete breakwater and bases for navigation aids $882, 400 
Vomplete inner-basin dredging - - - -- - -- es 1, 419, 200 
gineering and design : : whore 9, OOO 
Supervision and administration __ : : 111, 400 

SI cai cass aps aes  ehigiaail sah Seis 2, 422, 000 


The amount requested will complete the project. 
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Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require. 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is as follows: 


I ET ne ee num caekibnnbeuminaacnw $1, 512, 000 
I a SO ie cae 68, 000 
i tr eas ciel ia ine anelmign Scher melt 233, 000 
Construction: 
I Se a le ae 365, 000 
Seen CIOS ORNL TINO os ct eh em acennncacans 1, 063, 000 
POs eons ONG AMOS | ec ec eccc men 219, 000 
Paeenenreny Wiis OOMMN@ONTIOS. oe oo ee eee cence mane 390, 000 
er a eae 3, 850, 000 


In addition thereto, local interests will operate and maintain all harbor facilities 
except those built at Federal expense. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Supervisors of Ventura County, the 
legally responsible agency, has furnished Resolution No. 404.2 adopted July 24, 
1956, assuming the responsibility of satisfying completely the conditions imposed 
on local interests by the authorizing act. Local interests have acquired all lands 
necessary for construction of the project. The county has engaged the services 
of consulting engineers to develop the interior boat and shore facilities. 

Comparison of Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost estimates.—The current Federal 
(Corps of Engineers) cost estimate of $6,800,000 is a decrease of $740,000 from 
the latest estimate ($7,540,000) submitted to Congress. The decrease was due 
to receipt of a favorable bid for the breakwater and jetties and a reduction in the 
contingency allowance. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item 

(1) 
CARDONE: vccninccsoncsunewna os 
Breakwater _ ae 
Preauthorization studies__------ 


Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration. 


Total applied cost (Corps | 
of Engineers and Navy 
Cis). =.=. loaabe 

Undistributed cost 


Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers and Navy 
funds) ---- pares mince 

Pending adjustme nts. = 





Total cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers and Navy funds) -- 


Corps of Engineers funds: 
Total applied cost ----- 
Undistributed cost- 


| Project cost 


estimate | 


$3, 059, 700 
3, 287, 800 | 
29, 500 
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Total to 
June 30, 1959 | 


(3) 


0 
$753, 400 
29, 500 


| Current fis- 


cal year 1960 | 
| 


(4) | 


$1, 641, 000 
1, 652, 000 
0 





5, 500, 000 








103, 000 70, 500 23, 500 

320, 000 33, 800 174, 800 

eee eagle Seria icine 

| 
6, 800, 000 87, 200 3, 491, 300 
| 

6, 800, 000 887, 200 3, 491, 300 
| hs wt bade 

6, 800, 000 300 


887, 200 | 
307, 400 


307, 


3, 491, 


2, 771, 100 





| Budget, 


fiscal 
year 1961 


$1, 418, 700 
882, 400 
0 

9, 000 
111, 400 


, 421, 500 


tr 


2, 421, 500 


— ——' 


2, 421, 500 


2, 421, 500 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 











Total project cost_.------- 5, 500, 000 400 2, 771, 100 2, 421, 500 
Pending adjustments. ---------- |--------------]-------- -<=- | . Sowalesncocsesemdee 
: aera a — - se eae 
Total cost 5, 500, 000 307, 400 2, 771, 100 2, 421, 500 
Undelivered orders-_------------ | - +396, 800 = S06, 800}. <2. cnn cccfncnccncassewes 
SORE OPE oe cs a | ; esd 
Total obligations. 704, 200 2, 374, 300 2, 421, 500 | 
= ——— — —— |-——— —=— = ———_ — -|—_>—=————— —>_(_O——————————_——— 
Navy funds: a , 
Total applied cost ----- 1, 300, 000 579, 800 720, 2 0 
Undistributed cost_--.------]------ a conasasweeaeeoe a ee ea Seine cael 
Total project cost... ------ 1, 300, 000 0 
Pending adjustments..---------- Dtk ca dace sloth’ mansanwin dksdiatonstewe ld chneseadewesn|areasemuenaewe 
otal GOs. <<-on2-2sscc~ _.| 1,300, 000 0 
Undelivered orders | ~ ane ws én faeseneessnsesa}esntennnen—s == 
Total obligations____----- 579, 800 72 en 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| } 
Corps of Engineers funds: . | 
Appropriations leencncnasessan 778, 500 2,300, 000 |--------------|-------------- 
Unobligated carryover. from | 
Prior Ye@F . .-- ..<-.---.-------- 3p so eRe Rae” i. Pa IsnccsGuceucnenluseanquebena@s 


Total funds available for | 
obligation 


Appropriations required -----~----|- 


Navy funds: | 
Contributions. -- 


Unobligated carryover from | 


prior year 


Total funds available for | 


obligation “eendeneetane 


Contributions required 








74, 300 


2, 374, 300 | .- 


720, 200 | 


720, 200 


SANTA CRUZ HARBOR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. $300,000 is requested for Santa Cruz Harbor. 
through 31. 


Insert pages 27 
(The pages follow :) 


2, 422, 000 
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CHANNELS AND HarRBors (NAVIGATION 
SANTA Cruz Harpor, Catir. 


(NEW START) 





Location Santa Cruz Harbor is located on the north shore of Monterey Bay 
about 65 miles south of San Francisco. 

Authorizatior 1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio. 6 to: 1. 


Summarize d financial data 


Accun 

perce 0 

Amount estimated 
Federal Corps 

of Engineers 


ul 
nt 


cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - 7 $1, 850, 000 J 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard - ox OOO 
Estimated non- Federal cost os . 1, 110, 000 
Cash contribution “ WS buwncsnewecusage 
Other costs : S 120, 000 
Total estimated project cost 2, 998, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 LOE lowivanndadasen 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 ae 0 piammenii 
Appropriations to date¢ 110. 000 f 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961. : 300, O00 22 
Balance to complete ifter fiscal year 1961 . [a el 1accnaaecnnenell 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel: 1,270 feet long, 100 feet wide, 20 feet deep for first 900 
feet, thence 15 feet deep to inner channel. 
Harbor channel: 1,400 feet long, 150 feet wide, 15 feet deep for first 800 feet, 
thence 10 feet deep to turning basin 300 feet long, 250 feet wide, and 
10 feet deep. 
Jetties: Rubblemound entrance jetties: 
East jetty: 810 feet long. 
West jetty: 1,200 feet long. 
Sand bypassing plant: Floating suction dredge (need for construction to be 
determined by effect of jetties on shoaling and beach erosion 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Channels. -_ _- ; March 1962 
Jetties ( June 1962 
Sand bypassing plant_-_-- Not scheduled 
Entire project (exclusive of sand bypassing plant 3 | June 1962 


1 Not started, 
JUSTIFICATION 


Santa Cruz, the foremost seaside resort of northern California, serves as & 
recreation center for 10 nearby counties with a population in excess of 1 million 
persons. It serves as a permanent base for 70 commercial fishing craft and as & 
temporary base for as many as 100 transient boats during albacore runs on the 
nearby fishing banks. Lack of a protected harbor has resulted in extensive 
damage to boats during storm periods and bas seriously restricted recreational 
boating. During storm seasons the majority of boats based at Santa Cruz must 
either be berthed at other locations during the normal storm season, October 
through April, or run to protected harbors for shelter when sudden storms occur. 
The project will result in a substantial increase in the number of pleasure craft 
based at Santa Cruz and in the number of boasting days available each year; 
will reduce travel time; will eliminate damages to boats and losses of gear and 








Bay 


lated 
t of 
fed 
Corps 
eers 


900 


feet, 
and 


as a 
llion 
as 3 
the 
sive 
onal 
dust 
ober 
cur. 
raft 
ear; 
and 


275 


fish catch; and will provide a harbor of refuge for local and transient recreation 
ind fishing craft. Average annual benefits are estimated at $288,000. 
Fiscal year 1961.— The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of the west jetty $275, 000 


) 
Engineering and design 2, 000 
Supervision and administration = 23, 000 
Total : . = oem 300, 000 


The amount requested for fiscal year 1961 is the minimum required to initiate 
construction at the start of the 1961 working season, thereby advancing jetty 
onstruction sufficiently to provide a moderate degree of protection prior to the 
1961-62 storm season and permitting project completion and realization of 
benefits beginning with the summer of 1962. 

Non-Federal posts —Local interests are required by the authorizing legislation to 
provide necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including suitable spoil- 
lisposal areas, and royalty-free jettystone for initial construction and subsequent 
maintenance, at an estimated cost of $120,000. In addition, they are required to 
‘ontribute in cash 35.1 percent of the first cost of the project, presently estimated 
at $990,000. In addition, they are required to construct and maintain adequate 
areas for berthing, including necessary utilities and supply and marine-repair 
facilities. 

The Federal Government will maintain the jetties at an estimated annual cost 
of $15,000. Prior to the construction of the sand-bypassing plant the Federal 
Government will also maintain the dredged depths in the project channels and 
the turning basin at an estimated annual cost of $35,000. Upon commencement 
of sand bypassing, local interests will assume the operation and maintenance of the 
bypassing plant and make replacements thereto, when and as required, and also 
maintain the channels and turning basin, with the understanding that the Federal 
Government will reimburse local interests for the actual cost of plant operation, 
maintenance, and replacement up to a limit of $35,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Santa Cruz port district, legally constituted 
to comply with all items of local cooperation, has furnished necessary assurance 
that the requirements would be met, has completed design of the interior harbor 
facilities, and has recently furnished advice that acquisition of real estate is 
essentially complete and that the required cash contribution is presently available. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current estimate of Federal cost, 
41,860,000, is an increase of $120,000 over the latest estimate ($1,740,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The entire increase is due to higher price levels and reanalysis 
of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item | p 


(12 
Channels (entrance channel, 
inner channel, and turning 
basin) , 
Breakwaters (east and west 


jetties) . 
Permanent operating equipment 
(sand bypassing plant 
Preauthorization studies___--- 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total applied cost ( Corps 
of Engineers’ funds and | 
non-Federal contribu- | 
Se 

Undistributed costs_-...----- 

Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers’ funds and | 
non-Federal contribu- | 
tions) __. 

Pending adjustments. 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers’ funds and non- 
Federal contributions 


Corps of Engineers’ funds: 
Total cost 
Undelivered orders 

Total obligations. _-.----.- 

Non-Federal contributions: 
Total cost Daa 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING } 
Corps of Engineers’ funds: | 
Appropriations 


Unobligated carryover 
prior vear 


from 


Total funds available for 
obligation . 
Appropriations required_--- 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions 


Unobligated carryover from | 


prior year- 


Total funds available for | 
obligation. -_--- 


Contributions required - -- 


roject cost 
estimate 


$440, 000 


, 710, 000 


360, 000 
35, 000 
120, 000 
185, 000 


w 
oo 
x 
> 


, 000 


2, 850, 000 


to 
re 
ea 


50, 000 


1, 860, 000 


| Current fis- | Budget, fi 
cal year 1960 year 19% 


Total to 
June 30, 1959 





Mr. Cannon. This is a new start. 


PROJECT 


Balance to 
complete 
1 after fiscal 

| year 1961 


scal 


3 4 ) H) 
. ‘ $440, 006 
$385, 000 1, 325, 000 
360, 000 
$35, 000 ; Sl 
25, 900 $24, 100 30, 000 | 40, 00 
2, 100 1, 900 36, 000 145, 000 
63, 000 265, 000 451, 000 | 2, 310, 00 
63, 000 24, OOO $51. 000 2, 310, OO 
63, 000 26, 000 $51, 000 2 310, 08 
63, 000 26, 000 321, 000 1, 450, OO 
1, 000 —1, 000 
64, 000 25, 000 321, 000 1, 450, 00 
130, 000 860, 00 
130, 000 860, 00 
110, 000 
46, OOO 21, 000 
46, 000 
300, 000 1, 450, 000 
716, 000 
846, 000 144, 000 
DESCRIPTION 
m ° ‘ 
ell us about this project. 


General MacDonneE.L.. Yes, sir. 
This is a small craft harbor located on the north shore of Monterey 
Bay, Calif, involving jetty and channel construction to provide some 
400 berths for commercial fishing boats and recreational craft and to 


serve as a harbor of refuge during storms. 
cost is $2,998,000 and the benefit/cost ratio is 1.6 to 1. 


The total estin 
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STATUS 





OF 





PLANS 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of the design memorandum? 
General MacDonneE.u. We are 80 percent complete with it, siz 







LOCAL PARTICIPATION 









Mr. Jensen. Is there a local contribution? 
General MacDonneELL. Yes, sir. It comes in two ways, sir. They 
make a cash contribution of $990,000 and then they must provide 
lands, easements and rights-of-way at an estimated cost of $100,000 
and, in addition pay the royalty on jetty stone or furnish its equivalent 
in cash. 

PROJECT NECESSITY 















Mr. Cannon. General, based on one of our investigation reports 
it appears that this harbor is so close to others on the bay that there 
is no great emergency for this project. You have Halfmoon Bay 
Harbor, Moss Landing, and Monterey in this general vicinity. 

General MacDonneELL, Sir, as you know, Monterey Bay offers no 
protection. It is open to the storms whether they come from the 
southwest or from the northwest. Frequently craft do not get much 
warning. As a matter of fact, at Santa Cruz there was a storm in 
September and 31 boats were blown to shore before they could get 
warning and 14 boats were lost. 

Mr. Cannon. You think this harbor could have saved those 
vessels? 

General MacDoNnNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When would your construction contract be awarded 
there? 

General MacDonnetu. In April 1961, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That means construction would start more than a 
year away? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You say this is an exposed area. We have been very 
generous with this area. They have come in for a flood-control project 
which was just completed and they have a beach-erosion project that 
they want Federal funds for, as well as this harbor. We certainly are 
giving that area intensive attention. You have three harbors close 
together practically covering the same area and rendering the same 
service. Do you think another harbor is necessary there? 

General MacDonne tu. I do, sir. This is, of course, a very large 
summer resort area. Within a 150-mile radius there are almost 
2 million people. 

Mr. Cannon. I understand the Monterey golf course is the most 
expensive course on the coast. They cater to a very select and elite 
patronage there. 

You completed the flood-control project? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What was the total cost of that? 

General MacDonne.u. It was about $4.3 million, sir. It was com- 
pleted at a cost very close to cost estimate provided in last year’s 
hearings. 

Mr. Cannon. The craft you referred to that were lost, were fishing 
craft or recreational craft? 



















General MacDonne tt. Both, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. Considerable attention is paid there to recreational 
craft. 





SANTA CRUZ BEACH EROSION PROJECT 





What will be the proposed cost of the beach erosion project? 

General MacDonnNeELL. The cost is not firm, sir, but it is a firm 
fact that the work on Santa Cruz Harbor would reduce the cost of 
the beach erosion project by a figure between $500,000 and $700,000 
The district said $700,000. I think that is a little high. It is some. 
where between. 















DEVIL, EAST TWIN, WARM, AND LYTLE CREEKS, CALIF. 












Mr. Cannon. You are requesting $1,300,000 for Devil, East Twin, 
Warm, and Lytle Creeks project. 

We will insert pages 33 through 39. 

There are no questions on that. 
(The pages follow: ) 








LocaL ProtrrecTion Prosects (FLOOD CoNntTRo! 

















DeviLt, East Twin, Warm, AND LYTLE CREEKs, CALIF. 


. 













(CONTINUING 




















Location.—Along Devil, Cable, Badger, Waterman, East Twin, Warm, and 
Lytle Creeks, tributaries of the Santa Ana River. The improvement is located 
about 55 miles east of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Authorization.— 1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. Lo to: 1. 






Summarized financial data 






























Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost et a a = se en $7, 800, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution_- 
Other costs 


en i mee x E tcaeel 3, 440, 000 
200, 000 


a 3, 240, 000 
Total estimated project cost Ss 1 eee 3 stesa p 11, 240, 000 a 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 - ; ; ° z 3, 408, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 ft Soe 5 1, 400, 000 afoul 
Appropriations to dats Ss 4, 808, OOO 62 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961___- 1, 300, 000 78 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. -............--..-.-...--...-- 1, 692, 000 . 


Physical data 
Levees: 
Devil Creek Levee (interceptor across Devil Creek): 
Length: 6,880 feet. 
Height: 11 to 19 feet. 
East Twin levees (revetting parts of 2 levees constructed by loca. interests): 
Length: 21,800 feet. 
Height: 12 feet. 
Lytle Creek le vee: 
Length: 6,100 feet. 
Height: 10 feet. 
Channels: 
Devil Creek diversion channel (from Devil Creek levee to Cajon Creek): 
Length, 2.1 miles. 
Kast Twin and Warm Creek channels: Improvements of about 5.9 miles. 











Reloca 


ni 
P: 








Col 
ments 
denti: 
south 
Was ¢ 
porta 
1959, 
over | 
Creek 
there 
reas 


servi 


area 











felocations: 
Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific Railroad Bridge (Devil Creek 
Lower Santa Fe Railway Bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 
Pacific Electric Railway Bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 




















firm 
Percent Completion schedul 
st of 
),000. Relocations ek ea ca I SS nd» ote os oe 100 
some- Channels 
OVan Creek CRUOIeIOnh, DG. Fg. oss cnc cccctmewcctn sen ade 100 
Devil Creek diversion, pt. ‘ Da aN An Saat ee ae 100 
East Twin and Warm Cree eo pt. _ 2S ee eee 100 
ARG 2 Wet OUR We ED CRORES. 16, ND ann nansicdncumecncwssimornne= 98 | January 1960. 
East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 2 nt ess sleet octal a ( December 1960. 
East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 3 Jock ossca naan iceoaiaamcens ( Do 
a ad Ross Pesin ong: Warm (rooms, Ht. ¢-~ .. 26. en ec ceencenccceuns (4) December 1961. 
win, Levees 
SP EE nnn weleisbaccrd a aia a a ike Sys diate 100 
Lytle Creek _- ak ences se eae ee ee eS ee re S 100 
East Twin Creek _. 7 : ao 2 ae. BS tS oid oe (1) Do. 
ete NE in nen cnscdcerasendcwencendseoeses caine aieiedacenes | 57 Do. 








Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 








Construction of Devil, East Twin, Warm, and Lytle Creeks channel improve- 
ments would provide protection to about three-fourths of the business and resi- 
dential sections of San Bernardino (population, 90,000), an increasingly important 
southern California city. The total value of all property in the overflow area 
was estimated (July 1, 1959) at $530 million. The growth of this city, an im- 
portant railroad and industrial center, has been extremely rapid. From 1940 to 
1959, the population has increased about 110 percent. Several forest fires burned 
over portions of the mountainous drainage areas of Devil, Warm, and East Twin 
Creeks during the past 6 years. These fires destroyed the natural vegetable cover, 
thereby increasing the potential flood hazard to San Bernardino. The burned 
areas have been reseeded by local interests in cooperation with the U.S. Forest 
Service, but it will take several more years to reestablish an effective cover. 
Completion of the authorized improvements would do much toward alleviating 
the flood hazard brought about by forest fires. Unless the East Twin and Warm 
Creeks channel improvements are completed, increasingly serious damages may 
result to important industrial plants, to the main line railroad of the Santa Fe 
ind Union Pacifie Railroads, to transcontinental U.S. Highway No. 66, and to 
housing and business establishments serving employees of industrial plants and 
personnel of Norton Air Force Base. In addition, the improvements would supply 
a drainage outlet for the Norton Air Force Base. Large floods occurred in this 
area in 1891, 1916, and 1988. The flood of 1938 caused damages amounting to 
$760,000. A recurrence of this flood, under present conditions of development in 
the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at $9,800,000, of which $8 million 
would be preventable by this project. Average annual benefits are estimated at 
51,970,000. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of channel (East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 2 $360, 400 
Complete construction of channel (East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 3 584, 400 
Initiate construction of channel (East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 4 163, 500 
Initiate construction of levee (East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 5) 100, 000 
Engineering and design 22, OOO 


Supervision and administration 69, 700 


1, and 
cated 

























ulated 
nt of 
jated 
11 cost 





rests)! 





ORE rn ae ees 5 1, 300, 000 


It is urgent that work on this project be prosecuted as presently scheduled to 
alleviate the added flood menace that threatens the city of San Bernardino, Calif., 
and vicinity as a result of the denudation of the natural watershed vegetal cover 
by the forest fires in recent years. 





280 


Non-Federal cost—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $3,440,000 broken down as follows: 


De aR eh nnieae wa ala $304, 000 
aren ON AOR STSAUON on cna ceasceeenennenaeneeccen 2, 202, 000 
Lands and damages apps i re cas a Ae Shad ores pura oe ice isa 734, 000 
Cash contributions (land enhancement) -_-..............---.------- 200, 000 

ah ie a ae oes 3, 440, C00 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $58,000, 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $325,000 for 
channel improvements prior to adoption of the authorized project. As a result 
of forest fires in recent years, local interests have expended over $135,000 in this 
area for the removal of debris, the construction of emergency debris basins, diver- 
sion channels, and fencing, and the reinforcing of existing levees. Local interests 
have also completed plans for the expenditure of $2,150,000 (authorized by the 
San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors) to construct levees and channels 
for collecting the flows from drainage areas between Sycamore Creek and East 
Twin Creek and for diverting these flows to East Twin Creek. Such improvement 
will complement the authorized improvement. Construction is underway. 

Status of local cooperation.—The San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
adopted a resolution on October 3, 1955, assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation would be supplied. Local interests have already 
acquired about 90 percent of the rights-of-way required for the entire project. 
They have completed construction of most of the levees that are to be revetted 
by the United States, and contributed a total of $200,000 which is required by the 
authorizing act. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,800,000 is a decrease of $2,900,000 from the latest estimate ($10,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Refinement in design, repricing using current unit prices, 
reduction in contingency allowances, and reanalysis of requirements for ‘‘Engi- 
neering and design”’ and “Supervision and administration”’ resulted in a decrease 
of $2,063,500. Receipt of favorable bids and final costs of completed work further 
reduced the estimate by $836,500. 





nal 





281 





























true- Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
lows: — 
| 000 | | | | Balance to 
- 000 Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fisc al} complete 
9 | estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
bs 000 | | year 1961 
), OO 
" we (1) (2) (5) | (6) 
| | 
), COO ane — oe rarer. a7 Sal Tr 
(eR ena ep aeree | $7,800,000 $3, 347,200 | $1,460,800 | $1, 300,000 | $1, 692, 000 
nple- Undelivered Baten oe ee ete | +53, 300 mn Bo nN eee 
,000, . —— a — aerator aie 
0 for Tete) GE. .ccannncblesdendsccsents | 3, 400, 500 1, 407, 500 1, 300, 000 t 692, 000 
— assess (Sa = = ———— 
esult Non-Federal contributions: 
. this Total applied cost.....--....] 200, 000 200, 000 | 0 0 0 
liver- Undistributed cost--..-- enc edaa en wexeesss Seis bee aerelee ee ated aes ee 
‘rests Total project cost_.....---- 200, 000 | 200, 600 | 0 0 | 0 
y the Pending adjustments__..-..-.-... = gee es ait Gece teaca Jee adaeagetee 
nnels eS Re ee 200, 000 | 200, 000 | 0 | 0 | 0 
East Undelivered orders cee a BPN sae MS eo Soares BR ee ee se kg oa ininand es tia dase 
ment ieee —| ; a sane) (ita! 
Total obligations. .-....... | 200, 000 | 200, O00 0} 0 | 0 
strict METHOD OF FINANCING : | 
+ Federal fund 
ae ‘ederal funds: | | 
eady Rem, 66 a rcaggboniseincdadaees 3,408,600 | 1, 400, 000 BSS oer = na pial aaa 
ject. Unobligated carryover from | 
etted NE ee Nes cen aa waa ee ee 7, 500 | we aN ee oak a 
y the Total funds available for 
| | 
obligation. .-..--- hg sk aes coi cacttn ae cewh oees 1, 407, 500 a waaceaie saieis 
te of = — 
sub- Appropriations required__--- sis cchilge atten a D ncietnabak nema abee teens -| 1,300,000 | 1, 692, 000 
> Relocations__.-- ee : 286, 500 | 149, 500 137, 000 | 0 | 0 
rices, Channels._-- Mii pusacrcsauets 5, 334, 900 2,159, 900 1, 164, C00 | 1, 108, 300 902, 700 
Engi- DES ooo hoe ec anewuee | 1, 369, 400 566, 600 0 | 100, C00 702, 800 
rease Pre \uthorization studies_.._..--- 25, 000 25, 000 0 | 0 0 
a Engineering and design_--- .| 618, 500 507, 300 | 84, 000 22, 000 5, 200 
rther Supervision and administration. | 365, 700 | 138, 900 75, 800 69, 700 | 81, 300 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds and non- | 
Federal contributions) -- 8, 000, C00 3, 547, 200 | 1, 460, 800 1, 300, 000 1, 692, 000 
RIT OIE nt se Lacie cabins maiaile Spee etre at Be nee Ie can ae Dateien doeaha pasa coats 


Total project cost (Federal | | 
funds and non-Federal 




















er es Gusiutincintinietacintiavantie Sot trenedeendianeniede ainda 
4 i Se iesieian er z ps ae 
Total costs (Federal funds | 
and non-Federal contri- | 
ct ancteehaageees | 8, 000, 000 3, 547, | 200 | 1, 460, 800 | 1, 300,000 | 1, 692, 000 
Undelivered orders. ...-.-------- Ls amadsteeacacte 53, 300 wit M000... .swachescnuclossonveneiace 
Pd DITION, abn lowe naenesencws 3, 600, 500 5: Bb occacannceces taurine aa 
Federal funds: | } 
Total applied cost-...-.----- | 7,800,000 | 3, 347, 200 1,460,800 | 1, 300, 000 | 1, 692, 000 
Undistributed cost......---- Be git rat ea eyes Saeed = ciate aes 
Total project cost.......--- 7, 800, 000 3, 347, 200 1, 460, 800. 1, 300, 000 1, 692, 000 
Pending adjustments..---.-..---- See Ra ean ge Se Be oe i eli oS ee eee 
Non-Federal contributions: 
CORIITININII cece cencan ee ee ee SOOT a cnsicoa nec dewnnecosdcandutnpensenenaniul 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
RG WOE adi ccna pee oe retire alent Se ee Olde Casha dunn ah aa aaieamisene 
Total funds available for | | 
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Contributions required 








CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. For Carbon Canyon Dam and channel you are 
requesting $1,207,000 to complete. 

We will insert pages 41 through 45. 

There are no questions on that. 


/ 


(The pages follow:) 
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RESERVOIR PRosEcTs (FLOOD ConrrRo! 
CaRBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL, CALIP. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location —On Carbon Canyon Creek, approximately 17 miles above its 
confluence with Covote Creek, and 7 miles northeast of Anaheim, Calif 

Authorization 1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts 

Be nefit-cosl ralio 1.61to 1 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 


estimated 


Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $5 150. 000 
Estimated non-Federal! cost : 0 
Cash contribution. S 0 
Other costs a 
Total estimated project cost z 5. 150, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 2, 193, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 1. 750. 000 
Appropriations to date }, 943, 000 77 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 1, 207, 000 10) 


Balance to complete after fiseal year 1961 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Height: 99 feet (maximum above streambed 
Crest length: 2,610 feet. 
Type: Earthfill. 
Spillway (type): Detached, broad crested weir. 
Outlet works (type): Two gates (slide) (5 by 6.5 feet 


Reservoir capacity: \cre-feet 
Flood control : 5, 870 
Debris storage 5: 1, 500 

Total__- 7, 370 
Area. 1 316 
1 Acres. 


Channel: Rectangular (concrete-lined) : 
Design capacity: 1,000 cubie feet per second (below dam 
Approximate length: 4,080 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion scheduk 


Lands and damages 01 | June 1960 
Relocations —- , 44 November 196 
Reservoir (clearing : June 1960 
Dam a 5 15 | November 1960 
Channels Di 

Dam closure - May 196i 
Entire project 28 | November 1960 


1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Carbon Canyon Creek flows through the center of the city of Anaheim, Calif. 
Construction of Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel will provide protection to 
about one-half of the residential, business and industrial property in Anaheim 
(population 78,400) and property in or near Garden Grove (population 68,900), 
Stanton (population 6,800), and Los Alamitos Naval Air Base against major 
floods. The 8,600 acres which comprise the most probable overflow area are being 
rapidly developed. The flood of 1938 caused damages amounting to $600,000. 
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\ recurrence of this flood, under present conditions of development in the flood 
plain. would cause damages estimated at $4,200,000, of which $3,500,000 would 
be preventable by this project. Average annual flood-control benefits from con- 
struction of the improvements are estimated at $389,000. In addition, intangible 
benefits not susceptible of monetary evaluation will include (1) the prevention of 
loss of life, epidemics, interruption of utility services, and the general disruption of 
normal community life, and (2) the far-reaching benefits from the assurance of 
ininterrupted traffic on vital railroad and highway transportation systems. 

Fiscal year 1961. The requested amount of $1,207,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied to 


Complete relocations_____ ise staced eee: See 
Initiate and complete permane ent ope rating e quipme nt ’ ’ 9, 100 
Complete construction of dam : ents 718, 500 
Complete channels a ee ee ; : 210, 000 
Engineering and design. : 2, 000 


ay 


Supervision and administration a 57, 900 


Total__- eae Soe 1, 207, 000 


Von-Federal cost—None by the authorizing legislation, but Orange County 
Flood Control District has a comprehensive plan and authority to issue bonds for 
the protection of the metropolitan area of Orange County which is downstream of 
the Federal project. Estimated cost is $42,620,000, of which about $12 million 
as been expended 

Status of local coo pe ration. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,150,000 is a decrease of $850,000 from the latest estimate ($6 million) submitted 
to Congress. The reduction is due principally to receipt of low bid for the main 
lam and appurtenances, and decrease in contingency allowance. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 














Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
year 1961 
( (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages $1, 333, 000 $57, 100 5, 900 0 | 0 
Relocations_._.....-__- ; 979, 000 32, 500 393, 500 $253, 000 | 0 
MOONS so be adac 54 3, 100 | 0 3, 100 0 | 0 
Jam rs ‘ 1, 866, 800 42, 300 1, 106, 000 718, 500 | 0 
Channels 255, 000 0 | 5, 000 210, 000 0 
Perm: anent operating equipme nt 9, 100 0 | 0 9, 100 0 
Pres 1uthorization studies ae 19, 000 19, 000 | 0 0 | 0 
Engir 1eering and design 485, 000 | 469, 900 | 13, 100 2, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration - 200, 000 42, 100 | 100, 000 57, 900 0 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) - -.---- 5, 150, 000 662, 900 3, 236, 600 1, 250, 500 0 
Undistributed costs a i a eee 2 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) - -. 5, 150, 000 662, 900 3, 236, 600 1, 250, 500 0 
Pending adjustments_- hesedicidaicle eae Cie nt ad ota edie Sienna Rates’ 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only ; 5, 150, 000 662, 900 5, 600 1, 250, 500 0 
Undelivered orders ___- ; (+-) 412, 200 (— 100 ( 44.100 
Total obligations : 1, 075, 100 2. 868, 500 1, 206, 400 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations 2, 193, 600 1, 750, 000 
Unobligated Carryove! from 
prior year ss J 1, 118, 500 
fotal funds available for 
obligation bie 2, 868, 500 
\ppropriation required 1, 206, 400 0 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. You are requesting $13,100,000 for the Los Angeles 
County drainage area. 

We will insert pages 47 through 55. There are no questions on that. 

(The pages follow:) 


LocaL PROTECTION PrRoJEcTs (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Los ANGELES CouNTY DRAINAGE AREA, Cauir. (EXCLUSIVE OF WHITTIER 
NARROWS RESERVOIR) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Along the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, Rio Hondo, and 

Ballona Creek, and tributaries thereof, in Los Angeles County, Calif. 
Authorization.—1936, 1937, 1938, 1941, and 1950 Flood_Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—3.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

| | Federal cost 





eo seek cibee wie Gin oeaninioion ee ae $318, 000, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost __.....-.--.--- piece etka ee te 59, 720, 000 | 
Cash contribution_ -- 
Other costs. 


ie ae eee Sa ace ea i 0 
720, 000 





Total estimated project cost : : eae 000 |. 2 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_- ‘eds outs gnigundinsdioine ne , 000 |. 
Cerne GO SENOOn WOOP BOOO. . oo weet ceumcsacecceesecscacen a DEE GE Pinan acccamasinnpien 
Appropriations to date ‘i phates 207, 509, 000 65 


ae ee | 13, 100, 000 
eine alacant abiiecunieaaaacarentithids Sikeibeubeguarabac cs 97, 391, 000 


Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


> 
. 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $192,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, and Lopez Reservoirs in Los Angeles River 
Basin; and Santa Fe Reservoir in San Gabriel River Basin. 

Debris basins: Located at the mouths of tributary canyons—17 in Los Angeles 
River Basin, 7 in San Gabriel River Basin, 7 in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2 in Ballona 
Creek Basin. 

Main channels: 47.9 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 31.2 miles in San Gabriel 
River Basin, 13.4 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2 2 miles in Ballona Creek Basin. 

Tributary channels: 53.2 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 69.2 miles in San 
Gabriel River Basin, 35.3 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 22 5 miles in Ballona 
Cre2k Basin. 

Jetties: 2 jetties at mouth of Ballona Creek 

Bridge reconstruction: 109 bridges in Los Angeles River Basin, 125 bridges in 
San Gabriel River Basin, 65 bridges in Rio Hondo Basin, and 12 bridges in Ballona 
Creek Basin. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960)} 


| Percent | Completion schedule} 


' 


Los Angeles River Basin: 
Los Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to Sepulveda Reservoir; | 87 | December 1960. 
and Caballero Creek. | 

Los Angeles River, Sepulveda Reservoir to Pacific Ocean, includ- 99 | June 1962. 
ing Compton Creek. | 





Lopez Reservoir, Tujunga and Pacoima Washes, Lopez Canyon 75 | December 1961 
diversion, and Wilson and Mansfield Sts. channel. 
Burbank-Western system and tributaries 64 | December 1960. 


Burbank-EFastern system and tributaries. ..............----.------| 0 | December 1966. 
Verdugo Wash and tributaries, Sycamore Wash, and Haines | 21 | December,1965. 
Canyon. | 


San Gabriel River Basin: | 


a Raeene SeC ren GIN oe cond ce dentccoemankeduacecucsaades 11 Do. 

OI APRN SEEUON Ot URE IONS. co ccnpanacenexseensonsemessecckuenen | 25 | December 1966. 
Rio Hondo Basin: 

Rio Hondo channel, Peck Road to Los Angeles River.......-...-- 100 

ee ae Cen... ccutbiaengdcuhésecnacuinnnamenam 89 Do. 
II UN a eters pea es ss am TUPRUSRN SINTON 24 Do. 
te EE on eanedcsndbbaddnneddenbebnancbicdeicnarewmmasnanwanuan 63 Do. 








! The following items are completed: 

Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, Lopez, and Santa Fe. 

Debris basin: At mouths of Haines Canyon, Bailey, Carter, and Auburn Canyons of the Arcadia Wash 
system, and on Sawpit Wash. 

Channels: 


Basin | Main stream fain stream | Tributary 
| 
J NESE | — 
ae | a, 
Dh RE TENOR ckopuaannketssscndadaaivausmaesnastussmacianaeneal 5.9 | 27.2 
San Gabriel River...........- iigikh RES ER OPENER ada abbues ne esieee 3 4 1.0 
DUI ee ae ee ee OR re a lS oe ee | 11.3 | 22.3 
RII I ee hice ree cae ech bate upicaminmitanewaaemen | 2.2 | 3.8 
ieee. 
JUSTIFICATION 
The Los Angeles County drainage area project is highly important for the flood 


protection of the entire metropolit: in area (population 5,900,000) of Los Angeles 
County. The parts of the improvement for which funds are requested for fiscal 
year 1961 are very important in the entire comprehensive plan for flood contro! in 
this area. The completion of these parts is essential to provide adequate pro- 
tection for large sections of densely populated and highly industrialized areas in 
Los Angeles County. In these areas, facilities important to the national economy 
are subject to serious damage or disruption by floods. Industrial establishments 
in the overflow area include large aircraft plants, automobile-assembly plants, 
shipyards, food-processing plants, textile plants, oil refineries and oil-storage farms, 
oilfields, steel mills and motion picture studios. Many arterial highways, ex- 
tensive urban and interurban transportation systems, the Santa Fe, Union 
Pacific, and Southern Pacific Railroads, which connect the Los Angeles area with 
the East and North, and large electrical-power systems are subject to inundation 
and damage, interrupting their essential military and domestic use. The largest 
concentration of aircraft industry in the U nited States is in Los Angeles County. 
The total area subject to overflow from a flood of design magnitude has an extent 
of about 265,000 acres, a population of about 1,460,000, and a total value of about 
$8 billion. The lives of thousands of persons w ho live in the overflow area and 
who work in industrial plants that contribute directly or indirectly to the national 
economy are endangered. The flood of 1938 caused a loss of 49 lives and damages 
amounting to $41 million. A recurrence of this flood, under present conditions of 
developme nt in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at $280 million, 
of which $270 million would be prev entable by this project... The annual flood con- 
trol benefits from construction of the improvement are estimated at $55,300,000. 
In addition, large intangible benefits also would result from prevention of loss of 
life, interruption of traffic on transcontinental railroads and arterial highways, 
and interruptions in industrial production, all of which are highly important fac- 
tors with respect to the national economy. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $13,100,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


Initiate: 
Wilson- Mansfield Channel $461, 300 
San Gabriel River, lower, pt. 1 330, 800 
Walnut Creek, pt. 1 247, 900 
Walnut Creek, pt. 2 ; be 243, 900 


Benedict Canyon, pt. 1 
San Dimas Wash, pt. 2 


er ee 416, 600 
es ; pcos 215, 400 


Subtotal : f 1, 915, 900 
Complete: 

Caballero Creek 800, 000 
Lopez Canyon diversion 500, 000 
Burbank-Western, pt. 4- 800, 000 
Stough Canyon and debris basin : 400, 000 
Sawpit Wash, pt. 1 700, 000 
San Gabriel River, upper, pts. 1 and 2 3, 400, 000 


Little Dalton Wash, pt. 1 i : 734, 100 


Little Dalton Wash, pt. 2 ee are : ; 900, 000 
Sawtelle-Westwood, pt. 7 . Fst aed cde tal fas san ag Gp as _ 1, 300, 000 
Subtotal ; = A 9, 534, 100 
Iingineering and design ee aa 950, 000 
Supervision and administration_____.__..------- eke va eaieoael eve Sl 700, 000 
Subtotal ; a or gh a a ie 1, 650, 000 

Total ee eee oe eee et eee Cement eat aia Aa ae 


Wilson-Mansfield Streets Channel.—Initiation of construction of the Wilson- 
Mansfield channel improvement and completion of the Lopez Canyon diversion 
channel are required to provide protection of highly developed residential and 
business property in the rapidly growing San Fernando Valley. These improve- 
ments together with completion of Caballero Creek channel improvement will 
complete the construction program designed for protection of the entire valley, 
The Southern Pacific Railroad and U.S. Highways Nos. 99 and 101 cross the 
flood plain. 

San Gabriel River.—Initiation of the San Gabriel River, lower, part 1 channel 
improvement is required as the first step in providing protection to the highly 
developed residential, agricultural, and industrial areas clustered in the south- 
eastern portion of Los Angeles County and the western portion of Orange County, 
including the U.S. Naval Station at Los Alamitos Completion of San Gabriel 
River channel improvements, upper, parts 1 and 2, will provide an adequate 
outlet for the Walnut Creek system, and provide a tie between Santa Fe and 
Whittier Narrows flood control reservoirs. These units of San Gabriel River 
will provide protection of elements of the transcontinental railway and highway 
systems. The Southern Pacific Railroad, the Pacific Electric Railway, the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway, and U.S. Highways Nos. 60, 70, 99, and 
101 cross the flood plain. 

Walnut Creek system.—Initiation of Walnut Creek channel improvement, 
parts 1 and 2, and San Dimas Wash channel, part 2, and completion of Little 
Dalton Wash channel improvement, parts 1 and 2, will permit an orderly and 
economical continuation of the construction program. Tach of these parts is an 
important step in providing flood protection to one of the most rapidly growing 
areas in Los Angeles County. The Walnut Creek system will also provide 
outlets for local storm drains. Floods in the area endanger lives and property 
in Glendora, Azusa, Covina, West Covina, and unincorporated portions of 
Los Angeles County. The population of this general area has more than doubled 
in the past 5 years, and a large proportion of this increase is in areas subject to 
flooding. The 10,000-acre overflow area has a population of about 45,000 and 
includes valuable residential, agricultural, and business property with a total 
value of about $255 million. 

Benedict Canyon.—lInitiation of Benedict Canyon channel improvement 
is required to provide protection of highly developed residential and business 
property in Culver City, West Central Los Angeles, and Beverly Hills. 
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Burbank-Western system—The upper Burbank-Western system is required to 
provide protection of highly developed residential, business, and industrial prop- 
erty of the city of Burbank and in the rapidly growing San Fernando Valley. 
The Southern Pacific Railroad and U.S. Highway No. 99 cross the flood plain. 

Completion of part 4 and of Stough Canyon channel and debris basin will 
complete the construction program for the Burbank-Western system. 

Sawpit Wash.—Completion of Sawpit Wash channel improvement is required 
to provide protection of highly developed residential, agricultural, and business 
property in one of the most rapidly growing sections of Los Angeles County. 
The Atchison, -Topeka & Santa Fe Railway and U.S. Highway No. 66 cross 
the flood plain. 

Completion of part 1 will complete the link needed to connect the already 
completed part 2 to Rio Hondo and to provide an adequate outflow of flood- 
waters released from the debris basin presently existent at the upstream end of 
the improvement. 

Sawtelle-Westwood system—The Sawtelle-Westwood system is required to 
provide protection of highly developed residential, business, and industrial prop- 
erty, including the U.S. Veterans’ Administration center at Sawtelle and the 
University of California at Los Angeles in the westerly section of the city of Los 
Angeles. 

Completion of part 7 will complete the construction program for the Sawtelle- 
Westwood system. 

Non-F ederal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construe- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $59,720,000 broken down as follows: 


Highways and bridge relocations. \ ; = S36: 289;:700 
Lands and damages_-_--_--_- eet: 5 . 23, 431, 300 
Total. ...i-. eee . eae bx, - .... 89, 720,000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate that part of the project 
authorized subsequent to 1938. The annual cost for maintenance and operation 
of that portion of the project is estimated at $854,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that, prior to July 1, 1959 (later information 
not available), they had expended an estimated $353,500,000 in constructing 
supplemental works, including dams, debris basins, minor channel improvements, 
storm drains, and other similar improvements. In 1952, residents of Los Angeles 
County voted and approved a bond issue for the expenditure of $179 million for 
storm drains to aid in the collection and control of runoff in Los Angeles County; 
ind, in 1958, an additional bond issue of $225 million for a subsidiary network of 
hannels, storm drains and supplemental improvements was voted and approved. 
Many of the improvements under the Los Angeles County Drainage Area project 
will provide the required outlets for those storm drains. Local interests tenta- 
lively estimate that the total ultimate cost to them for work supplemental to the 
Los Angeles County Drainage Area project will exceed $1 billion. 

Status of local cooperation.—Loeal interests have furnished assurances of required 
local cooperation and have met all requirements to date. It is expected that 
future requirements will continue to be met as needed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
‘318 million is a decrease of $20 million from the latest estimate ($338 million) 
submitted to Congress. Price level changes applied to construction features 
scheduled after the budget year and miscellaneous adjustments increased the 
estimate $3,316,000 and $388,000, respectively. More detailed design and 
ivestigations and reduction in contingency allowances reduced the estimate 


413,233,000; and receipt of favorable bids and finalized costs of completed work 
lurther reduced the estimate $6,525,000. Reanalvsis of the requirements for 


ugineering and design and supervision and administration resulted in an addi- 
Uonal decrease of $3,946,000. 


52882—60——_19 











288 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 



































' 
| ; | | Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
| estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 196] 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
| a = ee — — oad 
Lands and damages. .----.------ .-| $6,050, 400 | $4, 746, 000 | 0 | 0 | $1, 304, 400 
NAMIE 6 o.oo scnecesacs 21, 106, 000 14, 175, 600 | $953,400 | $1, 47F, 600 4, 505, 400 
DE indice cnnenanananckebsccns 22,994,100 | 22,994, 100 | 0 | 0 0 
aig ebbing 233, 020,200 | 127, 449, 500 11, 984, 200 | 11, 292, 700 82, 293, 800 
Preauthorization studies - - -- ---| 100, 000 | 100, 000 0 0 | 0 
Engineering and design - 2 16, 596, 200 | 9, 912, 600 | 1, 000, 000 | 950, 000 | 4, 733, 600 
Supervision and administration - 18, 133,100 | 12,180,100 | 700, 000 | 700, 000 4, 553, 000 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only) --.-.-.--- | 318,000, 000 | 191, 557,900 | 14, 637, 600 14, 414, 300 97, 390, 200 
Undistributed cost ........-...-- net dare ee erie se Ra Oe ee coe laee eee 
Total project cost (Federal 
ED I Gabe cccewersns | 318,000,000 | 191,557,900 | 14, 637, 600 | 14, 414, 300 97, 390, 200 
PS BO si nine loten wn sccconee +1, 400 2 G00 linennaxenanceslauencqeaeen 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
only) - Bee 318, 000,000 | 191, 559, 300 14, 636, 200 | 14, 414, 300 | 97, 390, 200 
Undelivered orders._....-.------ i a | +1, 103, 600 | +210, 700 <n} O04 B08 fl cciiccéccmutins 
Total obligations. .......-- | aisles lets lanolin _ 192, 662, 900 | 14, 846, 900 | 13 100, 000 97, 390, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | | | 
REIN te a ecto oclonessnnavennss 1 OG ORE B08 SO GBBIN0 fon esc ndlenk os onsen 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
NS a ee ee aa anne okee eae 158, 400 | siren eats fees 
Total funds available for 
obligation. -__-..-..----- ai ose Die ee ee jb est. 5) | <peeeg oon dis iS eee 
A ORTIATION TORINO 5... on nao eecsncineweseslooeencess Cael baebnecanawaee | 13, 100, 000 | 97, 390, 200 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $191,500. 
MILL CREEK LEVEES, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Mill Creek levees, you are requesting $503,000 to 
complete. 

We will insert pages 57 through 60. 

There are no questions on that. 

(The pages follow:) 


LocaL ProTEcTion Prosects (FLoop CONTROL) 
Mitt Creex Levees, Santa Ana River Basin, CALIF. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—This project is located in San Be ‘rnardino County, Calif., on Mill 
Creek about 3 miles above its confluence with Santa Ana River r and about 5 miles 
northeast of Redlands. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.6 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





| 
| 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
RIOR TUPI ORRIN ONO ee eo de alwonabawee Os oad ees 
Estimated non-Federal cost --_. ghndacs bs idl Cikaeda te dagenby Aeaeen PR ON Es sicectes eis cies 
I es cera ote o oa bins eng pane ie ak eeeNTe Ries Ne | 0 |} ae 
Other costs_- Na ee I I er ee } SO IO Tncecncssacwnene 
Total estimated project a ge RASS Ea are RL ae, ee PN A 2 Dee Ec enc sc donna 
SOE RINGO 00 CUE Oils SROD csi ncewednecdnncnianntxnn ncdnwn nb penaceiss IE ONO ines utnens inane 
BEE ODTIAUNR) Sr TOC WORE ANGUS ncn icc capnecunemnodeeweensusacnees PP ents as we ccoaendctera 
UMPORHRNDUMULOVIOGR a2 cos ge es Oe ye bade ae | 407,000 | 45 
Appropriation requested for fiscal ye: WNBA ocd ea 503, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. ...........-.............-..-.. 0 Joncncnnewcnscone 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levee: 


Height, 0 to 16 feet above ground. 
Length, 13,600 feet. 
Type, earthfill (with grouted-stone facing). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 


Levees fac A seca 0 


November 1960. 
pegamheae hae 14 Do 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for an overflow area of about 3,800 acres 
vith a total value of about $77 million and a population of about 5,000. This 
rapidly developing area subject to overflow includes parts of the city of Redlands 
population 25,700), the community of Mentone, a large rocket plant, and nearby 
citrus orchards. Land in this area is bei ‘ing changed from agricultural use to sub- 
urban use and per-acre population is increasing, thereby increasing the potential 
flood damages. Floods on Mill Creek are a serious menace to life and property 
due to the fact that heavy loads of silt, sand, and debris are carried by the stream; 
also, th . flow is carried in unstable channels across the de ah cone. The flood of 
1938 caused only slight damages because an emergency sandbag levee prevented 
overflow into Zanja Creek. A recurrence of this flood, under present conditions 
of development in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at $1,300,000, 
ill of which would be preventable by this project. The average annual tangible 
benefits, consisting wholly of flood damages prevented, are estimated at $154,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $503,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied as follows: 


Clomplete construction of levee 


wenuxa Bape, 000 


ngineering and design________________-_ i aT ie Bn 7, 000 
PUDET VISION ANC AGMMIBITALION..... ..- ~~ oc econ en cca ncewce : ; 28, 000 
RPGR teat cree eae me eee ete ee eS ewe ee SI ears ae 503, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


truction of the authorized project is estimated at $155,000, broken down as 
1) 
LOWS: 


NUS ANG MOMIBeOS. 2 sek picnaeetcin a icin he a ae 
Relocations—utilities__......____- Cement tera ert meet Eee cae ae 36, 500 
MRR Fae Pipher 8 2 eel ie a a ar act a ei 155, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 


It is estimated the average annual expenditure for maintenance and opera- 
ion will total $3,000. 


ion, 
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In addition, local interests plan extensive development on both sides of Santa 
Ana River downstream from Mill Creek. Local interests advise that they have 
acquired right-of-way along Santa Ana River at an estimated cost to date of 
approximately $200,000. Steps have been taken to properly zone areas not yet 


acquired or controlled, and to develop additional protection by controlled fills and Lo 
dumps. appr 
Status of local cooperation.—San Bernardino County, the legally responsible mile 
agency for fulfilling the requirements of local cooperation, submitted a resolution [| gre | 
dated February 10, 1959, assuring the United States that all required local coop- At 
eration will be furnished. The assurances were accepted by the distriet engineer Bi 
March 11, 1959. Right-of-entry for construction has been requested for March 1, 
1960, and utility relocations are scheduled for completion prior to initiation of 
levee construction. Preliminary discussions have been held with utility owners. 
Comparison of Federal costs estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 7 
$910,000 is a decrease of $830,000 from the latest estimate ($1,740,000) submitted 
to Congress. A reduction of 5,000 cubie feet per second in the standard project 
flood permitted average lower levee heights and reduced stone and grout require- 
ments and a consequent reduction of $790,000 in the estimated cost. Reanalysis 
of the requirements for engineering and design and supervision and administration Estin 
resulted in a further reduction of $40,000. Estim 
O 
Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 Total 
Appro 
- F Bic ~» has r 
| Balance to Appro 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis Budget, fiscal complete Appt 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal Balan 
} | year 1961 
(1) (2 (3) 1) 5) Gi) VEX 
Funtrag <2 ce $710,000 | 0 | $242, 000 $468, 000 0 
Preauthorization studies 25, 000 $25, 000 | : 0 z 0 0 Dam 
Engineering and design 128, 000 75, 600 45, 400 7,000 0 
Supervision and administration 47, 000 3, 800 15, 200 28, 000 0 


Total applied cost (Fed- | : a 
eral funds only : 910, 000 104, 400 302, 600 | 503. 000 0 Spill 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 3 910, 000 104, 400 302, 600 503, 000 0 Drai 
Pending adjustments ; 


= Rese 
Total cost (Federal funds : 
only 910, 000 104, 400 302, 600 503, 000 0 
Undelivered orders cada ‘ei -nn0* 
Total obligations ---..-.--- ; 104, 400 302, 600 503, 000 0 : 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations Pe 107, 000 300,000 |___- P co conan | Outle 
Unobligated carryover from ' 
prior year i 2, 600 oe ninco occa ( 
To funds available fo 
lig an : & i 302,600 |____- eater Bank 
Appropriation required aati 503, 000 0 cel 
- - - | 
RUSSIAN RIVER BASIN, CALIF. sini 
Mr. Cannon. For the Russian River Basin you are requesting b cae 
$400,000. ee 
r¢ { = Reloc: 
Insert pages 62 through 67. Reboce 
(The pages follow:) Minor 
, Fire pl 
Recrez 
Bank 
Entire 


-_—_ 
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RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Russian River BASIN, CALIFORNIA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location. 


Coyote Dam is located on the East Fork of the 


tussian River, 


approximately 3,000 feet upstream from the confluence with the main river at 


mile 94, about 3 miles northeast of Ukiah, Calif. 
are located below the dam along the main stem of Russian 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Bene fii-cost ratio.— 2.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost ‘ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 
Other costs ‘ 
Total estimated project cost : 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


1} Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $46,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 160 feet. 
Length: 3,560 feet. 
Spillway: 


Type: Fixed crest channel control, 200 feet long, 19 fe 


Design capacity: 


Drainage area: 105 square miles. 


Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control. r Se ee a ee 
Water conservation 
Silt reservation__ 


Total__ 


Outlet works: 


The ¢c 


hannel improvements 
tiver, 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


$14, 002, 000 
5, 708, 000 
5, 598, O00 

110, 000 
19, 710, 000 
11, 285, 000 

1 198, O00 

11, 483, 000 82 

400, 000 85 
2, 119, 000 


et below dam crest. 


(Maximum pool) 28,500 cubic feet per second. 


Acre-feet 
48, OOO 
70, 000 
_ 4, 500 


ie 3 122, 500 


Type: Upstream gated, 12.5 feet diameter conduit through dam. 


Capacity: 6,500 cubie feet per second. 


Bank stabilization: Channel clearing and excavation, bank revetments and mis- 


cellaneous channel stabilization structures. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent 


Land acquisition --_- 
Relocations 

Dam and appurtenances 
Minor completion items 
Fire protection and access road -- z a --- . 
Recreation facilities_.....____- . - 
Bank stabilization._.__.____.---_- ‘ = : of 
Entire project__..-.- 


Completion schedule 


100 

100 

100 

10 | June 1960. 

0 December 1961 
0 | November 1960 
9 | December 1963 
86 | December 1963 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Russian River Basin project will provide urgently needed flood control 
and supplementary water supply in a predominantly agricultural area serving as 
an important source of food supply for the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan 
area. As a result of the flood of December 1955, damages in the project area of 
the Russian River Basin are estimated at $3,700,000. It is estimated that under 
existing conditions of development, a flood of this magnitude would cause damages 
of approximately $4,500,000, of which $2,100,000 would be preventable with the 
reservoir and channel improvements in full operation. Average annual flood con- 
trol benefits from construction of the improvements are estimated at $576,000, 
The supplemental water supply will be used to (1) meet present and future de- 
mands in water-deficient urban centers such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and 
Sonoma (population 30,000, 13,000, and 3,000, respectively) ; (2) augment existing 
water supply for agricultural and commercial purposes; and (3) maintain a mini- 
mum flow of 125 cubic feet per second at Guerneville and other important resort 
areas along the river during the summer months for recreational purposes and for 
propagation of fish. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate fire protection and access road........................-..- $140, 000 


Complete recreation facilities_............---- Sica eater ener tensa 90, 000 
eS EI RE nn ai clear isis 100, 000 
I nn ae cm tna lemma 40, 000 


ROR Ann Mine SeeITIEORRUNOD ose ce en enawcuccukaeunaccs 30, 000 


ep P entre ieee ak pera atk ome abi reel deen ci pee 400, 000 
Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will complete recreation facilities and 
initiate the fire protection and access road, which items will complete construc- 
tion of the reservoir and appurtenances. The requested funds will also provide 
for initiation of an economical and orderly program for construction of the 
uncompleted items of bank stabilization. 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $5,708,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages 


pee a ee (eee $110, 000 
Cash contribution 


pda a ap it en ps 5, 598, 000 


Total a a d, 708, 000 


Loeal interests are required to maintain the channel improvements upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $24,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have expended approximately 
$4,500,000 for construction of required additional water distribution facilities. 

Status of local cooperation—The Sonoma County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District has contributed the amount of $5,598,000 toward first 
cost of construction and prepayment of operation and maintenance charges al- 
located to the water-conservation features of the reservoir; has furnished the 
necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way for construction of approximately 
4 miles of initial channel stabilization works, completed in February 1957 as a 
test section; and, by Resolution No. SA-6847, dated May 25, 1955, has guaranteed 
fulfillment of all requirements of local cooperation for the Sonoma County portion 
of the channel stabilization project. 

The Mendocino County-Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District has reimbursed the Sonoma County District $633,000 for its proportionate 
share of water conservation benefits from the reservoir project. 

The Board of Supervisors of Mendocino County, by Resolution No. 3095, 
dated April 8, 1958, assumed jurisdiction of the reservoir area for future progres- 
sive development of recreation uses and facilities, under license from the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$14,002,000 is an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate ($13,802,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Higher price levels on uncommitted work increased the 
estimate by $148,000. Firm cost data on completed project features, minor 
additional items of work, and reanalysis of requirements increased the estimate 
$52,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








ntrol ee 
1g as | Balance to 
litan Item Project cost | Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
2a of | estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
i 7 | year 1961 
er : | ‘* | ; 
ages (1) | (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
1 the —- - - -—— |§ |, ;--- ~—— —- -- 
con- Completed work (Dam and ap- | 
000, | purtenances _....-------| $16,650,000 | $16, 650, 000 é 
> de- Uncompleted work: ; | 
and Minor completion items : SANT ic Sacre ns BIG BED boo cncnenvcnscclanccauenndu ams 
sting Roads (fire protection and | 
nini- yecess road) aie .| B00) 000 ose= <2 2. ass, i eieatecate | $154, 000 $146, 000 
’ Recreation facilities. __------ 100, 000 |----- aol 10, 000 | 90, 000 | a 
esort Bank stabilization.. . cet 2, 040, 000 | 186, 000 |------- 100, 000 | 1, 754, 000 
d for Engineering and design_-.- --| 230, 000 | 18, 300 | 64, 700 40, 000 | 107, 000 
Supervision and administra- | 
tion Se 180, 000 | 20, 000 | 18, 000 | 30, 000 | 112, 000 
| — — —_—- — —- ~~ | — — — sy 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
, 000 eral funds and non-Fed- | 
, 000 eral contributions) | 19, 600, 000 16, 874, 300 192, 700 | 414, 000 2, 119, 000 
. 000 Undistributed cost ane Gannioml e - --- | . * Diccceeo as eaee 
' 000 Total project cost (Federal | 
, 000 funds and non-Federal | 
contributions) . -- 19, 600, 000 16, 874, 300 192, 700 414, 000 2,119, 000 
, 000 Pending adjustments_.-..-------- cay oooen- own . . sxebe 
eae Total cost (Federal funds | 
an and non-Federal con- | 
truec- tributions | 19, 600, 000 | 16, 874, 300 192, 700 414, 000 2,119, 000 
vide Federal funds | ta | iS 
Total costs 14, 002, 000 11, 276, 300 192, 700 414, 000 2, 119, 000 
r the Undelivered orders | 5, 500 | —5, 500 | ; 
| wel = Lo cick 
con- Potal obligations eel == ==: ; 11, 281, 800 | 187, 200 se 414, 000 2, 119, 000 
yn as Non-Federal funds: | 
Total costs Kae mew weneiae 5, 598, 000 | §, 608,000 |... -.-.=.--<-]....-<---: andl hubba alesse at 
. 000 Undelivered orders. _.--------]------ — : wins cubee tpn awa S ee : gious iets 
, ( - ” ™ at ! oe =; 
. 000 Total obligations --e=-|--, | 5, 598, 000 | | 
} —_—— — — - = = = — — 
eeaee METHOD OF FINANCING 
3, 000 | | 
Federal funds: | 
com- \ppropriations ethane ies dntincgsaehe | 11, 285, 000 | 1 198, 000 |-.-.-------- ae eck ae 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
prior year 3, 200 14, 000 | 
ately ciicndanneeiinestiol oleasietnee dace netonin = ai 
es, Total funds available for | | | 
ae obligation eee oe aad ae nied 201, 200 = ‘ 
"feat Appropriations required.----|.--- -- 400, 000 2, 119, 000 
irs | — 
ps al- Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions Se eens bce pawliiel OR Bs ls deldanw St sea din eeaeedene owas kuewe 
1 the np parte ; : -- 
ately Unobligated carryover from | 
as a prior year ee a é ‘ eas 
nteed Total funds available for 
rtion obligation . 
Contributions required 
ation eee — pie cee eis ee s = 
onate 1Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $46,000. 
3095, RATE OF CONSTRUCTION 
yores- 
Corps ‘ 'T 1; . - , rlxr 
Mr. Cannon. This project also appears to be moving very slowly. 
a What is your problem? Why aren’t you getting results more rapidly 
) sub- there? 
d the | General MacDonne tu. You will recall, sir, that the project consists 
vanes of the dam and reservoir and channel improvements downstream 
that are intended to develop the channel to the point that the maxi- 
mum flow released from the dam will not cause damage. 
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We observed operation through 2 or 3 vears on some test bank 
protection sections, but we are not satisfied that we vet have the 
most economical and best solution to these problems. Consequently, 
we have not undertaken any bank protection work this year, and ] 
am glad we did not, sir, because the river was in flood this month 
and we learned more about it this month than in previous years. 


RECREATION AND ACCESS ROADS FOR FIRE PROTECTION 


Mr. Cannon. One thing we are doing, whether intentionally or 
otherwise, is building up a great recreation area. The summer 
Visitors and resort tourists find this a very attractive place. So we 
are completing recreational facilities and initiating a fire protection 
and access road system. What is the fire protection problem? 

General MacDonNne Lu. It is in a timber area and in the dry season 
fire is a very serious hazard. 

As to recreation, sir, we intend to provide a boat launching ramp 
and a car parking lot and at this time that is about it, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The board of supervisors there on April 8, 1958, 
assumed jurisdiction of the reservoir area for future progressive 
development of recreation uses and facilities under license from the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Apparently what they are interested in is recreation and income 
from tourists and resort facilities. That must be a very delightful 
place in the summer. 

General MacDonne tt. It is very nice, sir. 

(The following information was later furnished :) 

Mendocino County is working under a master plan which has been approved 
by the Corps of Engineers. The county proposes to develop about 7 acres along 
the perimeter of the reservoir. These developments are to consist of access roads, 
parking areas, boat launching ramps, water supply and sanitation facilities, pienic 
tables, and fireplaces. In addition, they propose to lease certain areas to con- 
cessionnaires for constructing lodges, rental cottages, and other facilities for 
the public. Extensive work is planned over a period of about 10 years, with an 
estimated half million dollars to be spent during the next 5 years. The State 
of California has budgeted $105,000 for constructing an access road, parking 
area, boat launching ramp, and sanitary facilities near the northwest part of the 
reservoir this calendar year. This work will be a necessary supplement to the 
facilities being planned for construction by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Cannon. But should the Federal Government supply these 
recreational facilities? 

General MacDonNeELL. Sir, in answer to that, as I am sure you 
know, we provide only the minimum basic facilities. In this case 
there will be a parking lot and a place to launch boats. For anything 
we provide there is no charge to the public. 

Mr. Cannon. How is this reflected in the benefit-cost ratio? 

General MacDonneE.u. The cost of federally constructed recrea- 
tional facilities is a part of the project charges and no benefits are 
taken, but the costs are reflected in the benefit-cost ratio, which is 
2.2 to 1. The remaining facilities, sir, we expect the county to 
provide and pay for and maintain, and we believe they will. 


LOCAL COST FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 
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Mr. Fenton. As we look at the justifications here, the question 
arises, for the 70,000 acre-feet of water conservation, why are the 
local interests only paying 30 percent of the costs? 

General MacDonNnELL. Their cash contribution for water conserva- 
tion is about $6 million, sir. Water conservation benefits make up 
about 68 percent of the total project benefits. 

Mr. Fenron. You have 70,000 acre-feet. Why are they only 
paying 30 percent of the cost? 

General MacDonneE LL. It is done on a cost allocation method, sir, 
as established in the survey document. 

Mr. Fenron. How much flood control storage will be used for 
water conservation purposes? 

General MacDoNNELL. Contrary to most of our reservoirs, this 
project does have a dual function. Usually we can say in California 
the reservoir is used entirely for flood control in the wintertime and 
entirely for conservation in the summer. Besides the 4,500 acre-feet 
reserved for silt in the bottom, they can have 70,000 acre-feet above 
that for water conservation, but according to the season of the year 
we may request that the next 48,000 acre-feet above that be kept 
empty for flood control. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the usual rainfall in that area? 

General MacDonneE Lt. Thirty to thirty-eight inches, I would say. 

Mr. Fenron. There is no other source of water so that we have to 
supply water for them? 

General MacDonneE.u. In that area I would say water is plentiful 
as a rule. They can always get it with wells. The advantage of 
having it in a multiple-purpose project is that the distribution will be 
by gravity rather than pumping. 

Mr. Fenton. There is no serious deficiency in water supply in 
that area? 

General MacDonneti. Not right along the Russian River; no, sir. 
This is one of the few places in California where water is plentiful. 

Mr. Fenton. It seems rather strange, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Federal Government has to pay for their water supply there when 
there is a sufficient amount of water available. 

General MacDonnett. They pay $6 million for it, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is this a fixed annual charge? 

General MacDonnett. That is the capitalized value based on 50- 
year conservation benefits, sir. 


ACCESS ROADS FOR FIRE PROTECTION 


Mr. Pittion. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pitiion. I note from your justifications this language: 
_ Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will complete recreation facilities and 
initiate the fire protection and access road, which items will complete construction 
of the reservoir and appurtenances. 

Now, General, what type of fire protection is that? 

General MacDonne tt. It is against forest fires, sir. 

Mr. Pititi0N. I see, but what is the physical protection? 

General MacDonneELL. It is a means by which the Forest Service 
and other agencies can get firefighting equipment in, sir. 
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Mr. Pirttion. What you mean by fire protection are the aceess 
roads? 

General MacDonnetu. Access roads for fire protection would be a 
better way of putting it. 

Mr. Pittr0on. This timber is owned by whom? 

General MacDonne tu. There is some national forest, sir; there is 
some privately owned; and there may be just fragments of it that are 
federally owned. 

Mr. Piiuion. H it is federally owned why should the U.S. Engineers 
go out of their ordinary functions to provide access roads for fire pro- 
tection for the National Forest Service? Would they not be the ones 
to determine how much money they should spend and how much pro- 
tection they should give their own forests? Why should the Engineers 
go outside their customary functions? 

General MacDonnetu. Almost every reservoir project does have 
an access road, sir. It is not always for fire protection, but when we 
close a highway in the bed of a valley which had heretofore been 
available to move fire equipment to the head of the valley, we are 
obligated, of course, to make some other road available. 

Mr. Prtition. The justification seems to be far outside what we 
ordinarily think of as the primary obligation of the U.S. Army 
Engineers. 

General MacDonne tt. It is pretty rugged country there and you 
do have to have some way to get to the head of the valley. 

Mr. Pruution. Thank you. 


RATIO OF WATER CONSERVATION TO FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Fenton. General, speaking of water conservation, if there is a 
dual purpose of water conservation and flood control, what would be 
the ratio? 

General MacDoNnNnELL. May I provide that for the record. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

(The information follows: ) 


The authorized plan for Russian River development provides for storage alloca- 
tions at Coyote Dam (Mendocino Lake) as follows: 70,000 acre-feet of conserva- 
tion storage for industrial and domestic water supply; 48,000 acre-feet for flood 
control; and 4,500 acre-feet for sediment storage. 

In the survey document, House Document 585, 81st Congress, 2d session, the 
Chief of Engineers recommended that the cost allocated to the conservation of 
water ($9,330,000, representing 57.4 percent of the construction cost of the dam 
be divided between the Federal Government and local interests. This recom- 
mendation was based on the consideration that there was a substantial Federal 
interest in providing for the conservation of water for industrial and domestic 
water supply and for preservation and enhancement of recreational facilities. The 
recommendation was that the Federal Government assume 40 percent of the cost 
allocated to conservation storage and that local interests pay 60 percent of the 
cost. The project was so authorized. Thus, 60 percent of the $9,330,000 allo- 
cated to conservation, amounting to $5,598,000, was established as a cash col- 
tribution required of local interests. Such amount was specified as a require- 
ment for payment in lump sum at the time of construction and the payment of 
that amount was made by local interests prior to initiation of construction of the 
project. The remaining cost was assigned to the Federal Government. 


General MacDonne t. I think in this case when the project was 
conceived and started —of course it is now essentially complete—there 
was a pronounced urgency for flood protection ; and it is, as you know, 
economical to exploit the water conservation part of it if there is a 
demand. Investigation showed there was a demand to carry the 
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dam to this height. When the water demand gets higher they can 
raise the dam 40 feet and get 77,000 acre-feet more for conservation 
purposes. 

Mr. Frenron. Is there much irrigation there? 

General MacDoNnNELL. Sonoma County has irrigation; yes. 

Mr. Fenton. You say there is plenty of rainfall there. We in the 
East have to build our own water reservoirs. 

General MacDonnett. I misled you, sir. I said 30 to 38 inches, 
but it all falls between November and the end of February. That, 
of course, is the difference. 


SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the San Antonio and Chino Creeks 
Channel. You are requesting $1,336,000 to complete. We will 
insert pages 69 through 73 in the record at this point. There are no 
questions on that. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


LocaL ProtTecTIOoN ProsEcts (FLoop CoNnTROL) 
San ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIF. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Along San Antonio and Chino Creeks, extending for about 16 miles 
from San Antonio Dam (completed in May 1956) to the existing Prado Reservoir 
on the Santa Ana River. The project is in Los Angeles and San Bernardino 
Counties, about 30 miles east of the city of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.3 to 1 (for San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel and 
San Antonio Reservoir). 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


‘ sais 
Estimated Federal wats i cal a $10, 900, 000 Beat eS 


Si hv is i is es ns dan is Sac ge eng Sn ete tna an mc | 0 


ee ae oe in iia elee Pactsnaa ke nicesaiaoel en <a 
I a a ee he oe Aisin eileen al BGs coded ae 


gare NR RNs 8 seh dpldbaawee 10, 900, 000 |_. 
UNIT RE RR a wc tes ech esmaesiradees | 


7, 909, 000 
MEOUNANENON: GP TENOR WORF 1000, ox. nu oceccennnnnncunvcanceeececccesn | 1, 655, 000 | eS el ‘ ’ 
IRR IN Sn sl ae ee awe | 9, 564, 000 | 88 
Appropriation requested for fiscal a dine sides ae atid cateos 1, 336, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal | ey eee ae ee | 0 | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
tectangular section (reinforced concrete 
Depth, 10 to 15 feet. 
Width, 20 to 30 feet. 
Length, 10.5 miles. 
Trapezoidal section (paved invert of reinforced concrete and side slopes of 
grouted cobblestone) : 
Depth, 10 to 20 feet. 
Length, 3.7 miles. 
Bottom width, 60 to 100 feet. 
Trapezoidal section (unpaved, with levees and pilot channel): 
Channel: 
Bottom width, 336 feet. 
Length, 1.5 miles. 
Levees: Height, 7 to 10 feet. 
Pilot channel: 
Bottom width, 100 feet. 
Depth, 3 to 6 feet. 
Relocations: 
Highway bridges, 29. 
Railroad bridges, 4. 
Combination highway and railroad bridge, 1. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Lands and damages ___- ; ec er as aa 63 | June 1960. 
Relocations_-_-. ha ain adie eudihiecw ‘ ia oie eciaa 83 | December 1960. 
Channels: 
Part la (Ramona Ave. to Chino Creek) chee iin oteadie 99 | February 1960. 
Part 1b (Prado Reservoir to Ramona Ave.) ; ; ¢ | December 1960. 
Part 2 (Chino Creek to Holt Ave.) 100 
Part 3 (Holt Ave. to San Antonio Reservoir) ; sa ‘ 100 
Entire project peewee ; ; ee ; a 81 Do. 


1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project would prevent discharges from San Antonio Dam (completed) from 
flooding valuable residential, commercial, and industrial properties in the cities 
of Pomona (population 64,900), Claremont (population 11,900), Chino (popula- 
tion 11,100), Ontario (population 44,200), Upland (population 14,300), and 
Montclair (population 11,400), and highly improved agricultural property adja- 
cent to these cities. Because of the tendency for San Antonio Creek to alter it’s 
course on the debris cone below the mouth of San Antonio Canyon, an area of 
57,000 acres is subject to overflow. The present population in the area subject 
to overflow is estimated at 170,000 and the present value of all property in this 
area is estimated at about $1,000,000,000. Without an improved channel, flood- 
waters would peril the principal eastern transportation outlets from Los Angeles 
and its harbor. The Southern Pacific, Union Pacific, Santa Fe, and Pacifie Elec- 
tric Railway (a local carrier of large quantities of reloaded transcontinental 
freight) all cross the overflow area and are subject to critical curtailment of 
services. In addition, four transcontinental highways (U.S. 60, 66, 70 and 99), 
two State highways, and many local roads cross the overflow area and continue 
to be subject to critical damage unless the improvements are completed. Many 
industrial plants, including tool-and-die works and electrical plants supplying 
highly essential military goods, a $60,000,000 guided-missile plant, and the high- 
power transmission lines from Hoover Dam to Los Angeles and San Diego are 
subject to damage from floods along San Antonio and Chino Creeks. The flood 
of 1938 caused damages amounting to $1,687,000. A recurrence of this flood, 
under present conditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages 
estimated at $38,000,000 of which $37,000,000 would be preventable by this 
project (including completed San Antonio Reservoir). Average annual benefits 
from this project and the completed upstream reservoir are estimated at 


$1,640,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,336,000 will be applied to: 


Completion of relocations pnesni Sesser : $147, 300 
Complete construction of part 1b (Prado Reservoir to Ramona Ave.) 

of channel owes 1, 124, 300 
Engineering and design Say ; 5 2, 000 
Buner vision anc ACMmINIStTANON... -. owes c ec cask eee ween : 62, 490 


Total Be Capes em te Ste ==, 1.330, 000 

The requested amount will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—None required by the authorizing legislation, but the Los 
Angeles County storm drain program contains three major storm drains estimated 
to cost $3,200,000, which will empty into the San Antonio and Chino Creeks 
Channel. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,900,000 is a decrease of $800,000 from the latest estimate ($11,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Final design studies, together with reduction in contingency 
allowances, resulted in a decrease of $717,000 and reanalysis of supervision and 
administration requirements resulted in a decrease of $83,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after-fiscal 

year 1961 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 5 (6) 

Lands and damages 7 $805, 000 $427, 100 $377, 900 0 0 
Relocations _- 1, 622, 900 984, 300 491, 300 $147, 300 0 
Channels s 7, 308, 600 4,691, 100 1, 493, 200 1, 124, 300 0 
Preauthorization studies 10, 000 10, 000 0 0 0 
Engineering and design 710, 500 678, 400 30, 100 2, 000 0 
Supervision and administration 443, 000 270, 500 110, 100 62, 400 0 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 10, 900, 000 7, 061, 400 2, 502, 600 1, 336. 000 0 
Undistributed cost 


Total project cost Federal 
funds onls 10, 900, 000 7, 061, 400 2, 502, 600 1, 336, GOO 0 


Pending adjustments 


Total costs (Federal funds 


only 10, 900, 000 7, O61, 400 2. 502. 600 1, 336, 000 0 
Undelivered orders +337, 400 337, 400 
Total obligations 7, 398, SOO 2, 165, 200 1, 336, 000 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriation 7, 909, 000 1, 655, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 510, 200 
Total funds available for 
obligation 2, 165, 200 
Appropriation required 1, 336, OOO 0 


SAN JACINTO RIVER AND BAUTISTA CREEK LEVEES, CALIFORNIA 


P Mr. Cannon. The next item is the “San Jacinto River and Bautista 
Creek levees,”’ $1,300,000. 
We will insert pages 75 through 79 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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LocaL ProtTecTion Prosects (FLooD CONTROL) 


San Jacinto River AnD Bautista Creek Leveges, Santa ANA River Basin 
CaLIr. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in Riverside County, Calif., near San Jacinto 
and Hemet. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





I ie ual eene eres eet Oi O00 4.55 522 3cc5 
Estimated non-Federal cost_-....----- ae SOOO 8 antes awiaaaan 

I ad le tap yc eae pcteisaginiaaia me pcabaeas Oil eee 

Other costs pi piieteN ae cnind pan Kovipimpbneamann seeie pe wanwneweinn | 440, 000 Fe eck 
a csc ons eosin sav chepuaaiiginies winunechonae ml DOD feimcinnnnncvaaan 
PERRIN TD PURI ID, OI ae ccicwce coke 215, 000 |....- sesiiie 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960__............--- ices Saanich peloig BIR Vins ccnesaueked 
Appropriations to date___- hihi diva da insane iadehinimiitioaa nate 434, 000 | ll 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961_...........-...---..--.--.-- 1, 300, 000 | 43 





Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961.....-......-.-.--- 2 _- bea 2, 306, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 

San Jacinto River levee: 

Height: 20 to 25 feet. 

Length: 20,750 feet. 

Crown width: 18 feet. 

Type: Earthfill (with dumped-stone facing). 
Bautista Creek levee: 

Height: 7 to 11.5 feet. 

Length: 17,680 feet. 

Crown width: 18 feet. 

Type: Earthfill (with grouted-stone facing). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 
| 
——_____—_ ooo 3. $$$ |- ——_——|— — 
i I I I ns aanaripaariichiaa nee a bipiewe _..| Not started_| September 1960. 
a cts eben andi simnreneebanmbt a ssslnstis eek * A November 1961. 
San Jacinto River levee__-_- aoa: edi valin an eased bees 5 ee, , Do. 
Entire project_-- sahil states oa aresniae ein Riipairenciaeaarendk hes mnieheaete Scene ues Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Of the 12,400 acres in the overflow area, the improvements on the two streams 
will protect about 9,400 acres with an estimated value of about $45 million, and a 
population of nearly 4,800. This rapidly developing area subject to overflow in- 
cludes the towns of San Jacinto (population 2,300), Valle Vista, and part of Hemet 
(one-fourth of town, population 1,200) Because of the population increase taking 
place in this area, land is being changed from agricultural use to suburban use, 
thereby increasing the potential flood damages. The flood of 1927 caused dam- 
ages amounting to $500,000. A recurrence of this flood, under present conditions 
of development in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at $5,400,000 
of which $5,100,000 would be preventable by this project. Annual flood-control 
benefits for the project are estimated at $299,000. Completion of the project at 
an early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


Complete Bautista Creek levee, pt; 1... 222 c ce cee siut $1, 050, 000 
Tait ete el). SaOINSO PAVGE 1OVBG. 2 <6 8 oc cc cemitncmcucucuseac 90, 000 
Meer RSUAT TAGE OTN EINE a i ee eis Eine ebbeanhe me Reine 110, 000 
eR ee 50, 000 

NN a a eh a rae as a ein aeaed coor atest pies aioe 1, 300, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are required to permit orderly and 
economical progress toward project completion. 

Non-Federal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is as follows: 


ANIA RNC CO se pe ears, Weta wise Gti mo lxwaccewan $300, 000 
Relocations: 
RRM eee bie Cia kcnceeiudawsw ideas 80, 000 
NORE fe no a Se et ee Ee et ee tar ses 60, 000 
Fn Ra os by a Re eS ea 440, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and 
operation will total $23,000. In addition, local interests advise that they spent 
$150,000 on flood protection in this area prior to 1941 and since that time they 
have spent about $360,000 on channel clearing and maintenance of minor levees. 

Status of local cooperation.—Riverside County Flood Control District, by Reso- 
lution 419 dated July 10, 1959, furnished assurances that they would fulfill 
all requirements of local cooperation. The assurances of local cooperation were 
accepted by the district engineer on July 28, 1959. Riverside County Flood Con- 
trol District has acquired 60 percent of the necessary rights-of-way for the Bautista 
Creek levee and will acquire the remainder as required. Utility relocations are 
scheduled for completion prior to initiation of construction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,040,000 is a decrease of $1,730,000 from the latest estimate ($5,770,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Recomputation of costs utilizing current unit prices and 
change in contingency allowance reduced the estimate $1,549,000. Reanalysis 
of the requirements for supervision and administration resulted in a further de- 
crease of $181,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | 
| 
| | 


Balance to 


| 
| i i 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
|} estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
| | | | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Levees ; saeebaain ee | $3,500,000 | 0 $180, OCO $1, 140, 000 | $2, 180, 000 
Preauthorization studies__------ 25, 000 | $25, 000 | 0 | 0 | 0 
Engineering and design_-_-- | 328, 000 | 127, 200 | 80, 300 | 110, 000 | 10, 500 
Supervision and administration_| 187, COO 6, 200 | 15, 300 50, 000 | 115, 500 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only aaa 4, 040, 000 | 158, 400 | 275, 600 | 1, 300, 0c0 | 2. 306, 000 
Undistributed costs. _.......----|------ a Soa e si 
lotal project cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only) -_- 4, 040, 000 | 158, 400 | 275, 600 1, 300, 000 2 306, 000 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 
only ee 4, 040,000 | 158, 400 275, 600 1, 300, 000 2, 306, 000 
Undelivered orders. --- 





Total obligations. ._....-- a 158, 400 275, 606 1, 300, 000 2, 306, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations_--_--- Se Ek on 215, 000 OR a Soe oe 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year. -_- sta aeannhdcles Matt ocala ee eae Stain a> wad. Ghee saa 56, 600 siniindieea tacit 
Total funds available for 
obligation- aioe cia enea ear necna tele ss ole 275, 600 aes = —- anaes 
Appropriations required____--.-- a Dinas WS jreaaec Rae een eae , i 1, 300, 000 2, 306, 000 


a 
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Mr. Cannon. You have not started this project? 

General MacDonNELL. No, sir. We will award our first contract 
the first of May. 

Mr. Cannon. Is your design memorandum complete? 

General MacDonNneE ut. It is complete. The plans and specifica- 
tions are essentially complete. 

Mr. Cannon. Just briefly, what is this project? What do you 
propose to do there? 

General MacDonneE.t. It is for flood control of the San Jacinto 
River and the Bautista Creek. 

Mr. Cannon. It is largely stabilization of the banks? 

General MacDonneELu. Its purpose is primarily to keep the stream 
from overtopping its banks. It is in Riverside County, Calif. 
and it protects an area of about 9,400 acres. There are about 4,800 
people residing there. 


SANTA CLARA RIVER LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the “Santa Clara River levee, 
$305,000 to complete. 
We will insert pages 81 through 85 in the record at this point. 


LocaL PROTECTION PRoJEctTs (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Santa Ciara River LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Ventura County, Calif., about 50 miles northwest of Los Angeles, 
along the Santa Clara River. 

Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


I danse cia egetinmiivne int euicamelann etna $2, 140, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost __...-.----- ; eS : a ; LOE Lasoo caeccwcenenl 
rn rn a cnemneewmie ‘Giiaieeenock eon : 0 ‘ 
Other costs___- a olasiais wu . aS “a olla ci 1, 160, 000 


Total estimated project cost ies 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 aca 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960_- _- 


' 
ow 


ora aiecee , 300, 000 
Canes me: 567, 000 
, 268, 000 


Appropriations to date . seissaudies he AREAS Re eels 1, 835, 000 86 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961_____- Se ee ee ate 305, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961___........-..------.- ieiuiiataiiees Dh icaccunndamel 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Levee: 
Height: 10 feet. 
Length: 24,930 feet. 
Type: Earthfill (riprap on channel side). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 





Ra SESE eee ecelemniniegimeem 6 0 | June 1960. 
Levee TE es ae EE ea eee eae Sala a ce = 50 | December 1960. 
a oo adenine odin annie aaakiawwhwe eaawiee 47 | Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Of 53,000 acres in the overflow area, the project will protect 46,000 acres 
with an estimated value of $460 million and an estimated population of 54,000. 
The protected area includes tbe city of Oxnard, the U.S. Naval Construction 
Battalion Center at Port Hueneme, part of Oxnard Air Force Base, and a highly 
developed agricultural area adjacent to the river. The flood of 1938 caused 
damages amounting to $409,000. A recurrence of this flood, under present con- 
ditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at 
$6,700,000 of which $5 million would be preventable by the project. Annual 
flood control benefits for the project are estimated at $429,000. Additional justifi- 
cation is provided by possible prevention of loss of life; prevention of traffic inter- 
ruptions and delays in or interference with activities of the Port Hueneme Naval 
Base and the Oxnard Air Force Base. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $305,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied to: 


Gormplete GONStTNCTION-OF IGVGCs. ones. ote bc ecu cnbiee ike ..-. $277, 000 
Rear ORtE PANNE GR UNIMU CR NUMNNOS Soe oe gs enn aay 10, 000 
Pure wAsIOl DOM HOMIE TERUIOD on ck pane peaon nan saamne 18, 000 

PRS ee ee Dh ee ame Se te OE ees Dae be 305, 000 


Non-Federal costs ——The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,160,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lends end Gumeten.. o-oo oes. = ei ok... 


eager dart creat ac as a es te $1, 095, 000 
Relocations, utility ——__- 


See eee eee ee ee ere 65, 000 


Ce Ni a lh ge ak Ne ee i 1, 160, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and 
operation will total $11,000. 

In addition, local interests propose to construct a combination levee and sani- 
tary fill downstream from the project for about 4 miles to near the mouth of the 
river. When completed, this levee will protect an additional 7,000 acres. Esti- 
mated cost is not available. 

Status of local cooperation.—Ventura County, the legally responsible local 
agency, passed Resolution No. FC—2002 dated March 11, 1958, giving assurances 
it will furnish all local cooperation required on this project. Local interests have 
acquired all needed rights-of-way, and completed 35 percent of utility relocations. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,140,000 is a decrease of $790,000 from the latest estimate ($2,930,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Award of a contract for levee construction and execution 
of an agreement for relocation of the SPRR bridge resulted in a decrease of 
$699,000. Reanalysis of “Engineering and design’? and “Supervision and ad- 
ministration’’ resulted in a decrease of $91,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 









































Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
. | -_ 
NN is a hiinis Sa tniniecknt 258, 300 0 $258, 300 0 0 
SE ae 1, 545, 000 $45, 000 1, 223, 000 $277, 000 0 
Preauthorization studies_........ 45, 000 45, 000 0 0 0 
Engineering and design_......... 190, 000 158, 400 21, 600 10, 000 0 
Supervision and administration... 101, 700 8, 700 75, 000 18, 000 0 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) __....-.- 2, 140, 000 257, 100 1, 577, 900 305, 000 0 
INIT I aan cl ecntmedamunnen +200 SUD Lites ccacietsauccddeh ciedeaaaamiaion hae 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) --..-.--- 2, 140, 000 257, 300 1, 577, 700 305, 000 0 
a msi ae Ria ccckasn urine pull aan ies news Selina maebepiniatamts  apiehsehh aan wl aeeisaem un iaaial 
Total cost (Federal funds 
SD vials: btous to ictansciaeieiniadioe 2, 140, 000 257, 300 1, 577, 700 305, 000 0 
I nol ai iemmaceaiionn +288, 400 TR 
IE NE sicticene seinen bn circ anomie 545, 7 1, 289, 300 305, 000 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING -? : en eee a. 
BOE, vncieteicwccntinss avsalialeltsmndciiioaiie 567, 000 AED, bexccbntheudbeddicsieuennigunhe 
Unobligated carryover from | 
UE OR. inicnwnknewnnhnecens L scucipuaiaieie beni ein kaa iumiaeas SE Roigkckesexwns <aocue 
—_ — j- — — 
Total funds available for 
I a a a a DED Basgutianacenshalennwddamemel 
ee I oirkck <oahd dtndntichitendsl ides nddnieenihntencbowemens | 305, 000 0 








| | 


Mr. Cannon. This is essentially the same as for the other project? 
General MacDonnzELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Fenton. With regard to the San Jacinto River, if the land is 
subject to overflow and it is continuing to be developed for real estate 


purposes despite the flood threat, 
enhancement connected with the project. 


then there must be some land 
In any event, 


it would 


appear that local interests should pay more than 10 percent of the 


project cost. 


General MacDonneE 


you 
purpose, 


LL. 


Sir, I think it is just a question of whether 
‘all protection of that further development a legitimate project 
or whether you want to call it land enhancement. 


It falls, 


in this case, into what is normally considered to be further develop- 


ment. 


possibly some of it would be. 


Mr. Fenton. 
caused damage 


Had the project document specified land enhancement then 


I notice in your justification you say the flood in 1927 
amounting to $500,000 and that a recurrence of this 


flood under present conditions of development would cause damages 
extimated at $5,400,000, of which $5,100,000 would be preventable 


by this project. 
extent? 


This does enhance the property 


value to 


a greater 


General MacDonneELL., It does on the development that is already 
there, sir, yes; but it does not change the purpose of the use of the land, 
which is the basic criterion for land enhancement. 


Mr. 


levees. 


Fenton. I « 


General MacDoNNELL. 


They 


are already there. 


can see that would be the natural result of these 
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SANTA MARIA VALLEY LEVEES, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is the “Santa Maria Valley levees,” 
$1,850,000. 

We will insert pages 87 through 90 in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


LocaL PROTECTION ProsEects (FLoop CoNnTROL) 


Santa Marita VALLEY LEVEES, CALIFORNIA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—About 60 miles northwest of Santa Barbara, Calif., in the Santa 
Maria Valley. The project begins at the Pacific Ocean and extends upstream for 
about 22 miles along the Santa Maria River to Fugler’s Point. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2 to 1 (for Santa Maria Valley levees and Twitchell Reser- 
voir combined). 





Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

Amount percent of esti- 

mated Federal 

cost 

MPU PINON OI Be ee cis cutee be ewan cn cmetoe SO IE aos Shicivcste nade 
INET CURETINNONOE GUN on 65 panioni macamctncciersbedetiennanknandecaihs DO A veiitivtiacnin asain 
Rn NIN ig one oad neoccom ane cnknn ademas acca naaimasanbael Dh iiccthacmuaguss 
NN ase Soe eae anhiceaneaanmanwaes ists cer irri eas 
Pana NII IOI Nes isis gers iancanien reed nmasclabioniem nsdn ease SOMO Eas eeskc ccc beacae 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_.....---- Siac ee nelesph isa iin S WATERS ica mare ad DPN canna hae eonsnnee: 
ROORUONNEEIOT EE TROND WOON ROOD. oo ccc ctawsmcesnnsschavvncwacenscweoen LEE Biieces stnaeceou ke 
INS SN Do hha a ic Miers aah ces eames eraaeaRiaie eaimesietien 2, 379, 000 33 
Appropriation required for fiscal year 1961..............----.-.-.-.-.-.-- 1, 850, 000 59 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __.....-..-.-.---.-.-.-..2..---- FP; SGR OE bn neckAneuceenun 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levee: 
Height: 11 feet. 
Length: 
Right bank: 25,500 feet. 
Left bank: 87,500 feet. 
Type: Earthfill (with grouted stone facing). 
Channel: 
Design capacity: 9,000 cubic feet per second. 
Approximately length (Bradley Canyon): 10,900 feet. 
Channel clearing: Approximate length: 27,700 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 
j 


| 
RE RE, me th Els aR ee eS Eledchunacds 1) September 1960. 
Channels 


nana béioes pens cada asia eareadnaeera a tani eig eae ae eh 36 | December 1961. 
Levee 


Left bank, pt. 1 ies — deachiiate are ba 

Left bank, pt. 2, and right bank, pt 2a_.........__.-.-- os : (}) December 1960. 

Lett batik, nt. 3. and tient BORE, DE; BBs cceeicnccecddanccaccescass (4) December 1961. 
Entire project ; ees eee a eile ea ted al ica ecient ened naka acta 19 Do. 


1 Not started. 





306 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project, together with Twitchell Dam, will provide protection for an over- 
flow area of about 32,400 acres, with a total estimated value of $138 million and a 
population of about 16,600. Damage would be prevented to the city of Santa 
Maria (population 15,000), including the main business district; to many rural 
residences and industrial properties; to about 19,000 acres of land planted to 
valuable truck and field crops; to the U.S. Highway No. 101 bridge; to the main- 
line railroad bridge of the Southern Pacifie Co.; and to various utilities. Reeords 
of actual flood damages are not available, but the three largest floods (1862, 1909, 
and 1914), based on estimated discharges, would have produced damages of $14 
million, $3,900,000, and $3,900,000, respectively, at current prices and under 
present conditions of development. Preventable damages with the project in full 
operation would have been $13 million, $3,800,000, and $3,800,000, respectively, 
The annual benefits under average future conditions are estimated at $1,533,000, 
of which $996,000 are flood-control benefits and $537,000 are primary water con- 
servation benefits for the levee and reservoir project combined. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,850,000 will be applied to— 


Complete levee: left bank, pt. 2, and right bank, pt. 2a : : $1, 480, 000 
Initiate channel clearing ree eso : 50, 000 
Initiate levee: left bank, pt. 3, and right bank, pt. 2b_- 140, 000 
Engineering and design 80, 000 
Supervision and administration. 100, 000 


cc) 


The requested funds are required for the continuation of an orderly and eco- 
nomical construction program and to insure completion of the project prior to 
the flood season of 1961-62. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $850,000, broken down as 
follows: 


ae . 1, 850, 000 


Lands and damages_-_- $583, 000 
telocations: 
Utilities— __ Re. pea : eae J 56. 000 


Roads ; . x 211, 000 


Total... n ets 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The average cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $35,000. 
No additional costs are expected to accrue to local interests. 

Status of local cooperation, Sections 12707 and 12708, California Revised 
Statutes of 1957, assign the legal responsibility for local assurances to Santa 
Barbara County and that county expressed its willingness to furnish local co- 
operation on the project by Resolution No. 16597, dated March 25, 1957. Assur- 
ances of local cooperation have been furnished by Santa Maria Valley Conserva- 
tion District (representing Santa Barbara County) by resolution of June 4, 1957. 
Rights-of-way have been acquired for all work on part 1 and will be acquired for 
part 2 and the right bank levee in advance of construction. Relocations are 
approximately 25 percent complete. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,190,000 is a decrease of $4,210,000 from the latest estimate ($11,400,000) 
submitted to Congress. Change in design, reduction in contingency allowance, 
and receipt of a favorable bid reduced the estimate $3,669,000. Reanalysis of the 
requirements for ‘‘Engineering and design” and “Supervision and administra- 
tion” resulted in a decrease of $541,000. 


850, JOO 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 

year 1961 

l 2) (3) (4) 5 6 

Relocations —_. 7 $650, 000 0 $20, 000 $630, 000 0 
Channels ies ad 515, 000 0 315, 000 50. OOO $150, 000 
Levees Biaats 5, 182, 000 $79, 600 862, 400 1, 620, 000 2, 620, 000 
Preauthorization studies ae 99, 000 99, O00 0 0 0 
Engineering and design 394, 000 197, 000 90, 000 80, 000 27,000 
Supervision and administration 350, 000 13, 700 72, 300 100, 000 164, 000 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 7 7, 190, 000 389, 300 1, 359, 700 2, 480, 000 


2, 961, 000 
Undistributed costs - aS =. 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only)_..----- 7, 190, 000 389, 300 1, 359, 700 2, 480, 000 2, 961, 000 
Pending adjustments__.......-.- ee 4 - = ee 
rotal cost (Federal funds 
only Z 7, 190, 000 389, 300 1, 359, 700 2, 480, 000 2, 961, 000 
Undelivered orders._....---- ail acta sac +171, 100 +458, 900 —630, 000 S 
Total obligations. .....-_- =| 560, 400 1, 818, 600 1, 850, 000 2. 961. 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations- -- ah a oe 579, 000 1, 800, 000 _ we ss aia 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year-.. ip cs ls = ss 18, 600 a Z 
Total funds available for 
obligation nes : q as ee 1, 818, 600 ti 
OTA FO ain sec cie eed aawes niin ectetin dua acs as 1, 850, 000 2, 961, 000 





OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, CENTRAL AND SoutuH Pacrric Basin 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is “Operation and maintenance,”’ 
$1,253,500. 


2 
We will insert pages 92 through 94 in the record at this point. 
The pages referred to follow:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiscat YEAR, 1961 


1. NAVIGATION 

a) Channels and harbors 

The budget estimate of $780,000 provides for essential maintenance work on 
3 channel and harbor projects named in the list which follows. The work to 
be accomplished under this activity consists of maintaining the navigation 
channels and harbors of coastal harbors by means of dredging and repair of 
harbor structures, all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
Obligations 


Fiscal year 1960 (estimated 





Fiseal 
Fiseal year 1960| Recurring main- 
Project syear 1959 esti tenance Total, Remarks 
mated A 1-time 
repal 
Annual Peri- 
odic 
CALIFORNIA 
Humboldt Harbor and Bay 133, 421 542, 000 200, 000 |100, 000 (350, 000 650, 000 Dredging and 
. repair jetties. 
Moss Landing Harbor : 100, 000 100,000 | Dredging 
Santa Barbara Harbor 30, 000 29, 250 30, 000 | 30, 000 Do. 
Other projects maintained 
periodically 34, 000 
lotal, channels and 
harbors : 163, 421 605, 250 780, 000 
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(b) Locks, dams and canals—None 


| Fiscal year 1960 (estimated) 


ee ern 


Fiscal | 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1950 (esti- | tenance | Total, | Remarks 
mated) |___._. ___| 1-time | fiscal 
| | | | repair | year 1961 | 
| Annual | Peri- | 
| odic | 
—_—_—- - Cr Fr hr —— | | ——_ , Ss 


Total navigation...........| 163,421 ON Rca sn eescc | 780, 000 
| | 





2. FLOOD CONTROL 

(a) Reservoirs 

The budget estimate of $366,500 for the operation and maintenance of 11 
flood control reservoirs and scheduling of flood control reservoir operations in 
the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational requirements, 
This estimate includes requirements for one project which will be placed in 
operation during budget year 1961. The amount requested for maintenance 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of 
project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by- 
day function of the project. Periodic and onetime requirements are indicated 
under remarks. 


























Obligations 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| | Fiscal eA eae i pe pe 
Fiscal | year 1960| Recurring main- | 
Project year 1959} (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) | nba _| 1-time fiscal 
| | repairs | year 1961 | 
| Annual | Peri- 
| | odic 
| | 
—_——— —| — a w <7 ji— 
CALIFORNIA | | 
I a | $17, 132 $16, 840 $18, 000 | $3, 000 Boel $21,000 | Repair project 
| | | facilities. 
Carbon Canyon Reservoir.|..........|.......... STAR ina a la ie | 15,000 | 
Coyote Valley Dam (Lake | | | 
Mendocino).............-. |} 71,000 | 102,370 PRR Diccccnnstoecedan. | 111,000 | 
Fullerton Reservoir --.--...-- 13,137 | 13,560 14,000 | 2,000 }........ 16, 000 Do. 
Hansen Dam.........-.----| 27,056 | 22,450 | 26,000 | 2,000 |_.......] 28,000 Do. 
Ese 2, 587 | 3, 900 | RD aR a ae 5,000 | 
eee | 36, 862 65, 320 ee $12, 000 42,000 | Replace water 
| system, 
San Antonio Reservoir._.-- | 19,671 | 20,090 2, 000 | ee Seine 23,000 | Repair project 
| facilities. 
Santa Fe Dam............. | 26, 705 25, 27 ae I suc ahaa 28. 000 
Sepulveda Dam............ 33, 083 28, 7: OO a 33, 000 
Whittier Narrows Reser- | | | 
WUE achncnensin cen -----| 38,500 | 36,040 | 41, 000 2,000 | .-...... 44, 000 Do. 
Scheduling of flood control | | 
reservoir operations... ..- | 3, 599 | 3, 000 BO lcc cues as 500 
Total reservoirs......| 289, 332 | 337, 570 | panaiaecabsitcoeeaie aba: 366, 500 | 
| 1 ' | 
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(b) Channel work, inspections and miscellaneous maintenance 


The budget estimate of $107,000 provides for the minimum annual and periodic 
maintenance requirement of two local flood protection projects and inspection of 
completed works during the budget year. Periodic requirements are indicated 
under remarks. 

Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| 




















Fiscal | _ 
| Fiseal | year 1960} Recurring main- | 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance | | Total, Remarks 
mated) a a a Sa) 1-time fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
| Annual Peri- 
odic | 
e BO ea ee eee. |) On ee ee ia oe a ‘ ei a hha 
CALIFORNIA | | 
Los Angeles County drain- | $139,421 | 78, 380 $74, 000 |$26, 000 sos $100, 000 | Invert and bank 
age area | | | } repairs 
San Antonio and Chino 1, 997 4, 490 2, 000 SOOO Te cnnnn 5,000 | Debris removal. 
Creeks Channel | } | 
Inspection of completed 1, 343 | 1,770 | 2,000 .|..------|----<- 2, 000 | 
works. | | | 
Total, flood control | 142,761 | 84,640 | | 107, 000 
channel work, in- | = — — 
spections and mis- | | | | 
cellaneous mainte- | | | | 
nance | | | | | 
Total, flood control._| 432,093 | 422,210 eo aa cipincgehe sei aewe oi | 473, 500 | 
| 
3. MULTIPLE PURPOSES PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
None. 
| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| a = — ae 
Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) |___ 1-time fiseal 


repairs | year 1961 


Grand total, Central and | $595, 514 |$1, 027, 46( 
South Pacific Basin. 
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TuHurspay, Fespruary 18, 1960. 
CENTRAL VALLEY BASIN 


WITNESS 
BRIG. GEN. R. F. MacDONNELL, CHIEF SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the Central Valley Basin this 
morning. 

We will insert here pages 3 and 4. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1961 


1. SURVEYS 
(a) Navigation studies 


The amount of $30,000 is requested for prosecution of one study during fiscal 
year 1961. 


Total Allocation Tentative A dditional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, |complete after 
| Federal | fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 | 1961 | 1961 
— ae aes . er eo | _ | — | oe 
California: San Francisco Bay to Stockton.-_- $150,000 | $59, 400 | $30, 000 | $60, 600 
8 ee 150, 000 | 59, 400 | 30. 000 | 60, 600 
| 
i 





(b) Flood control studies 

The amount of $159,400 is requested for prosecution of nine studies during 
fiscal vear 1961. This amount will permit completion of three reports and 
progress on six others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Total Allocation | Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior t allocation, |complete after 

Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 

cost 1961 1961 1961 
California: ] 

Buchanan Reservoir- - - ; $100, 000 $54, 200 $45, 800 0 
Corte Madera Creek. 76, 000 68, 200 7, 800 0 
Merced River 170, 000 149, 000 15, 000 $6, 000 
Mokelumne River--- 175, 000 149, 200 25, SOU 0 
Mormon Slough . = 40, OOO 0 20, 000 20, 000 
Napa River ; 84, 500 14, 400 10, 000 60, 100 
Sac-San Joaquin Delta 200, 000 107, 000 5, 000 88, 000 
Sonoma Creek. 93, 000 4, 000 20, 000 69, 000 
Yuba River Bullards Bar. 100, 000 73, 700 10, 000 16, 300 
Total ; esicsh cian a2 1, 038, 500 619, 700 159, 400 259, 400 


(c) Special studies 


The amount of $400,000 is requested for prosecution of one study during fiscal 
year 1961. 


| 
Total Allocation Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, jcomplete after 
Federal fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 | 1961 1961 
California: San Francisco Bay----- ‘ niu $3, 760, 000 $2, 745, 000 $400, 000 $615, 000 
NE So poninneain iseasepapninicta ill ae ais 3, 760, 000 2, 745, 000 400, 000 615, 000 


Grand total_._.....-. nik gta ailapeicabona ae kisi 4, 948, 500 3, 424, 100 589, 400 935, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. On “General investigations,” $589,400 is asked. 
The committee notes that in last vear’s budget, General, the Merced 
River was not budgeted. It was not considered last vear, Why is 
it now included and why is money for it now requested? 


MERCED RIVER 


General MacDonneLu. On the Merced River, Mr. Chairman, 
flood control is urgently needed. The Merced Irrigation District, 
together with the State, is evolving a plan which at the present time 
| believe they intend for the most part to finance themselves. 

There would be a flood-control element; there is a Federal interest 
in it, and we should accomplish our planning with theirs. Also, of 
course, there has been a recent flood history on that river. 


MOKELUMME RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. The Mokelumme River was supposed to be com- 
pleted last vear. 

General MacDonNeELL. It was, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Frequently, when these projects are supposed to be 
completed, the following vear you come back here and ask us for more 
money. 

If we provided sufficient funds to complete this last vear what is 
the need for this additional expenditure? 

General MacDonneui. During the year, sir, there was a great 
deal of interest built up on the part of the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District as to the 

Mr. Cannon. Is it a growing community? 

General MacDonne.tu. The East Bay area of San Francisco Bay, 
Alameda, Oakland, and so on, is, sir. They have evolved a plan for 
development which would have flood-control aspects, and that plan 
must be coordinated between the utility district, the State, the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and ourselves, sir. There are several possible plans 
that will have to be considered to meet the requirements of all the 
agencies, 

Mr. Cannon. Why could they not have been taken care of during 
all this time we have been providing money? 

General MacDoNNeELL. Certain aspects of this are of relatively 
recent occurrence, sir. That is the reason for the $25,000 increase 
in cost. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
BEAR CREEK, SAN JOAQUIN, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is “Bear Creek, San Joaquin Val- 
ley’; $70,000 is requested for planning. 

Insert pages 6 and 7. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGn, LocaL PrRorTecTION PROJECTS 
(FLoop ConTROL) 
BEAR CREEK, SAN JOaQuin County, CALIF. 
(RESUMPTION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project extends from about 2 miles south of the 
town of Lockeford, Calif., along Bear Creek to Disappointment Slough, a delta 
channel which connects with San Joaquin River. It provides for construction 
of about 40 miles of low levees and 19 miles of channel improvement. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cos ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost______-- $2, 600, 000 


Heumated non-reGeral cost... .....5..<.-.-...<- Ae .---. 2,300,000 
[See POMITIION Soc cece iawan< wiiocn es Pinas ea. 0 

nO a ae a oa eo oe new a oo, Gee 
Total estimated project O0Gh wc ou eee , eae yaaa eee cae . 4, 900, 000 
Precensuucuoen planning estimate... .................~..-.....-.- 160, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960__ = i el ee PoSe ee eece 23, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961____-_- see : 70. 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961_ 67, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project will provide a high degree of flood protection to an area which is 
flooded, at least in part, on an average of 3 out of 4 years. The area to be pro- 
tected includes about 30,000 acres of highly developed orchards, vineyards, and 
row croplands; suburban areas adjacent to the city of Steekton which are now 
unprotected against all but minor flows; and main highways, railways, and 
industries. The 1958 floods caused damages in the project area estimated at 
$600,000 at then prevailing prices. With recurrence of that flood under current 
conditions of development and price levels these damages would amount to $650,000, 
all preventable by construction of the project. Annual flood-control benefits for 
the project are estimated at $384,000. Rapid and extensive suburban encroach- 
ment onto highly developed agricultural lands within the project area indicates 
the necessity for prompt construction of the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests toward 
construction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,300,000 broken down as 
follows: 


UII RRR PRINS coed nm ie eo wad aenowmndcaule $226, 000 
Lands (450 acres). eet es et Sty oo, 
Bridges -Replacement a 1, 034, 000 


NR ae Ee ee ee eas 2. 300, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and re placements will total $23,000. 

Status of local ccoperation.—Informal assurances have been furnished by the 
Board of Supervisors of San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conser- 
vation District that the provisions of local cooperation would be supplied. The 
project was officially adopted by the State of California under the provisions of 
chapter 1514, section 34, Statutes of 1945. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,600,000 is an increase of $2,290,000 over the latest estimate ($310,000, January 
1940 base) submitted to Congress. An increase of $530,000 is due to higher price 
levels on construction features. Changed design criteria, based on flood experi- 
ence since 1948 and upon current conditions of development within the project 
area, increased construction costs $1,407,000. An inerease of $353,000 is due to 
reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and adminis- 
tration, inclusion of cost of preauthorization studies, and required contribution 
to the retirement fund, and salary increases since the previous estimate was 
submitted to Congress. 
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Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about this project, General. 

General MacDonnzELL. Sir, this is a resumption of plannin 
though nothing has been done since 1951. 
project. 

Mr. Cannon. It is not a new start? 

General MacDonne.u. A resumption of planning, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. A resumption rather than a new start? 

General MacDoNnNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why was it discontinued? 

General MacDonnue i. It was discontinued in 1951, sir, because 
the local interests felt that there might be a possibility they could 
get a reservoir on this stream. 

Mr. Cannon. Something a little more ambitious? 

General MacDoNnNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. They have now abandoned that hope. 

General MacDonneE.t. Yes, sir. We were directed to do a review 
report on it, which we did, and found there was no ground for changing 
the basic concept. 

It is a levee and channel project on some 19 miles of Bear Creek 
in San Joaquin County, Calif. It is to protect an agricultural area 
of about 30,000 acres and certain suburbs of the city of Stockton 
from flooding which occurs on an average of about 3 out of 4 vears, 
varying in degree, of course. The lands and improvements to be 
protected have a value of about $51 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it agricultural land? 

General MacDonng LL. Agricultural and suburban, sir. Some 8,000 
people live or work in the area. The Federal cost is estimated at 
$2,600,000 and the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. 

Mr. Taper. It is the Federal cost only, is it not? 

General MacDonne tu. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. How much is the rest of it? 


oe, al- 
It is a levee and channel 


NON-FEDERAL COST 


General MacDonnetu. Estimated non-Federal cost is $2.3 million, 
making a total project cost estimate of $4,900,000. 

Mr. Cannon. While this is quite a substantial improvement, re- 
sumed rather unexpectedly, there is one redeeming feature about it, 
and that is that the local sponsors are putting up $2,300,000 them- 
selves. Wherever the local people have enough confidence in it and 
feel there is enough need for it to bring about their putting up sub- 
stantial sums such as they have here, it seems as if we might be 
warranted in going along with them. 


AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. ANpEeRSEN. Mr. Chairman, when this was authorized back in 
1944, I think, General, it was authorized on the basis of being a smaller 
project, $310,000. Is that right? I am reading from page 12 here. 

General MacDoNnNELu. $310,000 was on the 1940 base, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is the only authorization it has, of course. 
Now it has increased about nine times over since then. Wouldn’t 
that justify their having to go back to the Legislative Committee for 
reauthorization? At the time they considered it it was a $310,000 
project now it is somewhere around $5 million. 
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General MacDonnetu. After the review report was completed, Mr. 
Andersen, the Chief of Engineers sent a letter to the Public Works 
Committee setting forth the changed conditions and changed costs, 
So far as the basic nature of the project is concerned it has not changed 
but the price has changed considerably. The $4,900,000 includes an 
estimated non-Federal cost of $2,300,000. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. The same project as originally authorized? 

General MacDonNeE tt. Basically, yes. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. AnprersEN. The State of California originally adopted this 
particular project, did they not? 

General MacDonne uu. In 1945, yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Why should we not let them go ahead and do it? 

General MacDonnetu. That statement, Mr. Andersen, stems 
from the legislative procedures within the State of California. Until 
the State legislature adopts the project, the State agencies cannot 
assist local agencies financially. That simply means that the Recla- 
mation Board will act for the State to reimburse local interests for 
costs of the rights-of-way. 

Mr. AnperseN. As the chairman stated, there is a good deal of 
local contribution here, is there not? 

General MacDonne tu. There is. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


OROVILLE RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Oroville Reservoir, $50,000, insert pages 9 
and 10. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 
OROVILLE RESERVOIR, CALIP. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Feather River, a tributary 
of the Sacramento River, in Butte County, Calif., about 4 miles east of the 
town of Oroville. The plan of improvement provides for a Federal contribution 
for flood protection to be afforded by construction and operation of Oroville 
Reservoir by the State of California for water supply, power generation, irriga- 
tion, flood control, and other purposes. 

{ uthorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Not determined. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (preliminary) _..._..........._.__--_----- $50, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost______._._____-_______-_ a tere 407, 000, 000 
Cash contribution _- ; 0 
Other costs SN Se a Oa a a _ 407, 000, 000 
Total estimated projec Ree te ties Sieg A Ree he Ser ceca 457, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_ 200, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960.____._-....------- 104, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year “1961_ 50, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction pI: inning after fiscal year 1961- 46, 000 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of flood protection to the cities of 
Marysville (population 8,300), Yuba City (population 10,800), and Oroville 
(population 7,000); to many smaller communities in the flood plain; to about 
283,000 acres of highly developed farmland below the dam; and to important 
highway and railroad routes. The inventoried damages, losses, and costs below 
the damsite following the December 1955—January 1956 floods amounted to 
about $50,500,000, and 40 human lives were lost. Under current conditions of 
development and price levels, these damages would amount to $60,500,000, of 
which $58,800,000 would be preventable by construction of the project. 

Non-Federal costs —The State of California will construct, operate, and main- 
tain the Oroville Reservoir and will provide for specific reservation of flood control 
storage therein, to be operated for flood control in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Preliminary estimates indicate that 
local interest costs for the development (dam, reservoir, and power facilities) will 
be $407 million, exclusive of any Federal contribution. The annual cost for 
maintenance, operation, and replacements is estimated at about $4,200,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The project has been authorized for construction 
by the State of California; construction is proceeding as the initial project of the 
California water plan. During fiscal year 1960, the State contemplates spending 
about $26 million for relocation of highways and railroad facilities, and for ac- 
quisition of real estate. During fiscal year 1959 the State legislature appropriated 
$83 million for the water development program and authorized transfer of $172 
million from other funds to be made available for the water development program. 
That same legislature approved submission to State voters in November 1960 of 
a $1,750 million bond issue to finance a California water development program 
until 1985, such funds to be applied principally to the Feather River project. In 
addition, the legislature earmarked for the water development program funds to 
be made available as tidelands revenue, estimated at about $15 million per year. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from latest estimate submitted 
to Congress. This estimate is tentative only and additional studies are necessary 
to develop the amount of the Federal contribution. 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you indicated that $396,350 of Federal 
funds already had gone into this project. Why do we have to have 
an expenditure of that substantial amount and why are we asked here 
to spend $200,000 more merely to find out how much we must put into 
it ultimately? 

General MacDonnetu. The bulk of that sum, Mr. Chairman, was 
expended by the Bureau of Reclamation. About $70,000 was spent 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

The Bureau began to study this area in 1930, sir. They considered 
three sites, and that accounts for the rather sizable expenditure they 
had. 

The corps has submitted two previous reports on this area, one on 
this site and one on an alternate solution which would involve Big 
Bend site further upstream. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of your rather extensive survey to date what 
would you say the result of vour study indicates? 

General MacDonneELL. It indicates, first, that the proper site is 
Oroville and not Big Bend. 

Mr. Cannon. It settles the matter of site? 

General MacDoNnNELL. It does. It also establishes that flood 
control is drastically needed. In fact the Feather River was in flood 
this month. 

Mr. Cannon. You think Federal assistance is really needed? 

General MacDonne wt. It is, sir. Flood control is needed badly 
and this would appear to be a proper way to obtain it. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a project initiated by the State of California. 

General MacDoNNELL. Yes, sir. 
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STATE COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. The State of California will put $400 million into it? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. They have actually put $45 
million into it up to now and they have budgeted up to $26 million 
more this year. 

Mr. Cannon. You are just starting out, then? 

General MacDonnE.LL. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. But the State of California has committed itself to 
a $400 million project. 

General MacDonneELL. They have, sir. 


FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. In view of that fact, a project of that size, what 
would be the effect of $50 million? 

General MacDonne.u. The estimated contribution toward flood 
control as presented to you last year, sir, and again in the justification 
sheet this year, is $50 million. 

I would like to point out, sir—that estimate has been marked 
preliminary and it still should be considered preliminary because 
the—— 

Mr. Cannon. Have you any idea at this time what they propose 
to get us into here and what this really would cost? 

General MacDonne tt. I think I do, sir. 

In the first place, we will not pay for anything more than the 
flood control benefits, so regardless of how they increase or decrease 
the scope of their projeet——— 


WATER USES 


Mr. Cannon. We are working on flood control. What is the State 
working on? 

General MacDoNNELL. Conservation and power, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Power? 

General MacDonnetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Why does the justification show that it is municipal 
water supply? 

General MacDonng& Lt. It is partially so, Mr. Taber, ves. I in- 
cluded that under conservation. 

Mr. Cannon. That comes out of the State’s share, then? 

General MacDonnuzLL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. All the Federal Government is supposed to do and 
all we will obligate outselves to do and all that will be asked of us is 
flood control? 

General MacDonne.LL. Yes, sir. 


COST ESTIMATE 


Mr. Cannon. How much do you estimate that will eventually cost? 

General MacDonne .t. Sir, our studies are not complete. 

As you know, this project was authorized in the 1958 act and in the 
same act we were directed to start the studies. We did so and we 
are not finished with them, but I can speculate, sir, and I should in all 
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honesty, say that I think it is going up into the neighborhood of 
$74 million for the cost of flood control. 

Mr. Cannon. We have had a very unhappy experience along this 
line, General MacDonnell. In the beginning the State of California 
proposed to put through this Central V alley project. Then they got 
us into it, and before we knew it they stepped out and left us holding 
the bag and we had to go ahead and complete the whole program. 

We are not getting ourselves into another trap like that, are we? 

General MacDonne Lt. Sir, I do not see how we can get into a trap 
for this reason: The act directs the Secretary of the Army to deter- 
mine what the Federal contribution should be, and before a cent is 
ever appropriated for construction it would seem to me that you would 
have to take cognizance of whatever contract we made for repayment 
for flood control features. 

In the meantime the State is proceeding with construction. I feel 
they are committed. 

I also feel that this small amount of planning money is a good 
investment on the part of the Federal Government. 


STATE COMMITMENT 


Mr. Cannon. But the State of California you think seriously 
intends to go ahead and spend the whole $400 million for which they 
are committed? 

Generel MacDonnett. I feel they are committed, sir. They have 
put $45 million into it. They are putting another $26 million into it 
this vear, and they will start the diversion tunnel for the dam itself 
next summer. 

ULTIMATE FEDERAL COST 


Mr. Cannon. You have not given us any very definite estimate as 
to what our ultimate cost will be. You say very frankly that this 
is merely preliminary. 

General MacDonne tu. Yes, sir 

Mr. Cannon. While you do restrict it to flood control, how much 
eventually will that flood control cost us? 

General MacDonnetu. As I say, sir, we were told to make the 
study in the same act which authorized the project and we started 
right then. I think we will finish the study in about 3 months. I 
think, and this is subject to review by the people for whom I work, it 
will run into the neighborhood of perhaps $74 million. 

Mr. Cannon. It will take some time? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why can we not delay? I see no disadvantage in 
our delaying this and getting a better view of the matter. In the 
meantime the need for this money is not immediate, is it? 

General MacDonne.u. Not for any contribution, no, sir. 

I think to protect our interests we need the planning money that is 
in here, sir. 

STATUS OF STUDY 
Mr. Cannon. You will finish your studies this year? 


General MacDonne.tu. We will finish themin June. We will finish 
the survey this year and then preconstruction planning, for which we 
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have asked for money in this budget, would be completed in June of 
1962 

Mr. Cannon. This is a State project, General MacDonnell. 

General MacDonnELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why are not preconstruction plans their duty? We 
are here on flood control. Why is this not the responsibility of the 
State of California in completing preconstruction planning? 

General MacDonNeLtu. Our preconstruction planning with this 
rather modest sum in comparison to the total cost of the project is 
limited only to determining how much flood control must be provided 
and how the dam should be operated to provide it. 

Mr. Cannon. The completed report would show that, re ferring to 
the completed report which you expect to have ready this year? 

General MacDonnetu. That report will show the cost allocation, 
sir. Beyond that we have to prepare only that part of the normal 
design memorandum which relates to hydrology and dam operation. 
Everything else the State must do. 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. General, I think you informed the subcommittee 
that this is largely a State project up to this point? 

General MacDonne tt. It is, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. This is mainly for the purpose of furnishing certain 
portions of the State of California with the necessary water, and, of 
course, they utilize what benefits they can in the line of producing 
power and for irrigation? 

General MacDoNnNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You are making an analysis, as I understand it, 
as to how much in the way of flood control benefits might be inc luded 
in the whole property. Is that right? 

General MacDonnetu. In this one dam and reservoir, sir. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. ANpERSEN. Have you any estimate today as to the benefit-to- 
cost ratio if we were to put in $74 million? 

General MacDonne i. Again this is subject to review, Mr. Ander- 
sen, but the benefit-to-cost ratio, looking at it only from the Federal 
Government’s point of view, which is limited to flood control—— 

Mr. AnpERSEN. That is what I meant. 

General MacDonneELu. Would be about 1.2, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. On a $74 million investment? 

General MacDoNNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That gets to be rather thin, does it not, General? 

General MacDonnetu. I would say it is conservative, as we nor- 
mally are. 

COMMITMENT ON CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Can you assure the subcommittee that the Con- 
gress will not be committed to this expenditure for flood control with- 
out further action by the Congress on it? 

General MacDonnetu. I can think of no way that it could be, sir. 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. In other words, you cannot assure the State of 

California that the Congress will put up the § $74 million? 

General MacDonnetu. No, sir; I cannot commit the Congress. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. They are in no way proceeding with the project 
under the assumption that Congress will put up this money? 
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General MacDonnetu. They may be assuming that, sir, but 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Will you dampen their enthusiasm on that because 
a 1.2-to-1 project certainly does not look good to me personally? 

General MacDonne tt. I think they are aware of the fact they have 
no way of knowing when, if ever, Federal funds will be appropriated. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. General, so far as I am concerned, I will have to 
insist that the Congress have a chance to pass upon the recommended 
Federal contribution on this project before the corps agrees to it in 
any way. You have just said that is the intention of the corps. 

Mr. Cannon. I am inclined to agree with the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. This is a State project and they will put $400 million into it. 

Why can’t they handle their own flood control? 

Ge ae MacDonneELL. They would go ahead and build.a dam, 
sir, but they would be under no obligation to operate it as a flood 
control project. 

Mr. Cannon. There would be an obligation to their own people. 
California people and California interests will benefit by it. 

I am rather inclined to agree with the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. One further point I would like to know. Suppose 
this cost goes up to $100 million? Then what happens to the benefit- 
to-cost ratio? It disappears and would go down to about 0.85 to 1, 
General. ; 

I will certainly not be put in a position as a member of this com- 
mittee to agree to something as intangible as this is today. 

How much money do you need to find out where you stand relative 
to this? 

General MacDonnELL. The report in progress will show that, sir. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. That will give you the picture? 

General MacDonneELu. Yes, sir, and to comment on your other 
statement, sir, there is no way that the benefit-to-cost ratio could 
ever go below unity because we pay only for the flood control benefits. 

If they are not there we will not pay for them. 

Mr. Anpersen. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record. ) 





PROJECT PURPOSES 


Mr. Piiui0n. I note in the justifications here that you state the 
objective of the reservoir is to furnish water supply, power generation, 
irrigation, flood control, and so on. Are these priorities of language 
the same as the priorities of the objective? In other words, is water 
supply the prime purpose of this reservoir? 

General MacDonne tt. I think if it were not for that purpose the 
State of California would not undertake a project of this magnitude. 

Mr. Pintion. Flood control is the last purpose of this project, 
then? 

General MacDonnetu. No, sir. I think you would have to put 
conservation, power, and flood control on an equal level. The only 
thing I should add to that is that if it were not for the conservation 
features the State—— 

Mr. Pinion. Conservation is a rather vague term to me. 

_ General MacDonne t. I use it to include irrigation, municipal and 
industrial water. 
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Mr. Pitiion. Let us separate them so we will know what we are 
talking about. ‘Conservation” is like “liberalism” and ‘‘peace.”’ It 
can Mean so many things to so many people. 

| note that the population here to be benefited is about 8,300, 10,000, 
7,000, a total of et 25,000. That is the population of the three 
communities. That is about the size of a city ward. When we think 
of spending $100 million for a population of 25,000 people, while J 
understand damages may be heavy, the damage is to agricultural 
lands of which we have a great surplus. Have you taken that into 
consideration, the population and the area to be benefited? 


FLOOD LOSSES 


General MacDonnetu. Yes, sir. They had a very tragic occur- 
rence in the 1955-56 floods. Forty people were pe a This is a 
critical area every year, Mr. Pillion. 

A flood of that magnitude, if it occurred again, would cause more 
than $58 million of damage. 


REVENUE FROM PROJECT 


Mr. Pittion. The State of California will sell this water supply, 
will it not, and obtain revenue from it? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pittion. Sell power and obtain revenue from it? 

General MacDonnetu. For an interim period they will sell some 
power. Eventually, as the California water plan reaches its later 
stages of development, there will not be enough power produced to 
operate the plan. 

Mr. Pinion. Then they will sell it for irrigation, will they not? 

General MacDonne uv. Irrigation, municipal and industrial water; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Pinion. So, essentially, it is a project that is conceived by the 
State of California to repay itself. 

Ueneral MacDoNNELL. It is intended to; ves. 

Mr. Pution. Evidently they have concluded that this project will 
repay itself without any Federal aid because they have already com- 
menced construction and have invested $45 million in it and they will 
invest another $25 or $26 million this year, making a total of some 
$70 million this vear, and that is without any contribution on the part 
of the Federal Government, so that evidently they believe they have 
a paying proposition right now. Is that true? 

General MacDonnett. I think the ‘v feel that if they do not under- 
take construction at this time the water situation in southern Califor- 
nia would be beyond recall. 

Mr. Prution. That is what they have already committed them- 
selves to, $70 million, so that they are going ahead regardless of 
whether or not we will invest anywhere from $75 million to $100 
million. Is that right? 

General MacDonneE tu. I think the figure I gave was $74 million, 
sit. 

PROJECT DESIGN 


Pintion. What additional physical construction will be added 
to. this project: by reason of any contribution for construction, 4 
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subsidy, or whatever you want to call it?) What physical addition 
will be made to this construction by reason of the estimated $50 to 
$100 million? 

General MacDonneuu. It will be hard to anticipate what they 
might do in the event they were told that the Federal Government 
would not participate in their project on the Feather River. 1 would 
think it might certainly affect their spillway design and their gate 
design. 

Mr. Pinion. Certainly, I give credit to the engineers, especially 
the engineers of the State of Califormia, to believe that when they 
embark upon a $400 million project, and having committed $70 
million to it, that they have already planned, prior to investing $70 
million, a design that is satisfactory not only for the purpose of water 
supply but flood control. They will operate this project so they 
will get a maximum return not only on water but also on power and 
also on irrigation and also on flood control. Certainly, they will not 
build this and not operate it for the purpose of obtaining a maximum 
of flood control, will they? Even if we did not spend a dime, they 
will not forget flood control. That is part of the project. 

General MacDonne tt. First, their plan is not complete. They 
have relocated railroads and highways, and have built a $3 million 
bridge, a multimillion-dollar railroad and highway bridge; but they 
have this vear changed their thinking from a concrete dam to a rock- 
and-earth dam. ‘This is a 700-foot-high dam. ‘The design is not 
finalized for the dam, I can assure you. 

Secondly, an ordinary structure can be operated either for irriga- 
tion, municipal and industrial water use or for flood control, and, in 
addition, if the interests which want this water for irrigation, municipal 
or industrial use have a power interest they will keep the reservoir 
full all the time, and in that case there is no flood control whatsoever. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. How much do they agree they will leave vacant 
on top of the reservoir for flood control use if the Federal Government 
goes into the picture? 

General MacDoNnNELL. 750,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That will be available for floodwaters to be stopped 
on the way down? 

General MacDonnetu. Yes, sir. To get that same amount of 
storage, the Federal Government would have to build two dams. 
It would cost at current prices about $150 million for the one at 
Bidwell Bar alone. 

Mr. Cannon. As Mr. Pillion has so well stated, the State of Cali- 
fornia will be reimbursed. They will draw revenues for all time to 
come from the power. They will recoup all their expenditures. 

Then when we step in and give them from $75 to $100 million, that 

is just that much more bene fit to the State of California. 

We cannot envision the State not taking care of their people and 
preventing floods. 

There is a more ominous feature to this, gentlemen. This project 
ismerely one part of a great statewide plan which is estimated to cost 
$2 billion. 

General MacDOoNNE LL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If they will rope us into paying $75 or $100 million 
in this project, how much do they expect to get us into when they 
begin to e xpand to a $2 billion project? 
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General MacDonnetu. Might I answer that, sir? 
_ Mr. Cannon. The State gets all the advantages out of it and the 
State is in a position to carry it through, and we should permit them 
to do it. 


STATE WATER PLAN 


General MacDonne .t. Sir, I know of no other element of the State 
water plan as now constituted, or as envisioned, which provides for a 
reservoir which has a flood control benefit. If there are any, I do not 
know of them. 

Mr. Cannon. We had some of our people out there in California this 
past summer looking this thing over. ‘They report it is only part ofa 
statewide system which is estimated to cost some $2 billion. 

General MacDonneE.u. That is correct, 

Mr. Cannon. Any valley in which ae eae to control water 
sufficiently to get power will simultaneously need flood control. 

General MacDonne tu. This is about the last major site where that 
can be done. They contemplate a very large storage reservoir, the 
San Luis Reservoir, but it has no flood control benefit. As a matter 
of fact, the water is pumped up into the reservoir and held there asa 
control basin. 

The bulk of this $2 billion, besides the Oroville Dam and Reservoir, 
will go into pumping stations, aqueducts, canals, and a means of 
transporting the water over the mountains into southern California 
to Los Angeles and eventually to San Diego. 

Mr. Cannon. The State of California eventually would get all the 
benefits. They will be amply compensated for their investment. 


NO CONSTRUCTION COMMITMENT 


Mr. Prution. General, the language of preconstruction planning 
estimate is ambiguous. Is there not an implied contract on our part 
to continue to go into the construction by using this language that 
we are giving this money for preconstruction? Does that not auto- 
matically more or less carry us right into the construction stage? 

General MacDonnz ut. I believe not, sir. 

Mr. Priuuron. I am afraid it will be interpreted by the State of 
California as a commitment. The language certainly implies an 
agreement. I wonder if we could not change that language to elim- 
inate that implication. Our implications might be different from 
those of the State of California. They will take the more favorable 
implication, which would be that we have committed ourselves to the 
construction phase of this. 

Mr. Andersen has stated his apprehension on that subject, and I 
think by a change of language we could elimmate any unwarranted 
assumptions or implications that this language carries. 

General MacDonne tt. If the record so indicates, sir, I think that 
would make it clear. 

I should say at this point that this money which is requested in 
the budget is intended oaly for coordinated studies with the State of 
California. 
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PLANNING SCHEDULE 


Mr. Prturon. You have $100,000 left to complete this planning. 
Will you be able to use $25, 000 per year so this will be stretched out 
for 4 years rather than 2 years? 

General MacDonnett. I do not think we should cut it, Mr. 
Pillion. I think we should attempt to decide whether this is a good 
thing for the Federal Government to participate in or not, and to 
find that out as soon as we can. [ think that will be June of 1962 
I think the budgeted figure is a proper one. 


AREA POPULATION 


Mr. Taser. I wonder if we can get a picture of that territory. 
How many people are there in that particular valley? 

General MacDonngz.t. Sir, this is one of the major tributaries of 
the Sacramento River. The population of Marysville and Yuba City 
is small, 19,000 between them. Oroville is 7,000. But as you get 
down into Sacramento you reach an area where the population is 
growing by 25,000 every vear. 

Mr. Taser. Probably a couple hundred thousand now? 

General MacDonnetu. About 400,000 in the metropolitan area, 
sir. 

Mr. Taser. This is largely for the protection of the water supply 
of a group of perhaps a half million people at the present time? 

General MacDonne Lu. For the protection of about a half-million 
people or more, sir. 

The water-supply aspect of it, in which the State has a considerable 
interest, would extend as far as San Diego eventually. 

Mr. Taper. You indicated the State was going to go ahead and 
build this dam, anyway, whether the Federal Government was in the 
picture or not? 

General MacDonne tu. I believe their commitment of funds to 
date would require them to do something. 

Whether or not they would build a dam big enough to have any 
flood control in it I could not say. 

Mr. Taser. Would you think that people in that territory would 
permit the State of California to operate such a dam in such a way 
as to deluge themselves with @ large amount of water if a dam were 
there which might otherwise protect them? 

General MacDonnetu. Well, it would not be common sense, Mr. 
Tabe r. 

Mr. Taser. You could not expect it; could you? 

General MacDonneLL. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Boland? 






FEATHER RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 





Mr. Botanp. Are there any other flood-control projects on the 
Feather River now in being? 

General MacDoNnNELL. No dams or reservoirs, sir; levees only. 
Mr. Botanp. You have levees on them? 
General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Botanp. Were there levees in the area of Yuba City and 
Marysville and Oroville at the time of the 1955-56 floods? 

General MacDonneti. At Yuba City and Marysville, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Where did the damage occur there? Did the waters 
go over the levees or around them? 

General MacDonnetu. They went over the top, sil 

Mr. Botanp. I think you indicated a moment ago that in anv event 
you have a flood-control program for the Feather River. What is 
the cubic flow per second on the Feather River in this area? 

General MacDonne tu. In floodtime it can go up to 325,000 second 
feet, si 

Mr. Botanp. You indicate that the Corps of Engineers would 
have a plan for flood control whether or not the State of California 
got into the business of its tremendous water-supply program, the 
$2 billion program in which it is now engaged? 

General MacDonnetu. I think there is a continuing and critical 
flood-control problem, and in the event that Congress were to decide 
not to undertake some corrective measure by means of Oroville Dam 
and Reservoir that something else would have to be done. Possibly 
it might not be as economical. 

Mr. Bo.anp. In any event there would have to be some flood- 
control protection provided on this river for that area, and you think 
it would have to be in the nature of a dam and reservoir and not in 
the nature of additional improvements on the dikes and levees? 

General MacDonne t. I think it is impractical to protect the area 
by levees alone, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Well, we do it in great sections of the country now, 
flood control walls, dikes, levees, and so on. Why would it be im- 
practical here? 

General MacDonnetu. The levees would have to be too high and 
too broad. It would not prove out from a benefit-to-cost ratio, sir. 

This protection extends, as you understand, clear to the delta and 
it includes those areas all the way down the Sacramento River which 
have been flooded in the past. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER, CALIF., CHICO LANDING TO RED BLUFF 


Mr. Cannon. Chico Landing to Red Bluff, $50,000. Insert pages 
12 and 13. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, LocaL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 


SACRAMENTO River, Cauir., Cutco LANDING TO RED BLUFF 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—The project comprises extention and modification 
' 


of the existing Sacramento River flood control project by the construction 0! 
bank protection and minor channel improvements on the Sacramento River 
between Chico Landing and Red Bluff, Calif. The authorized project also con- 
templates flood-plain zoning above Chico Landing to assure maintenance of 
present project floodway areas. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost . ; oe pwc $1 850; 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost : ; ss - bicok 44, OOO 
Cash contribution eS NEN . sai ee 0 
Other costs : ; 14, 000 

Total estimated project cost 1, 894, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate wee =A A) LOO, OOO 

Approprii itions to June 30, 1960 Sa L 8 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 4 50, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fisc al year 1961. = 42, OOO 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of the bank protection and incidental channel improvement will 
improve the flow conditions slong Sacramento River and help stabilize the main 
river channel. The river, for many years, bas meandered back and forth in its 
course from Red Bluff to Chico Landing, continually eroding fertile areas and 
depositing the materials in navigable channels and on the project floodplain. This 
action increases navigation project maintenance costs and decreases flood-carrying 
capacities. The bank protection and channel improvement provided by the proj- 
ect would alleviate this problem. During the December 1955-January 1956 
floods, bank erosion of about 90 acres of land occurred with resultant damages esti- 
mated at $35,000 at then prevailing prices. On the basis of current conditions of 
development and price levels, these damages would amount to $42,000 all prevent- 
able by construction of the project. A substantial amount of the eroded material 
was deposited in the river channels, requiring dredging in order to keep those 
channels open for conveyance of floodflows and for navigation. The estimated 
cost of dredging this deposition from the channel is $280,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests toward 
construction of the authorized project is estimated at $44,000 for lands and dam- 
ages. Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $30,000. 

In addition, local interests are required to assume the responsibility for flood- 
plain zoning. 

Stalus of local cooperation.—Legislation enacted by the 1959 California Legisla- 
ture provided for State adoption of the project and authorization for the State 
reclamation board to give the required assurances of local cooperation. Formal 
assurances have not yet been requested from local interests. 

_ Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,850,000 is an increase of $90,000 over the latest estimate ($1,760,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase is entirely due to higher price levels. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact, General MacDonnell, that this 
isa new start and has a very narrow margin of benefit to cost, do you 
think that at least for the time being we could dispense with this? 

General MacDonnetu. It has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.2 to 1, 
sir. One of the purposes of this project is to attempt to reduce the 
amount of eroded soil that is carried downstream and deposited either 
in the floodways or in the navigation channels where we have to dredge 
it out, sir. I think it is a worthwhile project. 

Mr. Cannon. And there is sufficient emergency to warrant its 
being started at once? 

General MacDonnetu. I believe so far as planning is concerned, 
which is what the funds are requested for, that this is the proper time 
to plan; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, as I understand it, this means building 
levees. 

General MacDonnetu. It means primarily channel improvement 
and intermittent bank protection, sir. 
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LOCAL MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact that the State of California has 
been rather remiss in maintaining some of its channels, and especially 
some of its bank protection and levees, why should we build more 
levees and improve more channels when they are not taking care of 
what they have? 

General MacDonne t. Sir, I feel that in comparison with the 
average situation around the country that they do pretty well. I am 
basing this on recent years. 

For example, in 1947, of the 980 miles of levee in the old Sacramento 
River project, 50 percent was classified poor. 

As of now only 10 percent is in that category. 

I feel in a project of that magnitude to make that much progress in 
12 years is doing very well. In other words, they took 400 miles of 
levee and raised the maintenance status of that from poor to either 
fair, good, or excellent. 

Mr. Cannon. When we continue to provide additional care, as we 
would with this proposition, we are merely increasing the burden on 
their maintenance. 

General MacDonnetu. No, sir. In the particular case the prob- 
lem is not one of levees but it is one of bank protection. They assess 
very carefully the implications of the assurances and I feel they are 
anxious to undertake this project. 


TUOLUMNE RIVER RESERVOIRS, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. The Tuolumne River Reservoir, $25,000. Insert 
pages 15 and 16. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DersiGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TuoLUMNE River Reservoirs (ExcLustvE op CHERRY VALLEY), CALIF. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—T he project is located on Tuolumne River, a tributary 
of the San Joaquin River, in Tuolumne County, Calif., about 32 miles east of the 
city of Modesto. The plan of improvement provides for a Federal contribution 
for flood protection to be afforded by local interests’ construction and operation 
of New Don Pedro Reservoir for municipal water supply, power generation, 
irrigation, and flood control. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


I OR ACCRA i a ee a eae eit ms ow Sl eam $3, 170, 000 
enact ete CI NN ew meme eons 72, 000, 000 
RieeeenD INSEE oe es ho a a ee ek 0) 
ONIN  e  e be  coe eu ehiciinn ian aisle 72, 000, 000 
PL aE ALO TOIDOU COBY. ¢ v.canccuswceasaewencccnscmesomenas 75, 170, 000 


Preconstruction planning estimate 110, 000 


ey Cie to eck aka maid nmeweswecwnens 64, 000 
Fianning allocation for fiscal year 1961__......................... 25, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 21, 000 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Tuolumne River Reservoirs, of which construction of New Don Pedro 
Reservoir is the final stage (the completed Cherry Valley Reservoir being the 
initial stage of development) will provide flood protection to about 8,000 acres 
of farmlands and rural communities in the Tuolumne River Valley and, in con- 
junction with the authorized lower San Joaquin River levees project, storage 
on the Stanislaus River, and flood-control operation of Friant Reservoir on San 
Jaoquin River, will assist in providing flood protection to an area of 140,000 acres 
of croplands and a number of small communities along San Joaquin River. 
During the December 1955—January 1956 floceds about $550,000 damages occurred 
along the Tuolumne River and about $100,000 damage was prevented by the 
initial stage of the development (Cherry Valley Reservoir). In addition about 
$1,850,000 damages occurred in the San Joaquin River area. With recurrence 
of that flood under current conditions of development and price levels, New Don 
Pedro Reservoir would prevent all of the $785,000 damages estimated to occur 
along Tuolumne River, and together with the lower San Joaquin River levees 
project and the New Melones Reservoir project on the Stanislaus River, would 
prevent about $1,690,000 of $2,140,000 damages estimated to occur in the San 
Joaquin River area. Average annual benefits are estimated at $515,000 on the 
basis of 1949 price levels. Benefits will be reevaluated to reflect current condi- 
tions after final determination of storage requirements and completion of detailed 
cost allocation studies. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will construct, operate, and maintain the 
New Don Pedro Reservoir; provide a specific reservation for flood control storage 
therein; and will operate that portion of the reservoir for flood control in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Preliminary 
estimates indicate that local interests’ cost for the development will be $72 million. 
The annual cost for maintenance, operation, and replacements is not available. 

Status of local cooperation.—A contract was negotiated in 1949 with local in- 
terests, comprising the city and county of San Francisco and the Turlock and 
Modesto Irrigation Districts, whereby they agreed to provide 340,000 acre-feet 
of flood-control storage in New Don Pedro Reservoir when constructed, in ex- 
change for a Federal contribution estimated at $12 million. Construction of the 
Cherry Valley Reservoir, and provision of interim flood-control storage therein 
as well as in existing Don Pedro and Hetch Hetchy Reservoirs has provided 
approximately 75 percent of the flood-control requirements for the overall develops 
ment, and Federal payments totaling $9 million have been made to the local 
interests for this first phase. Local interests are proceeding with planning for 
construction of the New Don Pedro Reservoir and expect to initiate construction 
in calendar year 1963. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,170,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress for the laste 
stage construction (New Don Pedro Reservoir) of the Tuolumne River system. 
The estimate of the Federal contribution shown is not a current estimate, but is 
based on studies made in 1948 and represents the prorata share, for the last-stage 
construction, of the total flood-control value of the Tuolumne River plan as 
estimated on the basis of prices prevailing at that time. The agreement with 
local interests provides for reanalysis of the value of the flood-control storage to be 
provided by the plan at the time of the last-stage construction. 


Mr. Cannon. Please give us some information on this project. 

General MacDonNELt. Sir, you will note that the title of this 
project is the Tuolumne River reservoirs, exclusive of Cherry Valley. 
This dates back quite a way, sir. It is another case of a Federal 
contribution toward the construction of a dam in order to obtain 
flood control. Originally the Federal Government was in a position 
where it was about to undertake construction of the Jacksonville 
Reservoir. 

The city of San Francisco’s water supply system contemplated a 
project called Cherry Valley. 

In return for providing for flood control operation in Cherry Valley 
and other reservoirs in the local interests’ system, the Federal Gov- 
ernment paid*them $9 million. 
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We now have about 75 percent of the required flood control on the 
Tuolumne River. Local interests contemplate that the existing Don 
Pedro Reservoir capacity will be raised, and they contemplate that 
it will be raised enough to provide all of the required flood control 
storage in the Tuolumne River Basin. 

In return for that, under the contract that was negotiated pre- 
viously, at the time they begin construction of the new Don Pedro 
Dam, a computation will be made of the percentage of flood control 
to total benefits. This percentage will then be applied to the 1948 
cost. of the Jacksonville Dam, and will determine what the amount 
of the remaining Federal contribution will be. It may be something 
more or something less than $3 million. 

Again, sir, when this project is brought to you after consummation 
of that agreement, this committee would, I am convinced, take cog- 
nizance of the terms of the contract and the benefits to be derived 
before any money is appropriated. 

Mr. Cannon. This is stale and yellow with age. 

General MacDoNNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. They tell us here that the estimate of the Federal 
contribution is not current. The estimate is not a current estimate. 
It is based on studies made in 1948, some 12 years ago. It represents 
the prorated share for the last stage construction at the Tuolumne 
River. This is an estimate made on prices prevailing at that time. 
It would not apply now. 

The agreement with local interests provides for reanalysis of the 
value of the flood control storage to be provided by the plan at the time 
of the last construction stage. We do not know what they will do. 
We cannot tell. 

TERMS OF EXISTING AGREEMENT 


Mr. Taser. I wonder if we could have a statement as to what 
sort of an agreement we entered into and by what authority? 

Mr. Cannon. At that time? 

Mr. Taser. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Can that be provided? 

General MacDonNELL. Yes, sir. The terms of the agreement were 
as follows: 

The Government has two alternatives by which the proposed 
amount of their contribution could be determined. The first alter- 
native would take the percentage of the benefits that go to flood con- 
trol at New Don Pedro, pre sumably in about 1963 when local interests 
start construction, and that percentage would be applied to the 1948 
cost of Jacksonville Dam, so there is no necessity to escalate that $3 
million. That is the reason it is not escalated in the justifications, sir. 
That would give you the residual payment for the Tuolumne River 
Reservoir considering the fact that $9 million were already paid 
some years ago for Cherry Valley. That is one alternative. 

The second one, sir, would be to determine the flood control benefits 
for New Don Pedro Dam for 50 years, reduce them to present worth, 
and determine which of these two alternatives is the lesser. The 
Government pays that. That was why I remarked, sir, that the 
price could be either greater or less than $3 million, but that figure 
should not be escalated, because it would be misleading if it were. 
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Mr. Cannon. In view of that there does not seem to be much basis 
for an estimate of Federal cost. Do you think there ultimately will 
be some basis for a Federal contribution? 

General MacDonneE.Lt. In about 1963 I think we will have a firm 
estimate. I think the project will prove out to be a rather good one 
from the point of view of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Cannon. Undoubtedly, as Mr. Taber says, we will have to 
have a more up to date review of it. 

General MAcDoNnNELL. Yes, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION 
SACRAMENTO RIVER, CALIF. (DEEP WATER SHIP CHANNEL) 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up ‘Construction, Sacramento River 
deep water ship channel,” $8 million. Insert pages 18 through 23. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
SACRAMENTO RiveR, CauiF. (DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL) 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.— Between Suisun Bay (an arm of San Francisco Bay) and the city of 
Sacramento, with a harbor at Washington Lake near Sacramento, Calif. 

Authorization.—-1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio. 1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| | Accumulated 
} percent of 
Amount estimated 
} Federal (Corps 
of Engineers 








cost 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - --- oi aaa $43, 400, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). ..-.-....--------- 5 asus 340, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost wee = ines ie 3, 515, 000 

Cash contribution. --_-_- one a 0 

Other costs : 3, 515, 000 
Total estimated project ‘cost a . | 47, 255, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 Sake : anus 14, 031, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 ; z 1 7, 300, 000 
Appropriations to date. --- E 21, 331, 000 49 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961_- : wii 8, 000, 000 68 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 a 14, 069, 000 


' Includes permanent transfer to project of $962,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Widen and deepen Sacramento River and Cache Slough to 300 

feet wide and 30 feet deep for 18 miles. 

New channel 200 feet wide and 30 feet deep from Cache Slough to Washington 
Lake, 25 miles. 

Barge canal: New channel 120 feet wide and 13 feet deep from harbor in Wash- 
ington Lake to Sacramento River, 1.5 miles. 

Turning basin: Harbor and turning basin in Washington Lake, 2,000 feet by 
2,400 feet by 3,400 feet in size and 30 feet deep. 

Navigation lock: On barge canal 86 feet wide and 600 feet long; maximum lift 
21 feet. 

Bascule bridge: Single-leaf combination highway and railroad bridge across 
Canal at harbor end of lock, 135-foot span. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| Percent Completion schedule 


Lock - . .. ae eee i Se bie 50 | March 1961. 
Erie Cd a 0 ae oe ee al | 86 | September 1960. 
Channels.__....-- aa itt ca eas ia ae 37 | June 1963. 
Pe aE Te aiebeeiklaeehaiunsbien } 12 Do. 


Entire project. Sadia edeaaeion Sess chet ieee cie cs 40 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project will permit deep-draft oceangoing vessels to proceed directly to 
Sacramento, thereby reducing shipping costs to a trade area of approximately 
75,000 square miles with a population of about 1 million people. In 1956 (most 
recent analysis made) inbound commerce to the Sacramento trade area was about 
6,500,000 tons, and outbound commerce was about 9 million tons. Approxi- 
mately 760,000 tons of products from the Sacramento trade area moved to their 
destinations by deepwater shipping through ports in the San Francisco Bay area 
and the port of Stockton. It is estimated that deepwater traffic will amount to 
710,000 tons during the first year of port operation, will reach a peak of 1,030,000 
tons per year, and will average 860,000 tons per year over the life of the project, 
Rice, grain, and canned goods produced in the area will account for about 560,000 
tons of the total annual tonnage expected to move through the channel. The 
project channel will also be used for large amounts of shallow-draft barge shipping 
because it will provide a shorter route than the river and because the greater 
depth and slack water will permit handling of larger barges. Such use, for trans- 
portation of gasoline and other petroleum products alone, is estimated to average 
3,800,000 tons per year over the life of the project. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $8 million will be applied to: 
Initiate excavation of ship channel mile 17.8 to mile 26.7_______--_~ $2, 150, 000 
Initiate and complete barge canal___-__--.......-.---.------ Boe 638, 000 
Continue excavation of ship channel mile 26.7 to mile 35.8... ___- 2, 000, 000 
Complete construction of lock and bridge, including signals and 

controls -_ _ _ _- Ae Ne Ser cee ne ithe sige ee ei 


Complete exc: avation of ‘ship channel mile 36.0 to mile 42.8 and 

harbor... ..- sees is Es sivas epee eetana 1, 130, 000 
i nginee ring and des i. . Bo tees aN I et x 200, 000 
Supervision and adminis Rae LO ea ; 607, 000 


SS aie toca be pea at hae aa ke ie alia esas wwe Sins, 000, 000 

An appropriation of $8 million for fiscal year 1961 is the minimum appropria- 
tion which would permit project completion in fiscal year 1963 as scheduled. It 
would also provide a usable increment in fiscal year 1961 with completion of the 
barge canal and lock portion of the project permitting access to terminal facilities 
for Sacramento River barge traflic. 


Total 


Completed modifications, Sacramento River (Suisun Bay to Sacramento 10-foot 
channel) 


Work completed consists of provision of a 10-foot, shallow-draft channel from 
Suisun Bay to Sacramento. The cost of this work was $197,000. 


Remaining modifications, Sacramento River (shallow-draft channel, Sacramento to 


Red Bluff) 


A modification authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1935 provides for 
a depth of 6 feet between Sacramento and Colusa, a depth of 5 feet between 
Colusa and Chico Landing and such depths as practicable to Red Bluff. Of the 
authorized work, the 6-foot channel to Colusa has been completed. The cost of 
this work was $404,000. Estimated cost of work remaining to complete the 
modification is $434,000. 
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Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests for compliance with local coopera- 
tion requirements, exclusive of terminal facilities, is currently estimated 


as 
follows: 

Siac ne VON ey Eee ah ed oe ee oe BS $1, 750, 000 
Road relocations and bridge EERE TE EN 260, 000 
aR ORR: PORN CONNCR ERIN Mg ea he pa ct en eg ah Sis 830, 000 
Power and telephone line MINA cg eat 190, 000 
Irrigation and drainage relocations and modifications_____________ 365, 000 
EBB OTIC OW RTO BCR ies oc ial wakes Meee cacaene ceases 120, 000 


MESA Ae Bari ee le are te el ig Soe Se = 3, 515, 000 

Of this total estimate, about $2,300,000 has been committed. 

In addition, the Sacramento Port District contemplates expenditure of almost 
$9 million for terminal facilities and appurtenances of which amount about 
$2,500,000 has been committed to date for purchase of lands and for construction 
of an 875,000-bushel grain elevator, together with necessary railroad, highway, 
and appurtenant facilities. 

In addition to developments by the port district, private interests have con- 
structed and placed into operation facilities in the vicinity of the port which will 
make use of the project. Included are a rice growers’ cooperative mill and ware- 
house costing $2,500,000; a cement plant costing $2,500,000, and a highway over- 
pass entrance to the port terminal area costing $308,000; three warehouses with 
total cost of $925,000; and miscellaneous facilities costing $350,000. 

In order to permit passage of oceangoing vessels, the State of California is 
reconstructing the bridge across the Sacramento River at Rio Vista. Such 
reconstruction, estimated to cost $3 million is scheduled for completion in August 
1960. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are re presente d by the Sacramento- 
Yolo Port District formed under the laws of the State of California in April 
1947 for the purpose of carrying out the required local cooperation. The port 
district, by resolution dated December 24, 1947, furnished assurances that it 
will provide the necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way as required for 
yroject construction. A bond issue of $3,750,000 was authorized by voters in 
November 1947 and the California State Legislature appropriated $750,000 in 
1947 to assist in the acquisition of necessary rights-of-way. Legislation approved 
in 1958 (ch. 91, California Statutes of 1958) authorized the port district to sell 
revenue bonds for construction of revenue-producing facilities. It is the intention 
of the port district to expand its grain elevator from the present capacity of 
875,000 bushels to a capacity of 2 million to 3 million bushels and to construct as 
many warehouses and terminal facilities as can be financed through the revenue 
bond medium. The port district has met all requirements for rights-of-way 
and utility relocations to date and has indicated that it will meet such require- 
ments for the fiscal vear 1960 and fiscal year 1961 construction programs. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—-The current Federal cost estimate 
$43,400,000 is a decrease of $2,200,000 from the latest estimate ($45,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels increased the cost of future work 
by $431,000 and supervision and administration increased $80,000 based on a 
reanalysis of requirements. However, there is a igre of $2,711,000 due to 
reduction of contingencies for work placed under contract, receipt of favorable 
bids, and changes in excavation quantities based on re i ment of surve ys. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
| | iene 
NP scnreceee 5, 620, 000 | 1, 963, 000 2, 382, 000 1, 275, 000 |_- 
Bridges _-.---- 1, 290, 000 875, 000 372, 000 43, 000 Se eg 
Channels_- pamunkeenvciedcet! “Syed 8, 187,000 | 4, 360, 000 5, 918, 000 10, 274, 000 
Levees x 2, 879, 000 | I Bis saarscmn he beds 2, 530, 000 
Pres authorization studies. a | 92, 000 | 92,000 |....- iets . Be Pe 
Engineering and design | 1, 660, 000 | 1, 190, 000 64, 000 | 200, 000 206, 000 
Supervision and administration__| 3 


3, 120, 000 | 907, 600 | 546, 200 607, 000 1, 059, 200 


Total applied costs (Corps 








of Engineers funds only). 43, 400, 000 | 13, 563, 600 7, 724, 200 | 8, 043, 000 14, 069, 200 
Undistributed costs (none) --.--.|-.--.- Set eeee p - aes | oe 
Total project cost (Corps of | | | 
Engineers funds only).-.| 43, 400, 000 13, 563, 600 | 7, 724, 200 | 8, 043, 000 | 14, 069, 200 
Pending adjustments (none) --- ; ae 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | | 
neers funds only) _-_- -_ 43, 400, 000 13, 563, 600 7, 724, 200 8, 043, 000 14, 069, 200 
Undelivered orders_-. nail 393, 200 | —350, 200 — 43, 000 
Total obligations. __.____- ae : 13, 956, 800 7, 374, 000 8, 000, 000 14, 069, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING / “oe 
| | 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
Appropriations De ae ee ee 14,030,800 | 17,300, 000 
Unobligated carryover from. 
prior year. ....- ceengelainaie ke muiari ea aas a eae 7h 008 15.55... fos 


Total funds available for | | 
I kc ks cree ad cdanks Sei te ras ee 7, 374, 000 |_._-- xo x um 
i IN oc a Ads abeee ud ckaddiebeccunntawecan satadinee 8, 000, 000 | 14, 069, 200 


t Includes permanent transfer of $962,000 to project. 
TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. This project was specifically slowed down last year 
in order to encourage more local contributions in line with the increase 
in the project cost. 

Then to get around the committee, to circumvent this reduction, 
you transferred $962,000 to the project under the 15-percent transfer 
allowance. Why was that transfer made? 

General MacDonneti. Mr. Chairman, there was no intent to 
circumvent the committee and there never will be. If it were in- 
tended by the committee that when the conference committee reduces 
the work allowance that that have an effect on the 15-percent transfer 
authority, we were unaware of it, sir. This was done purely to attempt 
to get the most economical use out of two dredging contracts that 
were running then. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee looked over this last vear, General. 
It was very evident to us that the community and loc a sponsors 
were not contributing anything like a fair share to the total cost of 
the prpyett. In order to compel them to up their proportion or per- 
centage, we deliberately reduced the amount and then under this 15- 
percent agreement you deliberately increased the amount. 

In other words, that simply nullified everything that the committee 
was trying to do. 

Perhaps we had better eliminate the authority to transfer 15 percent. 

General MacDonne.u. There certainly was no intent of abane it, 
sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. There may not have been the intent, but it certainly 
had that effect. 

General MacDonne .t. I think the assumption was, sir, that the 
committee took cognizance of the 15-percent transfer authority when 
they reduced the funds. I think that was the impression. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee seldom reduces these projects 
materially. When we do reduce them we have a definite program in 
mind and we reduced this for the specific purpose of impelling the 
local sponsors to up their share to something like a reasonable amount 
in proportion to the benefits received. 

When we reduced it we expected it to stay reduced. With this 15- 
percent increase, which you have given here, all that we did went by 
the board. 

This is so obvious, I don’t see how you could have misinterpreted 
the reduction by the committee for the specific purpose of equalizing 
the contributions and proportional benefits. ! do not see how the 
Department could make this mistake. 

Mr. AnprERSEN. Is this not the second transfer of this particular 
case, Mr. Chairman? 

Was there not a transfer made last year? 

Mr. Cannon. It is the second. However, we made no objection 
to the first, but we did in this instance. If we took this money out 
it might clarify the situation. Unmistakably it would. 


BLACK BUTTE RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Black Butte Reservoir, $5,900,000. 
Insert pages 25 through 30. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Biack BurrEe RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On Stony Creek, about 9 miles west of Orland, Calif. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 

Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution____._._- : area 0 
Other costs_- ‘ 

Total estimated project cost 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 

Appropriations to date 


1 $18, 000, 000 


0 
18, 000, 000 
1, 187, 000 


2, 275, 000 


3, 462, 000 19 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 5, 900, 000 52 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 8, 638, 000 


! Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to conservation 
functions, over a period not to exceed 50 years in accordance with reclamation law Chis reimbursement 
S presently estimated at $7,182,000 without interest. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type, rolied earthfill. 
Height, 140 feet. 
Length, 2,970 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type, ungated broad-crested weir. 
Crest length, 118 feet. 
Capacity, 76,600 cubic feet per second 
Dikes (six): 
Type, rolled earthfill. 
Height, 7 to 38 feet. 
Length, 3,005 feet (total). 
teservoir capacity: 
Flood control and irrigation, 150,000 acre-feet. 
Inactive pool, 10,000 acre-feet 
Total, 160,000 acre-feet. 
Outlets: 
Flood control and irrigation, one—23-foot diameter tunnel. 
Capacity (gross pool) 22,800 cubic feet per second. 
Irrigation, four 4 foot by 6 foot slide gates. 
Capacity, 530 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages ______- Se e Stare oe " ar ae 6 June 1963. 
Relocation of Tehama County roads ( December 1961, 
Relocation of utilities_....__- ce =3 4 aes ( June 1960, 
Reservoir clearing _..-- Se a oe ( October 1962. 
Construction of main dam aa = a ite Pee ee ee ( June 1963. 
Construction of outlet works _-___-_- eS a a ae eh | 3 | June 1962. 
I chibi na Smetana nanbael ) June 1962. 
Construction of roads and bridges December 1960. 


Recreation facilities 
Permanent operating equipment August 1962. 


Closure___- aieinapos snes : = ati tateraiiale S Sie eee ee November 1962, 
Entire project__...-- ; owe sera peers 8 | June 1963. 


- - - - - - -- - - { 
Construction of spillway os : ‘ ; eee (‘) June 1963 
| 
( | June 1963. 
{ 


1 Not started, 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide needed flood protection to Orland (population 2,057) 
and Hamilton City (population 403), to Highway No. U.S. 99W, to the north- 
south main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad, to important food processing 
plants, and to about 64,000 acres of farmland lying along the lower reaches of 
Stony Creek west of Sacramento River. It will provide about 56,800 acre-feet 
of new water annually for irrigation and related purposes. In conjunction with 
other authorized units of the comprehensive plan for flood control and related 
purposes in the Sacramento River Basin, this reservoir will provide flood pro- 
tection to agricultural lands in Butte Basin and will augment the flood protection 
to lands along Sacramento River and tributaries where levee and channel im- 
provements have been provided. The largest recorded flow in Stony Creek 
occurred in February 1915 and caused damages estimated at $55,000. However, 
were such a flood to occur under current conditions of development and prices, 
damages amounting to $1,050,000 would result, all of which would be preventable 
by the project. If the project had been in operation during the February 1958 
floods, damages estimated at $500,000 would have been prevented, about $400,000 
of which would have been in the Stony Creek Basin. Average annual benefits 
are estimated at $1,143,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The re neqnente ‘d amount of $5,900,000 will be applied to: 


ES ie ie Eels De ERENT ey APN AGG LE a ee TTY $217, 000 


Initiate construction at cesroation ERRNO Bi Sie eres aed 40, 000 
Continue construction of main dam and outlet works__-___- ; 3, 497, 000 
Continue relocation of Tehama County roads__--__.___--__--_- 600, 000 
Continue insti illation of permanent operating equipment___ ~~ 54, 000 


Continue land acquisition 
( omple te dabsetes ition of outlet works: gate: s 
Complete construction of access roads_ 
Engineering and design____-__- 
Supervision and administration 


eee 715, 000 
ehaa pecs ; 192, 000 
Pee cbc sue eae 155, 000 
seers 50, 000 

eke 380, 000 


CUES ie ee ann eg Doe SS Jes 5, 900, 000 


The requested amount of $5,900,000 is necessary for economic continuation of 


contracts initiated during fiscal year 1959 and to ‘be initiated in fiscal year 1960 
to permit completion in fiscal year 1963. 

Von-F ederal cost.—Local interests are required to pay the portion of the project 
first cost and annual costs allocated to conservation functions of the project 
These costs are currently estimated at $7,182,000 for first cost and $58,300 for 
annual costs. 

Status of lecal cooperation.—The project was officially adopted by the State of 
California under the provisions of chapter 1514, section 31, Statutes of 1945 
The department of water resources, acting on behalf of the State of California, 
by letter dated March 5, 1959, assured the United States that: (a) The conserva- 
tion services to be provided by the project are needed and can he effectively used 
in conformity with the general coordinated plan of development of the State’s 
water resources; (b) the portion of the cost allocated to the conservation functio: 
of the project is acceptable; (c) the State is willing to enter into a contract with 
the United States for repayment of the cost allocated to conservation either on a 
lump sum or annual payment basis under the provisions of the reclamation lav 
Legislative action was taken by the State in June 1959 which provided for inclusion 
of the project in the State’s Central Valley project, enabling the State to enter 
into a repayment contract with the United States. The repayment contract 
between the State department of water resources and the Bureau of Reclamation 
is expected to be executed early in 1960. The contract gives local irrigatior 
interests the option to enter into direct contracts with the Bureau of Reclamation 
within a 5-year period. If such direct contracts are executed within the specified 
period the State will be relieved of such portion of its repayment responsibility 
as is contracted for by the irrigators. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$18 million is a decrease of $300,000 from the latest estimate ($18,300,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $252,000 in construction features is attribut- 
able to higher price levels on unc ommitted work. The cost of auxiliary dikes 
increased $62,000 due to increases in height of the dikes. The estimate for 
lands and damages has been increased $185,000 due to increase in taking-line 
elevation and estimated increases in land values. <A decrease of $759,000 results 
from repricing reservoir clearing and spillway excavation based on bids received 
for comparable work on other projects, receipt of a favorable bid on oe = 
gates contract, and elimination of permanent operators quarters. A dec of 
340,000 in engineering and design and supervision and pdinbehateaiion - costs 
results from reanalysis of requirements. 


32882—¢0——22 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 


year 1961 


(1) ‘ 5 (6) 


Lands and damages. - - | , 660, 000 30, 000 510, 000 | 715, 000 405, 000 
Relocations ssa pouaes , 490, 000 335, 000 | 600, 000 555, 000 
ee SY Sinccosccnenas a een 500, 000 
Dams oe sata ataatiniai ae INE eu ce eee , 232, 000 | 3, 906, 000 | ), 192, 000 
Roads and bridges __-- oe 235, 000 | 80, 000 iG O00 ha ctecnc shee 
Recreation facilities . | 325, 000 ee : 40, 000 | 285, 000 
Permanent operating equipment _| 150, 000 | . .| 2, 000 54, 000 
Preauthorization studies_____~__- 20, 000 (es ‘ Cicatesameetatcaie 
Engineering and design | - 120, 000 | 842, . 000 50, 000 48, 000 
Supervision and administration _| , 170, 000 | 56, , 700 380, 000 | 558, 700 





Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) i eal , 000, 000 2, 513, 700 5, 900, 000 
Undistributed costs Coe ot 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) a 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost (Federal funds | 


only) ia . “es ‘ | 2, 513, | 5, 900, 000 
ndelivered orders ---- 


Total obligations._...... ee ‘ 2, § 5, 900, 000 | 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 


Federal funds | 
A ppropriations__-___- : salad cea : | 2, 275, 000 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year pide eisieietdiee Se gE od 53. 500 


Total funds available for | 
obligation. _. a 3 Dadi bdkdleiees 2, 328, 500 |......- 
Appropriations required __-- Pais eon 5, 900, 000 


STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Will you please explain the status of the local 
cooperation on this project? 

What are the local sponsors doing and what do they propose to add? 

General MacDonneE.Lu. The assurances which were presented to 
the Congress when this project became a new construction start the 
year before last remain. 


DELAY IN USE OF FISCAL YEAR 1960 FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. Have you obligated any of the 1960 money up until 


this time? 

General MacDonneELL. No, sir. Under the restrictions imposed 
by the conference committee we can use those funds only for planning 
and that is all that has been done, sir. The 1959 funds that we had 
have been obligated. 

Mr. Cannon. None of the 1960 funds? 

General MacDonneELL. There is one exception to what I just said, 
Mr. Chairman. There was a continuing contract awarded with 1959 
funds to purchase the gates. We were permitted to make the neces- 
sary payments on that. 

Mr. Cannon. In this case, with the delay resulting in the use of 
the 1960 funds, would it make it feasible and advisable for us to reduce 
the 1961 funds? 
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General MacDonneELL. I believe not, sir, for this reason: Time- 
wise, we have not lost very much because, as you know, the construc- 
tion season out there begins in the spring, anyway. We let the big 
contracts in the spring and they run clear through until November, 
so we would not have put this project to bid until this spring, anyway. 


NEED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1961 FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. In that event, you would not be able to use all the 
budgeted funds in 1961? 

General MacDonneELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. All of them? 

General MacDonneE.LL. Yes, sir. I am assuming that this contract 
is going to be signed between the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
State in time, to permit all available funds to be obligated. We will 
have an unexpended carryover into fiscal year 1961 on the main dam 
contract and the Tehama County road relocation contract, amounting 
to $690,000. The funds requested will all be utilized in fiscal year 
1961. The point I was trying to make, sir, was that if we get the go- 
ahead on this project in the next 2 or 3 months, we are right where 
we would have been anyway. There will not be any material delay. 

Mr. Cannon. Really no time will be lost, then? 

General MacDonnetu. Essentially not. 

Mr. Pitition. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 


FLOOD DAMAGE 





Mr. Priuion. I note, General, that the greatest flood in this area 
occurred in 1915. The damage was estimated at that time to be only 
$55,000, which is a very, very small flood in the ordinary course of 
events. We are investing $18 million in this project. 

The reclamation part of this would be how much? 

General MacDonneE.Lu. About 40 percent of the cost, sir. 

Mr. Pituion. And you would charge over 50 percent of this—or 
roughly $7 million—to flood control? 

General MacDonnu tt. It is actually about 60 percent. The flood 
to which you referred, sir, if it occurred today—this project would 
prevent $1,050,000 in damage. 

Mr. Pruiron. Let’s talk facts—if it occurred today. Actually, the 
last largest damage you had was 1915 in the sum of $50,000. Thatisa 
fact. The other is a conjecture or speculation. 

General MacDonne t. It is a computation. 

Mr. Puitir0on. Well, based upon a speculative event. 








COSTS TO LOCAL INTERESTS 
How much would be reimbursed here to the U.S. Government? 

General MacDonnzE ut. It is presently estimated at $7,182,000. 

Mr. Prtyron. Over how many years and at what rate of interest? 

General MacDonne.Li. That will be in accordance with reclama- 
tion law. It would be over a period of not to exceed 40 years. 

Mr. Prruion. At what rate of interest? 

General MacDonnetu. The repayment contract for the full 
amount of the conservation storage at Black Butte has been negotiated 
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by the Department of Interior under the provisions of reclamation 
law, which provides that there will be no interest charge on water 
used for irrigation purposes. 

In the event, however, that some municipal or industrial use not 
now foreseen should develop for the water stored in the Black Butte 
Reservoir, and some of the conservation storage is reallocated to 
industrial or municipal use, payment of interest at 2.670 percent on 
the cost of that water would be required. 

Mr. Priiron. Who determines whether or not there will be interest 
or no interest? 

General MacDonnetu. That is determined by the law applicable to 
the water use involved. In the case of irrigation, no interest would 
be required under reclamation law. In the case of industrial or 
municipal water supply, interest would be required under the terms 
of the Water Supply Act of 1958. 


STATUS OF REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


Mr. Pituion. Are these contracts all signed now? 

General MacDonne.u. No, sir. They are agreed to between the 
two parties in the field. That is, the State of California and the 
regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The contract itself is in the hands of the Department of the Interior. 
We understand that it will probably be signed this month sometime. 

In the meantime, we still have the assurances that we had orig- 
inally. 

FLOOD DAMAGES 


Mr. Pixiuion. It is strange that a flood condition—from exper- 
ience—that has a maximum damage of $55,000 should bring us into 
an $18 million project. I know of floods in other areas that have 
caused a great deal more damage and we do not seem to find a benefit- 
cost ratio that is favorable. 

We have, sometimes, millions of dollars’ worth of damage. 

General MacDonne.tut. Two years ago this month there was 
$397,000 damage. 

Mr. Pruuion. Let me read this language to you: 

The largest flood recorded in Stony Creek occurred February 1915 and caused 
damages estimated at $55,000. 

General MacDonnetu. That was the largest floodfiow. That was 
50,000 second-feet. The one 2 years ago was smaller—40,000 second- 
feet—but the damages under current conditions were $397,000. 

Mr. Pitiion. One house on a creek could be worth $55,000 if it 
were washed away by a small creek. 

That does not seem to be a very serious flood condition. That is 
all, Mr. Chairman. 


LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. The next subject is the “Lower San Joaquin Basin,” 
$1,260,000. 


9.6 “ 
‘ 


Insert pages 32 through 3 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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LocaL Protection Prosects (FLoop CONTROL) 










LOWER SAN JoOaQuIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On'the lower reaches of the San Joaquin River and of the Stanislaus 
and Tuolumne Rivers. The levee and channel improvements will be constructed 
mainly along the San Joaquin River from the mouth of the Merced River to 
the San Joaquin River Delta near Stockton, Calif. 

A uthorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 










Summarized financial data 










Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| | estimated 
| | Federal cost 












Estimated Federal cost 










sat cca ass cioes aeteinnal biniasvesed lc icra edasidh cata natin diaeresis % a nh 
re ONCE ON on cu radu o aie ketbwkbeuasnianmend san -| 3, 500, 7 ecard ase aielahe 

I oa a bac mo mbewn nama neaiadaonad ve | Be eee 

UE Dahon pnanccnkegannwsnis hidwi gb ettnicksitheaehocaeekasuTweias | 3, 500, 000 dikbeasieneeeces 
Total estimated project cost__.._._- Se EE IIE ee 5 RO Bacecncacndentacs 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_____--- aichambdhaibe Matzaabaruis dittmaabiaaedarn ded | BT oc ooenncsancoc 
DORE te We ONL PORE 100s oi moti wucccnricesscdauntdnwedaccoucnsdet | DU os ccancawades of 
CI a ie ceuaey | 3, 832,000 | 29 
Appropriation reque sted for fiscal Ls | + ESS AR Se a een em | 1, 260, 000 | 39 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_..................------.--.--.- 8, 008, 000 | 










PHYSICAL 







DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 100 miles. 
Channels: Minor channel clearing. 
Channel stabilization: 7 spur dikes. 
Bank protection: 13 miles. 


















Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent 





Completion 
schedule 











I a a ge Be ence caseaiacanbakan doce puntanine | December 1964, 
SS SS ee ee ye ee eee Do, 


Entire project. _..... San Cen a ae 26 a a le a la te ee ae Do, 





JUSTIFICATION 











This levee and channel improvement project is an integral unit of the overall 
plan for flood control and other purposes on the lower San Joaquin River and 
tributarie S. The project supplements flood control storage on Tuolumne, Stanis- 
laus, and San Joaquin Rivers by providing required channel capacity for regulated 
flows. Levee and channel improvements, together with the reservoir storage, will 
provide urgently needed flood protection to about 136,000 acres of rich agricultural 
land; to numerous commercial and public installations; to residential and industrial 
areas adjacent to the city of Stockton (population 89,600) to the Southern Pacific, 
Western Pacific, Atchison-Topeka & Santa Fe, and the Stockton Terminal «& 
Eastern Railroads; and to U.S. Highway No. 50, the principal arterial highway 
of the area. Divers’fied truck and field crops, cotton, and other crops essent‘al 
to a rapidly expanding civil’an economy, are grown ‘n the h*ghly developed agri- 
‘ultural area to be protected. The December 1955 and January 1956 f 














floods 
caused damages in the area along San Joaquin River below the mouth of Merced 
River amounting to about $1,850,000 at then prevailing prices. However, should 
such floods occur under present conditions of development and prices, damages 
mounting to $2,140,000 would result, of which $1,140,000 would be preventable 
»y the levee and channel improvements alone. Average annual benefits 
estimated at $1,085,000. 









are 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,260,000 will be applied to— 
Initiate and complete pumping plant =i $210, 000 
Continue levee construction, bank protection, and channel improve- 

ment, San Joaquin River right bank, between Tuolumne River 


and Merced River S880, 000 
Engineering and design 70, 000 
Supervision and administration 100, 000 

Total 1, 260, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will be applied to the most eritical loea- 
tions where inadequate existing local levees partially protecting agricultural and 
suburban areas are endangered. 

Non-Federal cost.— The initial investment required of loeal interests in construe- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $3,500,000 broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages ; a Feat $1, 970, 000 
toad and utility relocations and bridge alterations 1, 530, 000 


pot. -... 3, 500, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $185,000. 

In addition, local interests will provide levee and channel improvement works 
in the area adjacent to the river above the mouth of the Merced River. The cost 
of this work is estimated at $10,500,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of California officially adopted the project 
by chapter 1514 of the Statutes of 1945, State of California. Local interests are 
represented by the Reclamation Board of the State of California. Assurances of 
local cooperation were accepted January 6, 1956. All rights-of-way required for 
bank protection work underway have been furnished by the Reclamation Board, 
and that Board has indicated that it will furnish rights-of-way as required in 
fiscal years 1960 and 1961 for initiation of additional items of bank protection 
and levee construction. 

As of December 1, 1959, the State of California had expended about $500,000 
for planning on the non-Federal portion of the project above the mouth of Merced 
River and $1,310,000 for acquisition of rights-of-way for that construction. The 
construction contract, awarded by the State of California during April 1959, 
for the first stage of State work on San Joaquin River from the mouth of Merced 

{iver upstream is currently underway and is expected to be completed during 
January 1960, about 10 months ahead of schedule. This work covers construc- 
tion of 50 miles of new levees and various irrigation and drainage structures, and 
bank protection works at a cost of about $2 million. The entire State project 
will include construction of approximately 375 miles of levees, along with major 
bridges and control structures. The work will extend along the San Joaquin River 
from the juncture with the Merced River in Merced County, upstream to Friant 
Dam near Fresno. Bids on the next stages of the job are due to be advertised 
sometime after the first of January 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$13,100,000 is an increase of $800,000 over the latest estimate (512,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $466,000 is due to higher price levels on 
future work. Reanalysis of project feature requirements and engineering and 
design resulted in an increase of $422,000. This increase was partially offset by a 
reduction of $88,000 based on final costs of completed work. 





Appr 


Tot il 
Appr ) 
Appro 
Appro 
Appro 
Balan 


Inc 








000 


000 
000 
000 


000 


OCa- 
and 


ruc- 


Ss: 


O00 
O00 


000 


iple- 
0. 
orks 
cost 


pject 
Ss are 
es of 
d for 
pard, 
di 


ection 


0,000 
erced 

The 
1959, 
erced 
uring 
strue- 

and 
roject 
major 
River 
‘riant 
ru ised 


ite of 
000) 
els on 
xr and 
by a 


¢ 
{ 


341 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








| | Balance to 
Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1961 
. | F 7 | : 
Ql (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| 
. 
Channels $296, 000 | : oo. . $296, 000 
Levees 10, 520, 000 $2, 0OO, 000 $608, 000 $880, OOO 7, 03% 
Pu mpa ng plants ; 210, 000 210, 000 | 
Pr iorization studies 34, 000 34, 000 ; 
Engineering and design 1, 100, 000 761, 000 | 130, 000 70, 000 | 139, 000 
Supervision and administration 940, 000 217, 300 82, 000 100, 000 540. 700 


Total applied cost (Federal } | 
funds only 13, 100, 000 3, 012, 300 820, 000 | 1, 260, 000 8, 007, 700 
buted cost 


Total project cost (Federal | 


funds only) 13, 100, 000 3, 012, 300 820). 000 1, 260, 000 8, 007, 700 
Pending adjustments | 
Total cost (Federal funds | | 
only 13, 100, 000 3, 012, 300 820, 000 1, 260, 000 8, 007, 700 
Undelivered orders 153, 500 | — 153, 500 
Total obligations ; 3, 165, 800 | 666, 500 | 1, 260, 000 8, 007, 700 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Federal funds: | | 
Appropriations : 3, 167, 300 | 665, 000 | 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior years ‘ : a i 1, 500 | 
Total funds available for 
obligation. —- — 666, 500 
Appropriations required | | : | 1, 260, 000 8, 007. 700 


Mr. Cannon. There are no questions on that. 


MIDDLE CREEK, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Middle Creek, $403,000. 


Insert pages 39 through 43. 
The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LocaL PRoTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL 
MiIppLE CREEK, CALIF. 


Location.—In the vicinity of the town of Upper Lake, Calif. The project 
provides for levee construction, a diversion channel, a pumping plant and channel 
improvements for flood control on Middle Creek and tributaries. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost raiio.— 1.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estim ted Federal cost... 5 ae t . $3, 310, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ___-_- oe . : 1, 342, 000 
Cash contribution 


0 

Other costs z : es 1, 342, 000 

Total estimated project cost___ 4.652, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959_____-__--______- caoe ves 861, 000 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1960_._- ; . ; ; 1 698, 000 
Appropriations to date_-_- 1, 559, 000 47 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961__- 403, 000 59 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_ -.___-- Siawoacl 1, 348, 000 


‘Includes permanent transfer to the project of $64,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: Average height, 8 feet; length, 14.5 miles. 


Bank protection: 5,100 feet. 

Pumping plant: One, capacity, 140 cubic feet per second. 

Channel improvements: Middle Creek, 6 miles. 

Diversion channel: Clover Creek to Middle Creek, length, 3,900 feet; bottom 
width, 104 feet; channel capacity, 8,000 cubic feet per second. 

Diversion structure: Clover Creek Weir Highline Ditch Weir. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 


I a a ee a eee 100 
a ee 37 | December 1961. 
Neen ee nn nce a eae ae ; 100 
I cS i als as ; 43 August 1961. 
Permanent operating equipment. _-..........-.-.----2. 2-2 ee see 100 | 

a wea each nant a wennenninwbuisinwehanihae | 47 | December 1961. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Floodflows of Middle Creek inundate various low-lying areas along the stream. 
Floodfiows of Clover Creek, which flows through the town of Upper Lake, cause 
severe damage in that town and adjacent areas. Middle and Clover Creeks meet 
a short distance below the town of Upper Lake; and their combined floodfiows 
inundate agricultural areas in the valley above the mouth of Middle Creek in 
Clear Lake. The project will provide flood protection to the town of Upper Lake 
(population 800) and to about 4,000 acres of highly developed agricultural lands 
in the valley above Clear Lake. Damages caused by the December 1955 and 
February—April 1958 floods were estimated at $335,000 and $300,000 respectively. 
Under current conditions of development and price levels, these damages would 
amount to $385,000 and $315,000 respectively, all of which would be preventable 
by the project. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $403,000 will be applied to: 


Continue new levee along left bank of Middle Creek 


INE Teh Na OF l, 000 
iron Visi BR BEINIINGPAION . goo. ccc ceusacnsucnaesennwesns= 20, 000 
a ag bd ici ee a 403, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,342,000 broken down as 
follows: 


isaniia and damages... ...... 2... -.-.. eT SO eat $563, 000 
Lond ene Money TElOCAHIONS < oc. i ec cck ccc cu euec ed 779, 000 


UN 6 a eo KP hid er iy ote 1, 342, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works after 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
$15,000. 

Status of local cooperation —Formal assurances of required local cooperation 
were accepted from the State reclamation board, November 25, 1957. 

All rights-of-way required for construction have been furnished. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,310,000 is an increase of $1,760,000 from the latest estimate ($1,550,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. <A net increase of $1,530,000 in construction estimates re- 
sulted from (1) costs of completed channel and levee and pumping plant construc- 
tion; (2) work stoppage due to subsidence of levees, and emergency sandbagging 
to prevent overtopping of subsided levees; (3) redesign of project levees from 
Bloody Isiand pumping plant to Clear Lake so as to provide a new levee on a set- 
hack alinement utilizing a wide berm fill in lieu of enlarging the existing levee, and 
(4) inclusion of an additional diversion structure. The estimate for engineering 
and design and supervision and administration increased $230,000 due to (1) re 
quirement for new engineering studies and development of alternate plans 
($70,000) and (2) increase in construction cost for authorized plan ($160,090). 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 














| 
7 ; | Balance to 
Feature Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 
| 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
= | = . — | = incl = aioe 
CRANE: ncn cose suserccincen $82, 000 $38, 000 | $44,000 |___._- ot aes 
a ee | 2, 535, 000 315, 000 | 620, 000 | $382, 000 $1, 218, 000 
Paring WOR. ooo cea cc | 150, 000 150, 000 |....-- Soins. aaa ; Bede tae ae 
Diversion structures_........---- CT ben cde cee aeen DONOR No cccccadusnacal 26, , 000 
Permanent operating e ren: 5,000 f...<.-: atl 5,000 |_- Ser agate 
Preauthorization studies. ._...-- 19, 000 ORR 8S sccdes ce hea Sas Beye a soe t A 
Engineering and design - 207, 000 183, 000 | 22,000 | 1,000 | 1, 000 
Supervision and administration ~ 266, 000 73, 500 | 69, 500 20, 000 | 103, 000 
a tee iar —| need ae ae 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 


eral funds only) _-.-_---- 3,310, 000 | 778, 500 780, 500 403, 000 1, 348, 000 
Undistributed costs _ --- ie Rciciaceatad | 


Total project cost (Federal | 











| eee 3, 310, 000 | 778, 500 780, 500 403, 000 | 1, 348, 000 
Ponding aditistipents.............}-o<e.s-<2.- Rvierce nas i | 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
UN nrc 3, 310, 000 | 778, 500 780, 500 403, 000 1, 348, 000 
Wee Guied GOON. i 8 ct emauleeimanacnnceste | 73, 000 ee TOON Es cant alcouee beeketeeee 
Total obligations.........- Leesa A 851, 500 707, 500 | 403, 000 | 1, 348, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Federal funds: | | 
Pe NI Pe oe ag | 861, 000 DOG Boke ceeus us Soe, oi ae 
Unobligated carryover from 
EN SONS = 2. coach eales Ab eeawtneieecksslevaececoee ane DI ean tkcceseslaweewentcacens 
Total funds avaiiable for | 
ee iaebiane sunsonbeonaanewansak 707, 500 | 


Appropriations required__.-_..-- Neate mike s avwsabtencdainainedicatbias _| i aes 403, 000 | ~~ 1, 348, 000 





1 Includes permanent transfer of $64,000 to project. 
CONSTRUCTION DIFFICULTIES 


Mr. Cannon. You seem to have had some construction difficulties 
on this project which may continue and which may push up the cost 
as I understand it. 

General MacDonne.t. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What are the difficulties here? 

General MacDonnELL. Sir, as is sometimes the case in delta-type 
land, we have a levee subsidence. As you add new fill to the top of 
a levee, there may be a subsidence in the foundation at some depth 
below the ground level. That occurred here and we found it neces- 

sary to re design the levee portion in the lower stretch and the requested 
funds will not complete the project, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the cause of this subsidence? Up here at 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa., we built some extensive levees and due to the fact 
that there are creat mine areas under there the whole thing settled. 
Then they came down to us and wanted us to provide some remedy. 
It should’ have been known in advance that, building on top of a mine 
that close to the surface, there would be a collapse. 

Is there some such cause as that which is contributing to the sub- 
sidence in this case? 

General MacDonneE Lt. No, sir. This levee sits on perhaps 50 to 
60 feet of material that had been deposited over a long period of years 
from the silt coming out of the stream. 
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Mir. Cannon. Deposited by the stream? 

General MacDonne Lt. Yes, sir. 

We took very careful core borings, more of them than we normally 
do because this ts the kind of terrain where this subsidence can happen. 
We went as deep as 90 feet to take undisturbed samples and tested 
them in the laboratory by the most modern methods. 

Mr. Cannon. Is there some quicksand? 

General MacDoNnNELL. No, sir; we got readings that indicated that 
this material was satisfactory. So instead of having to build a new 
set back levee on a very broad base with consequentially heavy e xpense, 
we thought we could add to the land side of the levee and add 3 feet 
on top and that the foundation would take it. Unfortunately, the 
indications by the sheer tests in the laboratory did not prove out and 
the foundation didn’t take it. 

Mr. Cannon. Those were your own tests? 

General MacDonNeELL. Those were our own, si 


INCREASED PROJECT COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. Will there be a continuing expense on that account? 

General MacDonnELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How long can you expect that to continue? 

General MacDonneu. Well, our redesign, which admittedly is a 
more expensive one than the one we tried to get by with, will run the 
total cost of the project up to $3,310,000 Federal funds. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect to use all of your budgeted funds 
in 1961? 

General MacDonnELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Rabaut. 

Mr. Rapaur. This attempt that you made there was to try to do 
it the most economical way for the benefit of the Government? 

General MacDonne LL. It was, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. While you thought it would be satisfactory, it 
failed you. 

General MacDonnELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. I think you are to be commended for at least trying, 
even though you will now run into additional expense. 

General MacDonnewu. Thank you very much. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Tasper. You have a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.1? 
General MAacDOoNNELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Taper. How did we ever get started on that? 
General MacDonne.u. Well, before this subsidence, Mr. Taber, 
it was 1.7 
CALIFORNIA PROJECTS 


Mr. AnperseN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. The more I see of the California projects, Mr. 
Chairman, the more I admire the people of the State of California 
for the number of projects that they can get into this particular 
bill. 
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| see one large project after another. I would like to have the 
record show what proportion of the entire public works bill as far as 
the Army Engineers are concerned goes to the entire State of Cali- 
fornia. Could | have that information, please, put in the record? 
It has always been my opinion, Mr. Chairman, that the largess of 
the Federal Government should to some degree be spread among the 
taxpavers of America, geographically as far as it could be and yet of 
course have worthwhile projects while so doing. I have just become 
a little eynieal about all this money being poured into this one region, 
Mr. Chairman. Year after year we see new projects advanced, 
seemingly no end. Could I have some information on this subject 
put into the record? I am serious on this. 

(The requested information follows :) 

Of the total budget request for the Corps of Engineers, 6.7 percent is for 
projects in the State of California. 


NEW HOGAN RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. New Hogan Reservoir, $1,800,000. 
Insert pages 45 through 50. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


NEw Hoacan Reservoir, CAtir. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On Calaveras River, about 28 miles northeast of Stockton, Calif. 
Authcrization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. ban ‘ a _| 1 $17, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_.- 2 244, 000 

Cash contribution ; 

Other costs x 1 244, 000 
Total estimated project cost a = 17, 844, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 | 740, 000 
Appropriation for fiseal year 1960 2 1, 020, 000 . 
Appropriations to date a 1, 760, 000 10 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961L_- a pete | 1, 800, 000 20 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 14, 040, 000 


Local interests are also required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to conservation 
tions, over a period not to exceed 50 years in accordance with reclamation law. ‘This reimbursement is 
presently estimated at $6,670,000 without interest. 

? Excludes permanent transfer from project of $180,000. 


fry 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type, combination rock and earthfill. 
Height, 200 feet. 
Length, 1,960 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type, gated, 3 tainter gates 
Crest length, 130 feet. 
Capacity, 106,400 cubic feet per second. 
Dikes (four): 
Type, rolled earthfill. 
Height, 10 feet to 18 feet. 
Length, 140 feet to 535 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control and irrigation, 310,000 acre-feet. 
Inactive pool, 15,000 acre-feet. 
Total, 325,000 acre-feet. 
Outlets: 
Flood control and irrigation, four 5 feet 8 inches by 10 feet conduit. 
Capacity (gross pool), 14,600 cubie feet per second. 
Irrigation, four 5 feet 8 inches by 10 feet slide gates. 
Capacity (minimum), 500 cubic feet per second at inactive pool. 


’ 


38 feet by 36 feet. 


Status (Jan, 1, 1960) 














Percent Completion 
} schedule 

I RN 9 | December 1960. 
melocation of Calaveras County Troads.....cccncnccccccaccencccencccecccucs (1) June 1963. 
Ie itabunebadbesanue (1) | June 1962. 
Ne en en ee an! (1) November 1961. 
I (@) September 1963. 
Nee nn ee ee eddiiccibal | (@) June 1964. 
og al | a) | Do. 
Neen ed Cis caihin oman ame (1) | June 1962. 
i ( June 1963. 
i cee basbamnemawenesen (1) | Do. 
I ( | February 1961. 
Permanent operating equipment and recreation facilities..................- (1) Tune 1964. 
Neen nnn eee eee ee neeee cand eeba ca muuee (1) | November 1963 
a tae scission oun canbelae inte hindi mien 5 | June 1964. 





1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection to an area of about 46,000 acres of 
highly developed agricultural land along the Calaveras River; to about 14,000 
acres of urban and suburban land in and adjacent to the city of Stockton (popula- 
tion 89,000) which is now inadequately protected against major floods: to main 
highways and railroad lines and to industries and important military installations 
within the Stockton area. It will also provide about 74,300 acre-feet of new and 
redistributed water supply annually for irrigation and related purposes. Flood 
damages in the project area during the 1955 flood amounted to $2,350,000. How- 
ever, were such a flood to occur under current conditions of development and prices, 
damages amounting to $2,630,000 would result, of which $2,370,000 would be 
prevented by the project. Average annual benefits are estimated at $1,464,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete construction of access roads $50, 000 


Initiate construction of main dam and outlet works________________ 950, 000 
Initiate fabrication of outlet works gates_....._..________________- 538, 000 
Initiate construction of recreation facilities_._......_____- ee 40, 000 
Complete acquisition of lands______- PE ei baste eas Saw nae Pree 62, 000 
II Es een ecw 70, 000 


Supervision and administration 90, 000 


URI TORO DU MS Jee ee ea Fw 1, 800, 000 
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With an appropriation of $1,800,000 in fiscal year 1961 and adequate future 
appropriations, flood protection would be provided to the project area prior to 
the 1963-64 flood season. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to pay the portion of the first 
cost and annual costs allocated to the conservation functions of the project and 
maintain the channel of Mormon Slough downstream to the diverting canal to 
the existing channel capacity of about 6,000 cubic feet per second. The non- 
Federal share of the cost allocated to the conservation functions is $6,670,000 
for the first cost and $60,000 for the annual costs. The city of Stockton, as the 
present owner of the existing Hogan Dam and Reservoir and related lands, is 
required to transfer without cost to the United States the existing dam and all 
city-owned lands lying within the taking line for the New Hogan Reservoir. 
The market value of the city-owned lands over and above those already utilized 
for the existing reservoir is estimated at $244,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Resolutions providing the required assurances that 
the cost allocated to conservation would be repaid were adopted by the Stockton 
and East San Joaquin Conservation Districts, city of Stockton and the Calaveras 
County Water District in April 1958. However, subsequent to the furnishing 
of the assurances by these local agencies the State of California, in the interest 
of assuring early construction of the project, enacted legislation which: (a) au- 
thorized the State to participate and cooperate in multiple-purpose water project 
authorized for construction by the corps, (b) appropriated sufficient funds for 
repayment for conservation features of New Hogan Dam, (c) authorized inclu- 
sion of the New Hogan project in the State’s Central Valley project to enable 
the State to enter into repayment contracts with the United States and local 
interests, and (d) authorized the State to accept the transfer of the existing Hogan 
Dam and Reservoir to the State to facilitate the State’s taking over responsibility 
for repayment. 

By letter dated March 5, 1959, the Department of Water Resources, acting on 
behalf of the State of California, assured the United States that: (a) the conserva- 
tion services to be provided are needed and can be effectively used, (6) the portion 
of the cost allocated to conservation function is acceptable, and (c) the Department 
will enter into a contract with the United States for repayment of the project cost 
allocated to conservation. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation is the Federal party 
to the repayment contract which was executed in December 1959. The contract 
gives local irrigation interests the option to enter into direct contracts with the 
Bureau of Reclamation within a 5-year period. If such direct contracts are 
executed within the specified period the State will be relieved of such portion of its 
repayment responsibilities as is contracted for by the irrigators. 

By letter dated May 21, 1959, the State reclamation board, on behalf of the 
State of California, furnished to the district engineer assurances that Mormon 
Slough channel, from Bellota downstream to the diverting channel, would be 
maintained to provide the existing channel capacity of approximately 6,000 
second-feet. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$17,600,000 is a decrease of $1,700,000 from the latest estimate ($19,300,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimated cost of the dam feature was reduced 
$1,900,000 principally based on recent bids received for similar work on other 
projects. Other features of the project increased $205,000 due to higher price 
levels. Supervision and administration decreased $105,000 due to a reanalysis of 
requirements. An increase of $100,000 in cost of drainage structures for Calaveras 
County road No. 804 (relocations) is due to providing for higher flows as a result 
of refined hydrologic studies criteria and additional surveys. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item 


Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete, 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal vear 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
1 2 3 4 ( t 
Lands and damages $210, 000 $8, O00 $140, 000 $62, 000 
Relocations 910, 000 150, 000 425, 000 $335, 000 
Reservoirs 625, 000 625, 000 
Dam: 13, 000, 000 1, 488, 000 11, 512, 000 
Roads 50, 000 50, 000 
Recreation facilities 375, 000 10, 000 335, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 100, 000 100, 000 
Preauthorization studies 25, 000 25, 000 
Engineering and design 1, 035, 000 641, 000 200, 000 70, 000 24, 000 
Supervision and administration 1, 270, 000 56, 200 35, 000 170, 000 1, 008, 800 
Total applied cost (Fed 
eral funds only 17, 600, 000 730, 200 125, 000 2, 305, 000 14, 039, 800 
Undistributed costs 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 17, 600, 000 730, 200 125, OOO 2. 305, 000 14, 039, 800 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _. 17, 600, 000 730, 200 125, 000 2, 305, 000 14, 039, 800 
Undelivered orders 2, 000 2, 000 
Total obligations 732, 200 23, 000 ? 305, 000 14, 039, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Appropriation 740, 200 1 1, 020, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year &, O00 505, 000 
Total funds available for 
obligation 1, 028, 000 - 
Appropriations required 1, 800, 000 14, 039, 800 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $180,000. 


Mr. Cannon. Tell us, General, what local cooperation you have 


on this project. 


General MacDoNnNeE.Lu. We have, sir, 





again, the assurances which 
were provided at the time of planning. The consummation of the 
contract between the water users and the Government is in identical 
status to that of the Black Butte contract. The State has announced 
in the papers that they are ready to sign. The local office of the 
Sureau of Reclamation is prepared to sign. The contract is presently 
in the Department of Interior. I hope it will be signed this month, sir. 

USE 


OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. You will not be able to use all of the 1960 funds? 

General MacDonneti. We will have $160,000 unobligated 
$590,000 unexpended, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of that fact, vou would not be able to use 
all of the 1961 funds programed for the project? 

General MacDonneELL. That budgeted figure, Mr. Chairman, takes 
into account the fact that we expect to have a carryover and we can 
use all of those funds, by all means, sir. 
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PINE FLAT RESERVOIR AND KINGS RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Pine Flat Reservoir, $500,000. 
Insert pages 51 through 56. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
PINE Fiat RESERVOIR AND Kincas River, CALIFORNIA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The reservoir is on Kings River, about 25 miles east of Fresno, 
Calif., and the channel improvements are on Kings River downstream from 
Lemoore Weir. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—4.s to 1 (total project), (Channel improvement only, 1.3 to 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. ‘ 1 $40, 850, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost !_- 315, 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 315, 000 
Tot estimated project cost 41, 165, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 39, 058, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 73, 000 
Appropriations to date . ; 39, 131, 000 96 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 500, 000 7 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 1, 219, 000 


Local interests are also required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to conservation 


functions, over a period not to exceed 50 vears in accordance with reclamation law 
War 


Under the provision of 


Department Civil Appropriation Act of 1947, the Secretary of War, with the concurrence of the Secre 


f the Interior, determined the allocation of cost to irrigation should be set at an amount not to exceed 
$14,250,000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 429 feet. 
Length: 1,820 feet. 
Spillway: 
Spillway: Six—42- by 38-foot tainter gates. 
Crest length: 292 feet. 
Capacity: 391,000 cubie feet per second. 
Kings River Channel improvements: 
Levee rehabilitation: 35 miles. 
Intermittent channel clearing: 55 miles. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control and irrigation: 1 million acre-feet. 
Outlets: 
Flood control and irrigation: Ten 5 by 9 feet. 
Flood capacity (gross pool): 44,500 cubic feet per second. 
Penstocks (for future use): Three 13.5 feet diameter. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





| | 
| Percent |} Completi 
hedu 
Dams and appurtenances 100 | June 1962 
Channel and levee im vements, lower Kings Rive 
Entire project ' D 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
related purposes in the Sacramento-San Joacuin River Basin. It will provide 
full protection against winter floods and all but the largest spring floods. It will 
protect about 80,000 acres of rich agricultural lands in the hings Piver area and, 
in conjunction with authorized projects on Kaweah, Kern, and Tule Rivers, will 
provide flood protection to 260,000 acres of rich cropland in the Tulare Lake area, 
Much of this land is the most productive in California and has been subjected to 
severe damages in the past. The project would have prevented the flooding of 
nearly 70,000 acres and damages of about $3 million during the floods of Novem- 
ber-December 1950. The Ps irtially completed dam was operated during the 1952 
spring snowmelt runoff flood, thereby saving many acres of rich agricultural land 
from being inundated and preventing $3,900,000 damage. Evaluation of the 
operation of the project during the spring rain floods and the summer snowmelt 
floods of 1958 indicate that the project prevented $11 million damage. The 
population of the Kings River flood plain is 50,000, all rural. This area is a heavy 
producer of raisins, fruits, and good quality cotton. The project will improve the 
irrigation water supply with 165,000 acre-feet of new water annually by retention 
of excess flood flows, and will provide a means of regulating the normal supply. 
Average annual benefits are estimated at $8,900,000. 

Channel improvement on the lower Kings River is needed to provide the 
capacity to contain sab releases from Pine Flat Reservoir and to permit the 
proper operation of that reservoir. The largest volume flood recorded in the 
Tulare Lake area aaa in June 1906 and caused damages estimated at 
SI, 200,000. However, were such a flood to occur under current conditions of 

levelopment and prices, damages amounting to $6,600,000 would result along the 
lower Kings River and in Tulare Lake; about $3,900,000 of such damage would 
be prevented by the proposed channel improvement. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate channel and levee improvements, lower Kings River-____------ $345, 000 
Initiate and complete modification of Army Weir___---------------- 40, 000 
Continue miscellaneous minor construction____._------------- ete 45, 000 


OS EE SE See a ee eee 35, 000 
PEE VIRION ONO MUNN DIBETATION «oc i ec caw snc awnee ew ncacccns 35, 000 


i ERIM IOI IE 5 a a ae 500, 000 


The requested amount will permit the initiation of an orderly and economical 
construction program for the lower Kings River Channel improvement and 
continuation of minor items of construction in connection with the dam and 
appurtenances, 

Non-Federal cost.—Local interests are required to pay the portion of the first 
cost and annual costs allocated to the conservation functions of the dam and 
reservoir portion of the project. Under the provisions of War Department Civil 
Appropriation Act of 1947 the allocation of first cost has been set at an amount 
not to exceed $14,520,000. The current estimate of annual costs allocated to 
the conservation functions is $103,000. 

For the Kings River Channel improvement work local interests are required 
to (a) provide without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way necessary for completion of the channel improvement work; (0) 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction work; 
and (c) maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. The initial investment 
required of local intere sts in the construction of the channel improvements is 
estimated at $315,000. This cost consists of $125,000 for lands and damages, 
and $190,000 for ieadiions: Annual cost to local interests for maintenance 
and operation and major replacements for the channel improvement work is 
estimated at $16,200. 

Status of local cooperation. —Negotiation of a permanent repayment contract 
with water users for the conservation use of the reservoir is the responsibility 
of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Negotiations for such a contract are currently 
underway and general agreement has been reached between representatives of 
the organizations involved as to the principles which will be incorporated into 
the contract. It is expected that a permanent repayment contract will be executed 
early in calendar year 1960. 

The Kings River Conservation District representing local interests furnished 
by letter dated November 4, 1959, the necessary assurances of local cooperation 
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for the channel inprovement and have previously approved the plan of improve- 
ment presented in the general design memorandum. The conversation district 
ilread 1 


ly holds most of the rights-of-way necessary for construction of the channel 


mprovement work Such assurances were accepted by the district engineer 
ou November 20, 1959. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate of 


$40,850,000 is a decrease of 
submitted to Congress. 


$350,000 
The decrease 
facilities, to be 


from the latest estimate ($41,200,000 
results from the exclusion of the cost of 
funded from appropriations for ‘‘Reereation facilities 
it completed projects,” and refleets near final costs of the project except for the 
Kings River Channel improvement Minor revi 


estimate for this feature to refleet current priees 


recreation 


ions have made been in the 
and requirements 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
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\ t tior equired 1). OOO 1. 219. 500 
Mr. CANNON. Here is a project that seems to be on dead center. 


You don’t seem to be moving. What ts the difficulty? 

General MacDoNNewtt. Last vear, Mr. Chairman, you gave 
$73,000 for planning purposes on the downstream channel improve- 
ments which must be made in order to exploit the full flood protection 
capability of the Pine Flat}Reservoir, which was completed 6 vears 


ago. 


us 


Mr. Cannon. It has now been in operation for 6 years? 
General MacDoNNeELu. Yes, sir. 


e2S882 


60——23 
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STATUS OF REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


Mr. Cannon. Along that line, what is the status of your repayment 
contract for irrigation? How does it stand after 6 vears use? 

General MacDonnetu. There is an interim contract currently in 
effect and has been in effect the last few vears under which local 
interests have been making payments. In the meantime 

Mr. Cannon. Are they up with their payments? 

General MacDonneti. They have paid, since 1954, $5,331,000, 
inc luding pavment for power use. 

Mr. Cannon. How far delinquent does that leave them? 

General MacDonnetu. Well, the only amount that they haven’t 
paid is their bill for 1959, which they have just been given. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect them to take that up in the near 
future? 

General MacDonne tu. Yes, sir. We don’t expect any difficulty. 

Mr. Cannon. All right. You may proceed. 

General MacDonneti. The permanent contract is being negotiated 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Last vear when you were here you were negotiating. 
You told us at that time vou were not in position to say just what the 
situation would be, but that you had the matter under consideration 
with them. 

General MacDoNnNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You seem to be still negotiating. 

General MacDonnexu. As you recall, sir, last year the aay. of 
the Attorney General caused these negotiations all to be done by the 
Department of the Interior. We no longer, in the Corps of Engineers, 
negotiate contracts with water users. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the situation there? 

General MacDonnetu. I think they are making progress, sir. | 
think it may be a little while before they get a permanent contact. 

Mr. Cannon. But they are still negotiating. That seems to be a 
long, drawn-out procedure? 

General MacDonnetu. It probably is, sir. In the meantime, they 
operate on an interim yearly contract by which the Government 
receives funds, 

Mr. Cannon. Does it receive the full amount due? 

General MacDonnetu. We won’t know, until the contract is con- 
summated, whether they have been paying too much or too little, 
but the eventual total amount et they will pay is fixed by law and 
they are now paying by the y 


SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, CALIFORNIA 
Mr. Cannon. Sacramento River flood control, $2,200,000. 


Insert pages 58 through 65. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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LocaLt Protectrion Prosgects (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Sacramento River and the lower reaches of its principal 
tributaries in north central California. The project extends from Collinsville 
near the mouth of the Sacramento River upstream to Ord Bend, a distance of 
184 miles. 

Authorizalion.—¥ lood Control Acts of 1917, 1928, and 1941; River and Harbor 
Act of 1937. 

Benefit-cost ratto.— None established. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
imated 


Federal cost 





RRASOIN IAT TINILD TOU co e  ae wee it $78, 200, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost eae 3 a2 ” .....| 107,500,000 as 
Cash contribution led eS shige ites aaa 4, 950, 000 iainawien 
Other costs he a Pa sild e ¥ =e . i am 102, 550, VOU ° aeethet eeu 


Total estimated project cost af Fee i a : st ee 185, 700, 000 
»priations to June 30, 1959 : 7 : ¢ ge ae aaa es ede tee 61, 612, 000 
ropriation for fiscal year 1960-.....-- 2 iT aaa 8 ot 1 2, 397, 000 








Appropriations to date * ‘ . sana ae si 64, 009, O00 2 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 oie 2. 200, 000 R5 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 196] - - ne Suteles 11, 9Y1, VOU ane 


Excludes permanent transfer from project of $41,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height, 15 feet. 

Length, 980 miles. 
Weirs: Five overflow weirs. 
Bypasses or floodways: Four bypasses. 
Cutoffs: Two river cutoffs. 
Channels: Channel enlargement, 15 miles along the Sacramento River. 
Pumping plants: Three pumping plants along east levee of Sutter bypass. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 





Percent Completion 
hedule 
Units ompleted prior to June 30, 1951....................- ee aL ae “ 100 
Fi icilities , a Saeed _ Se Ae i : 100 
Channels 
Feather River and tributaries_ -.- ae ae a ae ca : 66 | November 1963. 
Sacramento River-Ord Bend to Fremont weir. __-- ave x ll Do save 
Sacramento River-Mouth of Cache Slough to Collinsville.-._- . i June 1964. 
Yolo by pass. a a a - 100 
Levees 
RTS CONN on a at aadamenhiebnanbecenaae i ee Bi a 86 | June 1963. 
Cache Creek_.-_- ere ean Nie ae 1 | June 1961. 
Cache Slough, Lindsey Slough and Yolo bypass. -- spac as icedaaeaan adi 36 | June 1964 
Elkhorn, Sutter, Steamboat, and Miner Sloughs_--__---- ae eae 95 | December 1965. 
Feather River and tributaries..............-- ee Scat Seed eatin 37 | June 1964 
Georgiana Slough.--.- pa aren cts READS RE ASAD LTE Se a Sree 94 Do ake 
Sacramento River-Ord Bend to Fremont weir_-................----.---- 83 | June 1963 
Sacramento River-Fremont weir to Sacto weir__- fy ee ean te 99 | December 1963. 
Sacramento River-Sacto weir to mouth of Cache Slough Sesaiiaeat : 88 | June 1964 
Sacramento River-mouth of Cache Slough to Collinsville 7 89 Do 
Yolo bypass-Fremont weir to Sacto weir ah : : 43 | December 1963. 
Bank protection required cn banks contiguous to levees not to grade or 
section, June 1964 
_ Additional bank protection (supplement No, 2)_~.---- ‘ 24 | December 1960. 
Flood 4y control and diversion structures__. : : ) June 1964 
*érmanent operating equipment 80 , June 1960 
Entire project (including supplementary work : 80 | June 1964. 





1 Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This projyeet is a coordinated svstem of levee d natural waterwavs along Sucra- 
mento River and tributaries, which in conjunction with weirs, outfall gates, and 
leveed bypasses, carries the floodwaters of the stream without the annual inunda- 
tion of valley lands as in vears past. Completion of the project is urgently 
needed to protect about 800,000 acres of fertile agricultural lands within the 
existing flood plain; the cities of Colusa (population 3,422), Marysville (popula- 
tion 8,300), Sacramento (population 180,100), north Sacramento (population 
9.235), and numerous small communities; two transcontinental railways: on 
transcontinental highway; and State and county highwavs and feeder railroads. 
It makes possible, when protection ugainst flood hazard is assure d, the reclamation 
and development of rich land formerly in swamp and in uneultivable condition 
Should a ‘project design”? flood ceeur. the completed project would prevent 


damages estimated at about $131 million During the past 50 vears 48 damaging 
winter floods oceurred in the Saeramento River Basin During the December 
1955-January 1956 and the February 1958 floods, the project prevented about 
$105 million and 5100 million damages, respectivels Should such floods oceur 
under present conditions of development and prices, it is estimated that the project 
would prevent damages of about $122 million and S105 million, respectively It 


is conservatively estimated that in improved land values alone, through reduetior 
in the flood hazard, the project has already provided direet benefits of over $70 


million. Although the actual damages prevented by the completed portion of the 
project cannot be determincd, it can be definitely stated that the total benefits 
to date are several times larger than the total expenditures ineurred., \ fair 


conclusion concerning the magnitude and economie soundness of the project eat 
be obtained from the fact that the State of California and other loeal interests 


have spent to date about S90 million as their share of the project cost, and thes 
same interests expect to spend an additional 817,500,000 toward completion of the 


project, and about $1 million annually in maintenanee of the project work 


Fiscal year 1961 The requested amount of S2,200,000 will be appli d to: 
Initiate levee construction along Cache Slough and Yolo Bypass S300, OO 
[nitinte levee rehabilitation along Feather and Yuba Rivers, Marvs 

ville and R.D. 10 137. 000 
Complete levee construction along Cache Creek 774. 000 
Complete provision of interim bank protection (supplement No, 2 244, 000 
Complet: levee repairs on Twitehell and Sherman Islands 35. 000 
Engineering and design 200, 00 
Supervision and administration 210, 000 

Total_ ..... : » 200, 000 

The funds requested for fiscal vear 1961 are required to permit orderly and 


“| 
economical progress l¢ ward project compl T1On 4s scheduled 

Non-Federal cost.——The initial investment of loeal interests for construetion, 
lands, rights-of-way, utility relocations and eash contributions is estimated at 
$107,500,000 by the State of California. 

Local interests are re quire d to maintain and operate t he projyeet we rks pol 
completion, The annual cost for muintenance and operation is estimated at 
$1 millicn, : 

Status of local cooperation Chapter 196 of the Statutes of 1958. State of 
California, officially adopted the project and modifications thereto Loeal 
interests are represented by the Reclamation Board of the State of Califernia. 


The Board has met all requirements to date and has furnished assurances of 
1 
t 


re quired loeal eor poration to meet all requirements for work seheduled in fisea 
vear 1960 and work proposed in fiscal vear 1961 
Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimat 


$78,200,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress Th 


inerease due to hig! er price level for future work is $654,000. This increase i 
offset by a reduction based on contract awards and final costs of completed work 





Mi 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
“UCTa- 





5, anc 
1 ; Balance to 
unda- Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
rently estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
n the | | vear 1961 
ypula- 1 2 3) 4) (5) (6) 
lation | . ‘ cnn axtnnnibii 
s; one | i a op 
Completed work, 1917 to June 
roads, 2). 1951 $45, 258,000 | $45, 258, 000 ee I cl Se aoa SOR oo oe 
nation Work remaining after fiscal year 
itio 1951 
lition, Fish facilities__. i 16, 000 16, 000 ont Oe en nececccce 
revent Channels at 2, 900, 000 943, 000 = : $1, 957, 000 
laging Levees ee 29, 076, 000 16, 820, OOO $2, 221, 000 $1, 790, 000 8, 245, 000 
ember } iway control and diver- 
piss sion structure 475, OOO Slee site eccrancadoaeas oi 475, 000 
aDout Permanent operating equip- 
oceur ment 5, 000 4,000 1, 000 a 
roject Engineering and design 2, 790, 000 1, 844, 000 190, 000 200, 000 556. 0OU 
os Supervision and administra- 
v. I ReRR et SNe eee SA Se oI 2, 630, 000 1, 391, 400 270, 100 210, OO 758, 500 
uction = - 
er $70. | Total applied cost Fed- 
4} eral funds and non-Fed- 
of the eral contribution 83, 150, 000 66, 276, 400 2, 682, 100 2, 200, 000 11, 991, 500 
enefits ndistributed costs 
\ fair 
7 otal project cost Fed- 
*t ean : 
ct cal eral funds and non-Fed- 
terests eral contributions 83, 150, 000 66, 276, 400 2. 682, 100 2. 200, 000 11, 991, 500 
1 thes ending adjustment 
Le - lotal cost (Federal funds 
K, i non-Federal cont: 
Oo: butior Se 8&4, 150, OOO 66, 276, 400 2, 682, 100 2. 200. OOO 11, 991, 500 
OO, DOU i 
D ed cost a — 78, 200, 000 61, 326, 400 2 6882. 100 2 2900. O00 1. 991, 500 
- puted ¢ 1 — 
37. 000 
74, 000 _ Fotal project cost ws 78, 200, 000 61, 326, 400 2, 682, 100 2 200. 000 11. 991, 500 
14. 000 Pending adjustments a 
35. 000 lotal eost 78. 200. 000 61, 326, 400 2 682. 100 2 200. 000 11. 991. 500 
00, O00 | ls ered orders 259, 700 250. 7) 
1 
10, O00 Potal obligation my. 61, 586, 100 2, 422, 400 2, 200, 000 11, 991, 500 
00, 000 Non-Federal contributions: 
1 pplied eost : 4, 450, OOO 4, G50, 000 
rly and Undistributed costs 
Potal project cost 4, YAO, 000 4, 9450, OOO 
ruction, Pending adjustments 
ated at 
Potal cost 4, 950, 000 +, 950, 000 
Undelivered orders 
<~ upo! 
ated at otal obligations 4, 050, 000 +, 950, OOO 
F v MI 1OD OF FINANCING 
State ol 
Loeal Federal funds 
“ . Appropriations 61,611, 500 2, 397, 000 
f oryis } < é 
life rnia. Unobligated carryover from 
inces Ol prior year 25, 400 
in fiscal 
lotal funds available for 
: obligation 2, 422, 400 
stim Appropriations required 2, 200, 000 11, 991, 500 
< The Non-Federal contributions 
. ; 19ce js Contributions — 4. 950, OOO 
Crease ? Unobligated carryover from 
d WOrk | prior vear 


lotal funds available for 
obligation 
ntributions required 


Excludes permanent transfer of $41,000 from project. 


Mr. Cannon. I think we have no questions on that. 
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SACRAMENTO RIVER AND MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. CANNON. Sacramento major and minor tributaries, $1 million, 
Insert pages 67 through 71. 
(The pages referred to are as follows: 


LocaL ProrectTion Prosects (FLOOD CONTRO! 
SACRAMENTO River AND MaAsgor AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 
(CONTINUINE 
Location.—On Sacramento River from Colusa to Chieo Landing, and on the 
lower reaches of its tributaries from Rio Vista to Red Bluff, Calif. 


Authorization. Flood Control Acts of 1944 ar d 1Q50. 
be nefit-cost ratio. be ee 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost = $24, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 6. 500. 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs ¢ Oo Ooo 
Total estimated project cost 30. 700. 000 
Appropri itions to June 30, 1Q54 5 , "O05 OO) 
Appropriation for fiscal year 196 1. 010. 00 
Appropriations to date 4,715, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 1. 000, OM 4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 18, 485, 006 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 


Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 335 miles. 
Diversion structures: Three. 
Channels: Channel improvement, 265 miles. 
Weirs: 
extension of Moulton weir 
Construction of Chico Landing weir. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Cc mpietion 
schedule 
Deer Creek s ‘ 00 
Little Chico-Butte Creek E 10K 
Elder Creek : ei June 1962 
Cherokee Cana 45 | June 1961. 
Chico, Mud, and Sandy Gulch Creeks ca December 1962 
Willow Creek ae : Do 
Yolo and Sacramento bypasses December 1963 
Antelope Creek--- Do 
Thomes Creek ‘ October 1964 
Sutter and Tisdale bypasses ‘ 5 December 1964. 
Sacramento River 
Moulton Weir to Ord Bend June 1966 
Parrott Grant Line to Chico Landing June 1967 
Entire project 19 Do. 


1 Not started 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This levee and channel improvement project is an integral unit of the authorized 
comprehensive plan for flood control and other related purposes in the Sacramento 
River Basin. It is a modification and extension of the Sacramento River flood 
control project (old project) as modified by the Flood Control Act of August 18, 
1941. It will supplement the reservoir units of the comprehensive plan by 
providing flood protection to certain unprotected or partially protected areas 
along Sacramento River and in the flood bypasses. Such areas include the cities 
of Chico (population 14,627) and Willows (population 3,546), other smaller com- 
munities, and about 112,000 acres of agricultural land important to the economy 
of the region. In addition, the project will provide partial flood protection to 
about 30,000 acres of agricultural land in upper Butte Basin. In conjunction 
with authorized reservoirs, the project will render flood protection to some areas 
along the main river, to Highways Nos. 99E and 99W, to main lines and feeder 
lines of the Southern Pacific Railroad, and to State and county highways. The 
areas to be protected are flooded, at least in part, on an average of once in 2 
years. Such flooding causes average annual damages estimated at $1,800,000. 
fapid and extensive development and improvement within the project areas 
necessitates prompt completion of the project to prevent even greater flood 
damage. The December 1955 and January 1956 floods incurred damages in the 
project area estimated at $1,750,000. However, should such floods occur under 
current conditions of development and prices, damages estimated at over $2 
million would result, of which about $1,850,000 would be preventable by com- 
pletion of the project. D iring the December 1955 and January 1956 floods the 
completed Deer Creek and partially completed Butte Creek portions of the 
project prevented damages estimated at $300,000 at then prevailing prices. 
(Average annual benefits are estimated at $1,659,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to— 


Complete levee construction on Cherskee Canal $805, 000 
Engineering and design 115, 000 
Supervision and administration ; 80, 000 

Total _ 1, 000, 000 


The funds recommended for fiscal year 1961 will complete the authorized 
Cherokee Canal unit. 

Von-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construec- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $6,500,000. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $243,000. 

Status of local cooperation The Chief of Engineers accepted assurances of local 
cooperation from the State of California on March 22, 1948. The State has 
furnished all rights-of-way required to date and has indicated that it will furnish 
all rights-of-way required for the construction work programed for fiscal years 
1960 and 1961 prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of construction contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$24,200,000 is an increase of $1,200,000 over the latest estimate ($23 million) 
submitted to Congress. The increase due to higher price levels on future con- 
struction work is $643,000. Final contract costs for completion of the Butte 
Creek unit resulted in an increase of $29,000. A net increase of $223,000 is due 
to reanalysis of design of the Cherokee Canal and the Chico, Mud, and Sandy 
Gulch Creeks units. The estimate for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration increased $305,000 based on a reanalysis of requirements. 








Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal vears 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


i my 
year 1961 iter 


lete 


ir 196] 


| - > 1 
Channels $192, OOO $161, 000 
Levees 17, 732, 000 2 126, 000 $915, OOO $805, OOO 13 


Floodway control and diversion 
tructures > 754. 000 82, O00 


Permanent operating equipment 69, OOO 9, OOO 4, 000 
Preauthorization studies 43, 000 43, O00 
Engineering and design 1, 520, 000 830, O00 80, 000 115, 000 
Supervision and administration 1, 890, 000 387, 200 77. 800 SO, OOM l 
Total ipplied cost (F« 
fund ymily 24, 200, 000 3, O88, 200 1. O76, SOF 1. 000, 000 IS 
Undistributed costs. 
Pot jer oO I ‘ 
funds only 24, 200, 000 3. 038, 200 1. O76, SOL 1, OOO, OOF 1s 
Pending justment 
Pot Fed 
Only 24, 200, OOK O38, 2OK 7H, SOK 1, OOO, OOF Is 
Unde r ‘ y 
lotal obligations § HOR. BOO 1. O16, 7K 1. OOO, OOK Is 
METH F F 
Fe ind 
A ppropriat “) ) 
[ bligated car 
prior year m 
I 1 
hlig 
AD] t s 


Mr. Cannon. What ts the status of this project? 


General MacDonneLi. Only two units of this project, which is 


relatively new, as vou know, sir, have been completed. 
The maintenance is good, sir. 


SAN LORENZO CREEKR, CALIF. 


Mir. CANNON. San Lorenzo Creek, $1,608,000 to complete. 
| 


will insert pages 73 through 77. 
The pages referred to are as follows: 
LocaL PROTECTION ProjEcTS (FLOOD CONTROL 
San LoRENzO CREEK, CALIP. 


(CONTINUING) 


$31, 000 
. 835, OOD 
672, 000 
56, 000 
495, 000 
345, 000 
185.000 
$85, 000 
485, 000 
185. (WM 
$85, (i 


Location.—The project is located on San Lorenzo Creek in Alameda County, 
Calif., on the east side of San Francisco Bay about 15 miles southeast of San Fran- 
cisco. It will furnish flood protection for the areas adjacent to the lower 5.3 miles 
of the creek. 

A uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $5, 150, 000 . 2 
Estimated non- Federal cost 1, 124, 000 

Cash contribution 200, 000 

Other costs 924, 000 ; 
Total estimated project cost 6, 274. OOO . 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 2, 142, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 1, 400, 000 
Appropriations to date 3. 542. 000 69 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 a 1, 608, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


felocations: Modification of Southern Pacific Railroad bridge. 
Channels: 3.9 miles of reetangular concrete channel. 
Levees: 

0.6 mile of earthfill levees. 

0.1 mile of riprap-faced levees. 

0.7 mile of conerete-faced levees. 


Slatus, Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion 
schedule 
Relocations (Southern Pacific Railroad bridge modifications 100 
Channels — a < ane ee 41 | June 1961. 
Levees ee ee eS eS i : 100 
Entire project on jambs ts 57 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection against flood damage along the lower reaches 
of San Lorenzo Creek, in San Lorenzo Village and Hayward, Calif. The creek 
flows through a highly developed residential area, and most of the damages result 
from the inundation of residences, with damages to buildings, house furnishings, 
lawns, and automobiles. Some damages occur to agricultural and commercial 
property. The project will permit the utilization of approximately 139 additional 
acres of land for residential and industrial building sites 

As a result of the flood of December 1955, damages in the project area of the 
San Lorenzo Creek basin are estimated at $450,000. This flood inundated 200 
acres in the city of Hayward and damaged 200 homes. It is estimated that under 
existing conditions of development, a flood of this magnitude would cause damages 
of approximately $700,000, and a flood comparable to the flood of record (1925 
Which inundated 3,200 acres, would cause damages of approximately $1,600,000. 
Al! of this damage would have been prevented if the project had been completed. 
Average annual benefits are estimated at $339,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,608,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied to: 


Complete channel construction $1, 460, 000 
Engineering and design 20, OOO 
Supervision and administration. 128, OOO 

Total _ - 1, 608, 000 


Von-Federal cost.— The initial investment required of local interests in construe- 
uon of the authorized project is estimated at $1,124,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages eo ; $426, 000 
Bridge and utility relocations 198, OOO 
Cash contribution — — __ 7 1 200, 000 

TOMO se aces erence eee ei TF fem Se Ee ee ; 1, 124, 000 


1 Value of levees and berms constructed by local interests in lieu of the 2.6 percent cash contribution. 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $29,300 

In addition, local interests have programed expenditure cf approximately $12 
million for construction of flood control improvements to supplement the Federal 
project. This program is approximately 40 percent complete. 
The Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
District, by Resolutions No. 73, dated January 15, 1953, and No, 
2544, dated September 23, 1958, has guaranteed fulfillment of all requirements of 
local cooperation. The State of California, under the Water Resources Act of 
1945, has approved the project and has made funds available for relocation of 
bridges and utilities and acquisitions of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, 
Required relocations of bridges and sewer crossings are essentially complete, 
Lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for construction have been acquired, 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates The current estimate of 
$5,150,000, is a decrease of $1,090,000 from the latest estimate ($6,240,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. A reduction of $870,000 resulted from receipt of a favorable 
bid for the channel and levee work. The estimate was further reduced by $334,000 
due to elimination of the upstream bank stabilization improvement. Reanalysis 
of requirements increased the estimate for “Engineering and design’? by $145,000 
and reduced the estimate for “Supervision and administration’’ by $31,000. 


Status of local cooperation 
Conservation 


Federal cost, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


I 1 <t 0 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, f plete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
ear 1% 
1 9 3 4 ( 
Relocations modification of 
Southern Pacific RR. bridge $15, 000 $12, 400 $2, 600 ao 
Channels (concrete-lined rec- 
tangular section - s 3, 560, 00K 326, 900 1. 773. 10K $1, 460, 000 5 
Levees 870. 000 222, 000 645, OO Pa ~ aeveee 
Preauthorization studies 50. OOO 50, 000 . 2 et 
Engineering and design A 475, 000 358, 300 96, 700 20, 000 
Supervision and administration 380, 000 80, 900 171, 100 128, O06 a 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and = non- 
Federal contributions) - 5, 350, 000 1, 050, 500 2, 691, 50¢ 1, 608, 000 


Undistributed cost ates ; 
Total project cost Federal 
funds and non-Federal 
contributions eae 5, 350, 000 1, 050, 500 691, 500 1, 6OS, 004 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 
ind non-Federal contri- 
butions). “PA se 5, 350, 000 1, 050, 500 2 691, 500 1, 608, OOF 


Federal funds: 





Total cost be eee 5, 150, 000 850, 500 2, 691, 500 1, 608, 000 aie 
Undelivered orders a 730, 000 730, 000 is 
Total obligations. _._.____. 1, 580, 500 1, 961, 500 1, 608, 000 sii 
Non-Federal contribution 
Total cost (value of levee 
construction performed by 
local interests in lieu of 2. 
percent cash contribution 200, 001 200, 000 one 
Undelivered order petaacd ; - 
Total obligations 200, 000 
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iple- Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 Continued 
0. a :. 
S19 
; 12 Balance to 
leral Item Project cost Total to Current fi Budget, f complete | 
} estimate June 30, 1959 cal vear 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
ater year 1961 
No, ' 2 ,) { | 
tsof | 
ct of 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
yn of 
way. Federal funds 
ylete Appropriation meres : $2, 142, VOU $1, 400, 000 sose 
3 P Unobligated rryover from 
ired, prior year pee Sinaia oats ae 561, 500 oe 
cost, - — 
sub- otal fund ivailable for 
. | bligation eat eateee ees 1, 961, 500 ‘ bien oma 
rable Ay priations required eR aoe a S ae $1, 608, OOE Ce 
O00 <on-Federal contributions 
ilvsis | Contributions value of 
~» * evet constructior per 
9,000 formed by local interests 
lieu of 2.6 percent 
ntri bution ok _ 200, 000 . 
bligate rryover from 
- | fur } for 
ce TO | obdl sLiol ~suvece 
plete ntributions required ; sill cick abdasaraniaienion sb aura aenistirtibes Rs tenet ‘ . : . alee 
1961 | == . ee ; = 
j UPSTREAM BANK STABILIZATION 
‘ , : a are . , : 1s): 4 
Mir. Cannon. You are eliminating the upstream bank stabilization 


improvement work on this Ap gs Why are you leaving that out? 
ae Ge ne - 7 ACDONNELL. At the time this project was authorized in 

--e0 1954, sir, it appeared to be practicable in the upstream reach to stop 
ele ea erosion by intermittent bank protection works. We have had 
54 years to observe this project. We reached the conclusion that 

that is not a practicable way to build the project. The velocities 

that will occur at certain water stages are such that the Federal 

Government would be making a mistake to put in ares intermit- 

tent. We reached the conclusion that the only way to protect that 

part of the project would be by a continuous ripr: ona channel. 

This exceeds the scope of the authorization and any authority we 

had from Congress and we have told the local people that we cannot 
|} undertake that work. 

Mr. Cannon. What effect does this change have on the usefulness 
of the whole project? Does that detract from the values which other- 
Wise might be obtained? 

General MacDONNELL. Since it is at the upstream end of the proj- 
ect, it does not affect any of the work downstream. The benefit-cost 
ratio increases from 1.2 to 1.4 and we have a decrease in the overall 
cost of the project, both by reason of the elimination of the upstream 

" part. Naturally, the local interests would like very much to have it. 
= From an engineering point of view, we feel that it is not the right way 

tospend money. It would have to be a complete channel and we do 
not have the justification for that. 

Mr. Cannon. Naturally, then, they are going to be dissatisfied? 

General MacDONNELL. So far as that part of the project is con- 
cerned, they are, sir. 

Vir. Cannon. Does that involve failure to cooperate in other phases 


Of it? 
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General MacDoNNELL. No, sir. They are extremely happy with 





4 : ; a Sts Da 
the project downstream from there, which is, of course, the bulk of it. 
EFFECT ON LOWER RIVER 

Mir. Cannon. This is on the upper part of the river? 

(ceneral MacDOoNNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If vou neglect that part of the river, do vou provide Dil 
protection for the lower part of the river? Won't floodflows go right 
behind vour construction? 

General MacDoNnNELL. No, sir. In its upper reach the stream : 
never goes out of its banks. It is deeply eroded. The problem was = 
to keep it from meandering, from cutting into the banks. | 

Mr. Cannon. Do vou have a wide flood plain there? 

General MacDONNELL. No, sir. } Out 

Mr. Cannon. How can it weave in and out to any appreciabl 
extent? 

General MacDonne wu. It does not, sir. One vear it will cut into 
one bank 15 feet and the next vear it may cut somewhere else but it 
never gets out of the banks and the water in flood stage will always 
reach the head of the completed project, be picked up by the channel} 
work and taken to the bay. 

SUCCESS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 

Mr. Cannon. Success Reservoir, $2,588,000. 

Insert pages 79 to 83. ; 

(The pages referred to follow:) | 

ResERvorIRS (FLoopD CONTROL) 
Success RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(CONTINUIN( 

Location.—On Tule River, about 5 miles east of Porterville, Calif. 

luihorization Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Be ne fut cost ratio. | 2 to i. | 

‘I 
’ . } 
Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
stimated il 
Federal cost Sar 
————_—— I 
Estimated Federal cost i $14, 200, 000 a P | 
Estimated non-Federal cost -- md 
Cash contribution 0 ee es 
Other cost 0 _— 
Total estimated project cost 14, 200, 000 ( 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 7, 712, 000 . Kaw 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 3, 900, 000 , 4 
Appropriations to date 11, 612, 000 06 i : 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 . 2, 588, OOO 100 I 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 0 il 

Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to conservation Ja 
functions, over a period not to exceed 50 years in accordance with reclamation law. This reimbursement He 
s presently estimated at $1,349,000 without interest e- 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
ype: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 142 feet. 
Length: 3,490 feet. 


Spuiway: 
ype: Ungated broad-crested weir. 
Crest: 200 feet. 

Capacity: 126,000 cubic feet per second. 

Dike : 
ype: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 42 feet. 
Length: 7,650 feet. 

Reservolu capacity: Lere-fe 
Flood control and irrigation BP eee rae ah ree Baek re hl a tale re 75, 000 
Inactive pool- ae St RA i ae aan aa ; _ 0», OOO 
Potal = ey ee ee re ee ee - . 80, 000 

Out ts: 

Klood control and irrigation: one 12-foot diameter conduit. 
Capacity (gross pool : 6,300 cubie feet per second. 
Irrigation (pioneer ditch): one 42-inch pipe. 
Capacity (minimum): 75 cubic feet per second. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960 
| ( etic 
iedule 
s lu "1 
Hig! 127 (sign Route No. 190 (MK) 
un j uM) 
emeteries and utilities S40 Ju ew) 
ny 4 Septer er 1900 

( f main dan (0) J 196] 

\ l MULLET WOrkKS iv December 1960 

( ! er dike 0 

| \ 3 September 1960 
f f ies 2 June 1960 
( il lune 1961 
De 
| ing equipment Ly 
" I t Ol 
yi J " 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project Is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin basin. The reservoir will provide 
ll flood protection to about 60,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands 
ng Tule River and distributaries and to the Porterville area with a population 
bout 12,000; assessed valuation in 1956 was about 513,700,000 Che project 

i provi le protection to the main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad betwee1 
San Francisco and Los Angeles; the main line of Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Rea roud betwee nb San Francisco and Los Ange les: i secondary line of Southern 
Pacific Railroad serving the eastern part of the San Joaquin Valley between Fresno 
id Bakersfield; and a secondary line of Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad 
so serving the area between Fresno and Bakersfield In conjyunctiol with the 
existing Pine Flat and Isabella Reservoirs, and the Terminus Reservoir on 
Kawen i Rive r. now wi ce r construction, Sucee ss Rese rvoir will help LO provide 
| protection to 260,000 acres of highly productive agricultural land in the 
Tulare Lake area. It will also improve the irrigation water supply by providing 
about 25.800 acre-feet of new and redistributed water annually 


} 


and will provide 
a means for regulating the present irrigation supply The December 1955 
1956 floods caused damages along the Tule River estimated at $1,728,000 


However, were such floods to oecur under current conditicns of development and 


1 


prices, damages amounting to S2 million would result, ali of which would be 
preve tubl hy the proy ct If the project had been in Operatlol d lng the 
* J 


La MInv 1958 flood damages estimated at SI.100,000 would have beer 
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prevented, about $54,000 on lower Tule River and $1,046,000 in Tulare Lake 


area Average annual benefits are estimated at S777.000 
I scal year 196] The requested amount of $2,588,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied Lo: 
Complete recreational facilities $195, 000 
Complete installation of permanent operating equipment 131, 000 
Complete construction of main dam, spillway, and outlet works 1, 598, 000 
( omplete construction of aceess roads 20, 000 
Complete land acquisition 130, O00 
( omplete reservol clearing 10, O00 
Engineering and design 20, 000 
Supervision and administration 154, 000 
otal 2 588, 000 
Non-Federal costs Local interests are required lo pay the portion of the first 


cost and annual costs allocated to the conservation functions of the project 
These costs are currently estimated at $1,349,000 for first cost and $4,800 for 


annual Costs 
Status of local cooperation The State of California officially adopted the proj- 
ect by chapter 1514 of the statutes of 1945, State of California. Local interests 


are considered to be represented by the Vandalia, Porterville, and Lower Tul 
River Irrigation Districts and the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District 
which re present over 90) percent of the irrigated land and water-right holders along 
the Tule River below the Suecess Dam site. These districts adopte d resolutions 
in August and September 1956, expressing their acceptance of the preliminary cost 
allocation and their willingness to enter into a contract with the United States 
for repayment of the project cost allocated to irrigation. The U.S. Bureau « 
Reclamation is negotiating repayment contract with these districts and will ad- 
minister such contract in accordance with reclamation law. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 


$14,200,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress Increas 
in cost of land acquisition, engineering and design, and supervision and adminis- 
tration, amounting to $405,000 resulted from reanalysis of requirements. This 


increase Was offset principally due to deletion of operator’s quarters and reductio! 
of contingency allowance on contracts underway. 
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Lake Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


project Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 


45, 000 year 1961 


31, 000 ; . 
98. 000 , . - “ %) 
20, 000 








30. 000 Lat lamages ee $2 100, 000 $1, 400, 000 $270, 000 $430, 000 A tS 
Relocatior x es 2, 545, OOO 2, 514, 000 St: 660: 1. ..- ea oo 
10, 000 Reservoir a 169, OOO 92, 000 37, OOO 410, OOO ae eta 
20, 000 Dat : Re 6. 940, 000 2, 292, O00 3, 050, 000 1, 598. 000 = 
54. 000 Fist ilitic 5, O00 1, 000 YY 
Road 60, OOO 28, OOO 12, 000 20, OOO 
Re Patio! 220, OOO 25. 000 195, OOO 
SS, O00 Pé ent operating equipment 170, 000 1, 000 38, 000 131, 000 
2 Pre 1 lies_. . YH, OOK I Ba nd ae a ia at 
he first k g n S85, O00 795, 000 70, OOF 20, 000 : rae 
project, Super. i iinistration 1, 000, 000 476, SOO 369, 500 153, 700 
a . 7 = 
SOO fo Total applied cost (Fed- 
funds only 14, 200, 000 7, 655, 800 3, 956, 500 Ts Olle OE listawaidawatae 
e pro}- Ur tributed costs (none). ira tal We oar sentient nn BAS en see erence ms mn qeeaea aidan dn iain ai aren a aire ‘a —_ 
Uj 
rests << ™ ar 
tere Pot oject cost (Federal 
r Tul inds only ; 14, 200, 004 7, 655, 800 3,956,500 | 2, 587, 700 |...........--- 
yistrict Pe ijustments (none Oe ia ns sien into ca so oh cam ves kx Sd ews cme tg Seen apab abana ececcevecccce 
"S ( ™ = ; - ; 
along Total cost (Federal funds | 
lutions ly : Me 14, 200, 000 7, 655, 800 3, 956, 500 | Se I i 
irv cost nile ered orders B - 33, SOU SE Ol cities teak toca teenie cabiewedeudunerd 
St; s | ee Fr 
State 3 otal obligations... a 7, 689. 600 3, 922, 700 | a NE 5 FUE Vaeesiccicnsstia ages 
reau ol = 
will ad- ‘ He OF FINANCING | 
| 
‘i | | 
. revit ‘ 1 ‘ 
nate ol Appropriations...-.__- 7 7, 712, 300 OO OE ois ee Re 
ncreast not ted carryover trom | 
dmini prior year __. ciate Na ‘ cee 29/100 Necnincwes cakaainihacataetaia 
This Total funds available for 
ductiol obligation ere =e sivas sukee 3, 922, 700 |...- ietuinann ts Daciobtaiaeaaiaonuenae 
\ priations required_....|......- pie eae races ia Saotiealh tes pe ses oblate SB TOO lets ansewadncud 
| | 


\Ir. CANNON. No questions. 


TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


\MIr. Cannon. “Terminus Reservoir,” $6,300,000. 
Insert pages 85 through 89. 
The pages referred to are as follows:) 
TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—On Kaweah River, about 20 miles east of Visalia, Calif. 


Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1, 
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Summarized financiai 





] i Federal ¢ 
Estit d non- Fede 
Cc contribution 
qtr sts 
Total ¢ ited projec 
Appro] i ns to June urY 
Approy fisc 1960 
Approy it late 
Appropria juest fisc " 
Ba eto, nplet ¢ " 
Lo tere il juired t bt | Gov 
IS ] I ( t > 42 OOO without ir Y t 


Dam: 
Type: 
Height 


250 fe 


Length: 2,375 


Spillway: 


Uneontrolled 1 


Crest lengt! 
Capacity: 








PHYSICAI 


Rolled earth fill 


et 
feet; auxiliary, 870 feet. 
otehe d Well 


feet me 


1 OOO cubie fe et per sec nd 


Reservoir capacity: 


Flood eontrol 
Ir active pool 


Total 


Outlets: 
Flood control 
Capacity 
Irrigation 


Capacity (minimum 10 cubic feet per 
Stat an Jan 1, 

Lan nd d 
Re t St H Ss Route No. 198 
he t of Fo ts 
Re mofut ( 
Re ir clearin 
Construction of dam. 4 isp 
Construction of outlet worl 
& truction of roads and t ( 
Construction of recreatior i tie 
Installation of permanent operatir equipment 
Closure 
Entire project 

\ tarted 


and irrigation: 


Lemor Cove 


and irrigatior 


one 


VTOSS pool 





DATA 


12’9’’ diameter 
3, 1O0 cubie f. eT pel S-Col ad 
diteh): 1 36-ineh di 


i / 
aata 


$2 00, OOO 
1 F 
t 2 (an 

1, 488, (0 3 

ty, SO Wn KS 

k cocaei 

142, 000 

8. 000 

- 150, 000 

tunnel 


ameter! 


second 


1960 


I ‘ Con tion 
et June 10 
] June 19¢ 
4) March 1961 
F June 10 


»| June 196 
MM) March 19 
7 June 1% 

Do. 
tt Do 
November 1961 


$3 | June 1962 


\ 
} 
DP 
J 
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j 
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{ 
Co 
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hy 
SUD 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide a 
igh degree of flood protection to about 126,000 acres of agricultural and suburba 
uids nlong the Kaweah River and distributaries including the city of Visalia 
population 15,800). The project would provide protection to the main line of 

Southern Pacifie Railroad between San Franciseo and Los Angeles; the mai 

of Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad between San Francisco and Lo- 
Angeles; a secondary line of Southern Pacifie Railroad serving the eastern part 
of the San Joaquin Valley between Fresno and Bakersfield; and a secondary line 
of Atchison, Topeka & Santa Ie Railroad also serving the area between Fresno 


1 Bakersfield. In conjunction with the existing Pine Flat and Isabella Reser- 
voirs, and Suecess Reservoir on Tule River, now under construction, Terminus 
Reservolr will help to provide flood protection to 260,000 aeres of highly pro- 
juctive agricultural land in the Tulare Lake area. It will also improve the irri- 


gation water supply by providing about 54,700 acre-feet of new and redistributed 
rannually onthe average. The Kaweah flood plain has experienced 10 major 


floods sinee 1937 The greatest of these was the Deeember 1955—January 1956 
oods which caused damages along the Kaweah River below the Terminus Dam 


estimated at $11,845,000, including $3,244,000 damages in the city of Visalia 


However, were such floods to occur under current conditions of development and 

rices, damages amounting to $13,700,000 would result, all of whieh would he 

ventable by the project. If the project had been in operation during the 

Marech-June 1958 floods, damages estimated at $1,300,000 would have been pre 

nted, about $65,000 on Kaweah River and $1,235,000 in Tulare Lak« Average 
inl benefits are estimated at $1,717,800. 


Fiscal year 1961— The requested amount of $6,300,000 will be applied to 





Continue construction of main dam, outlet works, and spillway $2, 865, OOO 
Continue installation of permanent operating equipment 135, QOU 
Continue recreation facilities 18, OOO 
or mple te reservoir clearing 245, OOO 
Complete relocation of State Highway No. 10 (Sign Route No. 198 2, 138, OOO 
Complete relocation of utilities 104, OOO 
Complete auxiliary dam 342, VOO 
Engineering and design 25, 000 


Supervision and administration 100, OOO 


Total . 6, 300, 000 


The large flood damages suffered at frequent intervals indicates the urgent 
eed for flood prot ction to the city of Visalia and to the agricultural area that 
would be protected by the project. The requested amount of $6,300,000 ° will 
permit construction of this project to proceed at an orderly and economical rate 
and permit completion in June 1962 as scheduled. 

Von-Federal cost. Local interests are required to pay the portion of the first 
ost and annual costs allocated to the conservation functions of the project 
Phese costs are currently estimated at $3,032,000 for first cost and $16,200 for 
annual costs, 

Status of local cooperation.— The State of California officially adopted the project 
by chapter 1514 of the Statutes of 1945, State of California. Local interests are 
represented by the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District and the Tulare 
Lake Basin Water Storage District. On February 4, 1958, and March 4, 1958, 
respectively, these agencies expressed their acceptance of the preliminary cost 
location and furnished written assurances of willingness to contract with the 
United States for repayment for the conservation service from the project The 


U.S. Bureau of Reclamation is negotiating a ré payment contract with these 
di : 


listricts and will administer such contraet in accordance with reclamation law 
Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$21,500,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress Increases 


totaling $700,000, principally due to (1) inclusion of provisions for deficiency 
ludgments which may result from land condemnation cases, (2) development of a 
ew water supply to replace facilities to be relocated, (3) more extensive founda- 
On treatment due to encountering fault zone and limestone caverns during 
undation excavation for the main dam, and (4) overexcavation required to pro- 
luce sufficient quantity of suitable rock for dam embankment, were offset by a 


52882—60 24 
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comparable decrease in the estimate for relocating State Highway Route 10 
based on award of contract by the State of California. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196] 
1 2 3 4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. $1, 750, 000 $1, 480, 000 $270,000 |__- aes 
Relocations 5, 294, OOO 222 O00 2, 705, GOO $2, 367, 000 
Reservoirs... 260, 000 12,000 | 3, 000 245, 000 - 
Dams... 10, 791, 000 1, 313, 000 3, 279, COO 3, 207, 000 $2, 992, 000 
Roads and bridges ; 278, 000 103, 000 15,000 |___.. 160, 000 
Recreation facilities_. 255, 000 as Sais 50, OOO 48,000 | 157, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 440, 066 2, 000 245, WOO 133, 000 57, 000 
Preauthorization studies 66, 000 | 66, 000 ae 
Engineering and design 916, 000 798, 000 84, 000 | 25, 000 9, 00 
Supervision and administration 1, 450, 000 233, 100 47Y, 400 400, 000 337, 50 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only ; 21, 500, 000 4, 229, 100 7, 133, 400 | 6, 425, 000 3, 712, 500 


Undistributed costs (None 
Total project cost (Federal | 

funds only i 21, 500, 000 4, 229, 100 7, 133, 400 | 6, 425, 000 3, 712, 50 

Pending adjustments (None 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only) 21, 500, C00 4, 229, 100 7,133, 400 6, 425. 000 3, 712, 50 
Undelivered orders 1, S38, 800 —1, 713, 800 125, 000 
Total obligations : SA. 6, 067, 900 5, 419, 600 6, 300, 000 3, 712, 50 


REPAYMENT CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. What about the repayment contract negotiation for 
irrigation water supply on this and the Success Reservoir? 

General MacDonne tu. They are in similar circumstances, sir. The 
Bureau has met with the local people. They have a basis between 
them as to the additional information that each should assemble to 
reach an agreement. In the meantime, the assurances that were given 
the corps at the time construction was initiated still stands. 

Mr. Cannon. I thought we had a policy here under which we would 
stop all these irrigation propositions until the sponsors complied with 
their agreements. Why shouldn’t we discontinue work there until 
they comply? 

General MacDonnetu. This project will provide flood control 
which is urgently needed. About 89 percent of the benefits are flood 
control. Construction was authorized and funded, based on the assur- 
ances from the local interests but without consummation of the con- 
tract for the irrigation and municipal water. These uses provide orly 
about 11 percent of the total benefits. 

Mr. Cannon. They couldn’t be sufficiently associated so that mm 
complying with one they would also comply with the other? 

General MacDonneE..u. I feel that they could. The contract for 
repayment for the water should be a formal contract, of course, and 
it should be entered into between the Department of Interior and the 
people. I feel that they are not far apart in their thinking and that 
there won’t be any difficulty. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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ite 10 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, CENTRAL VALLEY Basin 
Mr. Cannon. “Operstion and maintenance,’’ $2,825,000. 
Insert pages 91 through 93. There are no questions on that. 

. (The pages referred to vre as follows: ) 

ince to 

iplete ; * 

r fiscal OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiseal Year, 1961 

r 1961 | 

_ l Va gation 

(hf) 

Se Channels and harbor: The budget estimate of $2,525,000 provides for 


tial maintenance work on 
which follows. 


essel 11 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of main- 
taining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors and waterways by 


, 992, 000 s of 


160, 000 nea lredging, snagging, and repair of navigation facilities, as authorized in 
157, 000 he laws adopting river and harbor projects. 

57, 000 

a Obligations 

, 000 


337, 500 








Kise year 1961 (estimated 
3, 712, 500 
Fiscal 
pba Fisca ear 1900) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 t ter a Total, Remarks 
3. 712, 500 ted __| 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
a | Annua Peri- 
iit 
3, 712, 50 
3, 712, 50 ( FO! 4 
— 0 nd Harbo $292 620 | $433. 000 | $325. 000 $175,000 $500, 000 | Dredging, 
ra) Riv l 14. 500 21. 000 4 OOO 30. OOO Do 
| iwood Citv Harbor 100, H72 ds, OOO 0. OOO Z 70, OOO Do. 
' I mond Citv Harbor 154, 977 146, 000 170, OOO 1130. OOO 300, O00 Do 
S Francisco Harbo 572, 46 IRS (WK 20). 000 200. 000 100. OOO Do 
san Pablo Bay 1 Mare 382.418 (1,170, 000 600. 000 600. 000 Do. 
nm for Island Strait. 
Sacral ito River 374, 24 171, 890 60, 000 220, O00 280. 000 Do 
_ San Joaquin River 190. 341 148), 640 150). OOF 50, 000 200, 000 Do 
e etock 1 and Mormon o7b 1,70 OOO ». OOO nagging 
Channel learing 
tw een Suisun Bay Channel 73. 140 ®. 500 65, OOO 25, OOO 90, OOO Dredgins 
ble to River 7S, Ht 14, 530 50, OOO sO) OOO Bank protection, 
: Y tained 07, tit 6, 000 
given 
channe and (2, 440, 18S |2, 541, 810 2, 525, OUO 


harbors 


would | 
| with : 


until h None 


Lor AS, dams, and CanaIS 


ontrol 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


. flood cn 


assur- 
8 con- 
e orly 


nat mM 


et for 
e, and 
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d that 


| Fiscal 
Project 


\ 


| year 1959 | 


Fiscal 


year 1960 | 


(estl- 
mated) 


$2,440,188 |$2,591,810 


Recurring main- 
tenance | 


Annual | 
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e of $290,000 for the 


nt Necessary for 
nual mainten: 


ties: la or, 


operal 


g of the project 


fi 
ngation 


i iT 
Annu I 
$10,000 | $2, 01 $12. OOK 
w) ai ( 
®. () &. OO 
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1, OO 1. OO 


miscellaneous maintenance 


units of the Sacramet 
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ect f completed 
Wor SY, ) SU 7 
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work, inspections, and 
miscellaneou mainte 
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Total flood control 24, 187 273, 360 


V/ tiple -purpose projects including 


vear 1960 
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GREAT BASIN 


WITNESS 
BRIG. GEN. R. F. MacDONNELL, CHIEF, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. CANNon. We will take up the Great Basin now. 
On “General investigations” vou are requesting $44,800 
Insert page 3, if you will. 

The page referred to is as follows: ) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Fiscat YEAR 1961 


GREAT BASIN 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
1, Surveys 


a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $5,600 is requested for the prosecution 
of one study during fiscal year 1961. 


Total Allocation Pentutive Additional to 
Study estimated prior to illocation, complete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1461 1961 1961 
Utah: Great Salt Lake, Garfield, Utah $40, 000 $24, 400 $5, 600 $10, OO 
Total__. 2 ; 40, OOO 24, 400 5, 600 10, 000 


(b) Flood control studies.—The amount of $389,200 is requested for prosecution 
of two studies during fiscal vear 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
one report and progress on one other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Potal Allocation rent Additional to 
Study estimated prior to illocat complete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal yea! fiscal year 
cost 1961 106] Lob 1 
Nevada: Martin Creek $40, O00 €15, 800 $24, 20 
Utal Jordan River 110, 000 42, 900 15. O00 $52. 10) 
Potal 150, OOO SR. 700 gD) 2 1K 
Grand total 190, OOO 83. 100 14, S41) 62, 100 


GREAT SALT LAKE, GARFIELD, UTAH 


Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about the navigation project at 
Garfield, Utah. 

In the first place, in what part of the State is that? 

General MacDonne.i. That is right at Salt Lake City, 
tically, sir, on the Great Salt Lake. 

Mr. Cannon. A voRY highly developed area? 

General MacDOoNnNELL. Yes, sir. It is an investigation to deter- 
mine the feasibility and the economies of a small boat harbor which 
is desired by the local interests and on which we have been asked by 
the Congress to submit a report. 

Mr. Cannon. Does it serve the city, itself? 

General MacDonne i. The city and surrounding area. 
include, I should think, Ogden and similar cities, sir. 


prac- 


It would 














Mr. Cannon. This really is a playground? It is just an area in 
which the people from Salt Lake City can come out and enjoy them- 
selves? 

General MacDOoONNELL. It is a recreation project, pure and simple, 


sir. 


JORDAN RIVER 


Mir. Cannon. We are finishing construction on one Jordan River 
proje et this vear. 

General MacDonneuu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How is the flood control study progressing for which 
you request $15,000? 

General MIACDONNELL. The proje et listed in the sheet before vou, 
sir, is the comprehensive survey of the Jordan River which includes 
three interim reports already submitted. The Jordan River project 
which you mentioned as being under construction was one. The 
survey covers a major drainage area in the vicinity of Salt Lake City, 

Mr. Cannon. The Jordan flows into the Salt Lake? 

General MacDonnett. Yes, sit 

Mr. Cannon. Last vear this project Was estimated to cost $225,000. 
Now, we have a very happy surprise and vou are estimating it at only 
$110,000. Have you dropped some pars of the original pl in or have 
you just found a be ‘tter wav ol f doing it! 

General MacDonne-t. It is actually a bookkeeping change, Mr. 
Chairman. There has been taken out the cost of the three interim 
flood control reports that had been submitted-—-Spanish Fork, Parleys 
Creek, and the Jordan River (Salt Lake City). The cost of what 
remains to be done under the comprehensive Jordan River study is 
the $110,000 that vou see, sir. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, UTAH 


Mr. Cannon. Advance engineering and design, Weber River and 
tributaries, $35,000. 

Insert pages 5 and 6. 

The pages referred to are as follows: 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGcn, Loca PROTECTION PROJKCTS 
FLOOD C'ONTROI 


WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, UTAH 
INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description. The project extends from the town of Morgan, Utal 
downstream along the Weber River about 26 miles to the city of Ogden, Utat 
It provides for construction of approximately 5 miles of discontinuous low levees, 
bank protection where required, approximately 12 miles of clearing and snagging, 
and channel improve ment and removal of two diversion dams in the citv of Ogden. 
This work will supple ment flood control obtainable from the multipurpose reser- 
voirs of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Weber Basin project, key units of which 
have been comple ted. 

Authorization 1958 Flood Control Aet 

Be nefil-cost “allo. = to | 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost ey S728, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost 137. 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 137, 000 

Total estimated project cost 865, OOO 

Preconstruction planning estimate 125, 000 

\ppropriations to June 30, 1960 s 1 40, OOO 

Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 35, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 196] 50, 000 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The corps project is one unit of the basinwide water resources program which 
includes reservoir storage, and levee and channel works. The principal areas 
subject to flood damages in the Weber River Basin are located below the exist- 
ing and authorized reservoirs of the USBR. Operation of these reservoirs for 
flood control in conjunction with the principal purposes for which they were 
designed will not provide complete flood protection unless downstream channel 
capacities are provided and maintained. The recommended channel improve- 
ments are essential parts of the flood-control plan for the basin. The project 
will afford protection to about 1,200 acres located within the city of Ogden (popu- 
lation 70,000), and embracing residential, business, industrial, and manufactur- 
ing improvements, railroads and railroad yards, irrigation structures, utilities and 
public property; about 100 acres located in the town of Morgan (population 1,200), 
and embracing residential, business, utility, and publie property; and about 20,000 
acres of improved agricultural lands. The last serious flood occurred in 1952 and 
caused damages estimated at $1,606,000 at then prevailing prices. With recur- 
rence of that flood under current conditions of development and prices, these 
damages would amount to about $2,500,000, of which $2,290,000 would be pre- 
vented by completion of the reservoirs and channel improvements; $390,000 of 
such prevention would be creditable to the channel improvement 

Von-Federal costs —The initial investment required of local interests toward 
construction of the authorized project is estimated at $187,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands 


- I a cca ly at a eg an ne ae a $44, 000 
BOlOCKLIONS§ —. acccn ce ee Ee eee a P eee se: _ 53, 000 
Removal of existing diversion dams tial earth acerca wie ate : 22, OOO 
Roads a a a ahh A a AS a ia oe i eae ae oe _ a 18, OOO 

reba tee oe ee ee PM eg ae a re 137, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after com- 

pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $27,000. 

Status of local cooperation.-No request has been made of local interests for 


formal assurances; however, the county commissioners of Morgan and Weber 
Counties, representing local interests, have indicated informally their willingness 
to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$728,000 is an increase of $208,000 over the latest estimate ($520,000, January 
1956 base) submitted to Congress. An increase of $86,000 is due to higher price 
levels on construction features. Inclusion of the cost of preauthorization studies 
resulted in an increase of $40,006. Inclusion of the required contribution to the 
retirement fund, salary increases since the previous estimate submitted to Con- 
gress, and a reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision 
ind administration resulted in an increase of $82,000. 


Mr. Cannon. This is another new planning start. What is the 
hature of it? 

General MacDoNNe.u. This is a levee and channel project which 
extends 26 miles upstream from Ogden, Utah, for flood protection of 
an area of 21,300 acres with lands and improvement valued at about 
S77 million, sir, in which 22,000 people reside or work. This project 
supplements upstream reservoirs which were built by the Bureau of 
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Reclamation and in the event of a repetition of the 1952 flood, the 


project would prevent about $2,290,000 in damage. 


The Federal cost is $728,000 and the benefit-cost ratio is 1 


(C‘ONSTRUCTION 
TRUCKEE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 
Mr. Cannon. Construction of Truckee River 
$154.000. 


Insert pages 8 through 12. 
The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


LocaL PrRoTectTION ProsgectTs (FLOOD CONTRO! 


TRUCKEE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA AND 


(CONTINUING 


NEVADA 


i 


) 
AND NEVADA 
and tributaries, 


Location.—On Truckee River between Tahoe City, Calif., and Pyramid Lake, 


Nev 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio 5 to 1. 

Summarized financial data 
An 

Estimated Federal cost : $1 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution 

Other costs 
lotal estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 
Ralance to complete after fiscal year 1961 

Includes permanent transfer to project of $41,000. 

PHYSICAL DATA 
Bridge modification: 1. 
Channel improvement ; 
Lake Tahoe outlet, 3,200 feet. 
Truckee Meadows, 7.5 miles. 
Intermittent channel clearing: Where required. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Bridges ‘ ; reel 
Channels_- 


Pntire project 


Not started. 


200, OOK 
294, O00) 
( 
224, OK 
$24. OK 
224, 000 
77. 000 
SOL, O00 
54, 000 
245. O00 
Pe t 


14 
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Accumulated 


recent of 


estimated 


Federal cost 


mpletion 
hedule 


ptember 
1960 
ember 
1961 
Do 


\\ 
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Lake, 
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pral cost 


mpletion 
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yitember 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project will provide partial protection for about 3,000 residents along the 
shore of Lake Tahoe and for about 2,000 acres of agricultural lands along Truckes 
River. It is designed to fit into a basin plan for flood control and allied purposes 
which include the Washoe reclamation project of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamatior 
The Truckee Meadows feature of the improvement will greatly reduce the fre- 
quency and duration of flooding in a large agricultural area in the Truckee 
Meadows, as well as improving drainage and sanitary conditions in the outskirts 
of Reno and Sparks. This unit would have prevented about $200,000 of the 
$268,000 damage experienced in the Truckee Meadows during the December 
1955 flood. <A recurrence of this flood, under present conditions of development 
in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at $296,000, of which $221,000 
would be preventable by the project. The Lake Tahoe feature will permit 
more rapid releases from the lake during floods, thus alleviating damages to 
lakeshore property. The lakeshore property was not affected by the 1955 flood 
but studies show that if the maximum flood conditions of record on the lak« 
were to recur after construction of the Lake Tahoe feature, flood 


damages of 


about $1,200,000 would be prevented. Average annual benefits are estimated at 
$111,500 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $154,000 will be applied to 
Initinte and complete modification of U.S. Forest Service bridge S4, 000 
Continue intermittent channel improvements 75, OOO 
Complete channel improvements below Lake Tahoe outlet 10, OOO 
Engineering and design 20, OOO 
Supervision and administration 15, 000 
Total 154. 000 
With appropriation of $154,000 in fiseal vear 1961 the channel enlargeme) 
wlow Lake Tahoe would be completed, requirements for intermittent channe 
improvements would be determined, and construction would be initiated on thos 


termittent improvements. 
Von-Federal costs The initial investment required of local interests in constr 
of the authorized project is estimated at $224,000 broken down as follows 


Lands S79. OOO 
Relocations of roads and irrigation facilities; utility revisions; etc 92, OOO 
Debris removal facilities (Derby Dam 93, OOO 
Total 224. O00 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
operation, and replacements will total $22,400. 
Status of local cooperation.—The State of California enacted legislation, approved 


April 22, 1958, authorizing the California Department of Water Resources t 


if 
provide the required assurances and to otherwise fulfill the local cooperation 


requirements for the California portion of the project. Legislation enacted it 
Mareh 1959 by the State of Nevada authorized the director of natural re 


the State to comply with the local cooperation requirements for the Nevada 


sources of 
por 
tion of the project. The Nevada legislation was enacted 21 days after its intro 
duction in the legislature, evidencing the local interests desire for early completion 
of the project. Assurances were accepted for the Nevada portion on April 6, 1959 
and for the California portion on April 21, 1959. The State of Nevada has fur- 
nished the rights-of-way required for the channel improvement in Truckee 
Meadows. Rights-of-way for the intermittent channel work in Nevada are 
scheduled to be furnished by July 1, 1960. Rights-of-way required from the 
State of California for the channel improvement work below the Lake Tahoe 
outlet are expected to be furnished by February 1, 1960 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
31,200,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. The cost 
of preauthorization studies previously reported was in error and has been corrected 
to show a cost of $50,000 in lieu of $138,000. This decrease was offset by 


Inere; 


al 
ise of $44,000 based on the award of the initial construction contract and 
repricing of the balance of the channel work, and an increase of $44,000 based o1 
4 reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design 








> 


Summary construction program (PB 





1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


B to 
I I ‘ cost I ) Current fis I lee S¢ ( plete 
est te June 30, 1959 ¢ vear 1960 ear 1] er fiscal 
ve 196] 
2 3 { 
Bridges, U.S. Forest $4, 000 $4. 000 2 
Channels. 913, 000 $610, 000 115. 000 $188, 00K 
Preauthorization studies ° 50, 000 $50, 000 : 
Engineering and design : 101, 000 60, 300 20, 000 20, 000 700) 
Supervision and administration 132, 000 3, OOO 07, 700 15, OOO 56, 300 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only ‘ 1, 200, 000 113, 300 687, 700 154, 000 245, 000 
Undistributed costs ° couse 
otal project cost Fed- 
eral funds only 1, 200, 000 113, 300 687, 700 154, 000 245, 000 
Pending adjustments ss ( 
- ( 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 1, 200, 000 113, 300 687, 700 154, 000 245, OK 
Undelivered orders | 
Yotal obligations 113, 300 687, 700 154, 000 245, (0 
METHOD OF FINANCING ~ 
Federal funds 
Appropriations 224, 000 577. 000 a 
Unobligated carryov 
prior year ). TOO 
Total funds iVailal est 
for obligation 687, 700 i 
Appropriations required 1 (MM 245,00 | ste 
' 
a ol WI 
, 


Includes permanent transfer of $41,000 to project. 


COLORADO BASIN 


WITNESS e 


BRIG. GEN. R, F. MacDONNELL, CHIEF, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 
P} 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 





Mr. Cannon. We will take up the ¢ 


investigations,’’ $152,300. 
Insert page 3, if vou will. 
(The page referred to is as follows: 


‘olorado Basin now. ‘General 


i 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


1, SURVEYS 
Va sgation st idies 


Flood control studies 
The amount of $152,300 is requested for prosecution of six studies during fiseal 
year 1961. This amount will permit completion of two reports and progress on 
four others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocation Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior to illocation, complete after 

Federal fiscal year fiscal vear iscal year 

cost 1961 1961 1961 
4 i 

(tila River-New River and Phoenix, Ariz $250, 000 $53, 900 $72, 500 $123, 600 
Little Colorado River, Winslow, Ariz 55, 000 15, 800 1 200 0 
Santa Rosa Wash, Ariz_-. ot 66, OOO 29, 500 20, OOO 16, 500 
California: Whitewater River, Calif 320, 000 269, 900 20). 000 30, 100 
( wado: Dolores River, Colo 60, 000 39, 400 20, 600 0 
New Mexico: Animas River, Colo. and N. Mex 90, OOO 24, 400 10, 000 55, 600 
tal : hes 841, 000 462, 900 152, 300 225, 800 
Grand Total 4 . 841, 000 402, OOO 152, 304 225, 800 


GILA RIVER-NEW RIVER AND PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mir. CANNON. Last vear the Gila River-New River study was 
estimated to cost $77,000. Now vou go in the other direction.  In- 
stead of reducing it, vou increase It to one-quarter of a million dollars. 
what is the oceaston for that? 

General MacDoNnNeE LL. It is now a combined study, Mr. Chairman. 

\lr. CANNON. It embraces a wider area? 

General MacDoNNELL. Yes, sir; it now includes a study of the 
entire municipal area of Phoenix, and that is going to be a complicated 
and rather e xpe nsive re port. 

Mr. Cannon. Does it include Phoenix or the area adjacent to 
Phoenix? 

General MacDONNELL. Phoenix itself, sir 


LITTLE COLORADO RIVER, ARIZ. 


Mr. Cannon. The Little Colorado River study was estimated to be 
completed this vear, but I see vou are following the tendency we 
discussed a while ago where you never seem to really complete anything 
on schedule. I see vou are still rong ahead on this. 

General MacDoNnNELL. Sir, after the time this corresponding 
sheet was provided to vou last year, between then and the end of the 
fiscal year, we transferred funds from this study and from some others 
and we completed three studies, the Las Vegas Wash study and two 
studies on the Gila. 

\Ir. CAnNon. You are continually telling us, and especially you are 
telling those people who come in here and want money, that vou could 
use more funds if vou just had them available. People come here 
and say thev could make gTeal progress if they had more funds. 
Sometime you don’t complete the projects with funds you aready 
have. 

It is difficult to understand why you are always ready to say if vou 
had more money you could go ahead on this, that, and the other 
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project when you are not completing projects that lvoul told] us} vou 
were going to complete the current vear. 

General MacDonne ui. The effect, sir was that instead of complet- 
ing this study some of the money from it went toward the completion 
of three other studies, two on the Gila and Las Vegas Wash. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
ALAMO RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 


Mr. Cannon. “Advance engineering and design, Alamo Keser- 
voir.’’ $175.000. 
Insert pages 5 and 6. 
The pages referred to are as follows: 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, RESERVOIR FLooD CONTROL 


ALAMO RESERVOIR, ARIZ 


CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description This project is approximately 70 miles southeast of 
Kingman, Ariz., in a narrow gorge at river mile 38 on the Bill Williams River 
\riz., a tributary of the Colorado River. The plan of improvement provides 
for a flood-eontrol dam and reservoir which can later be modified to meet the 
re juirements of flood control, water conservation and power dey pment 

luthorization 1944 Flood Control Act 

Renefit-cost 1170 1.3 to | 

Si) arized finan la 

timated Federal cost S10, SOU, O00 

estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contributions () 
Other costs 0) 

Total estimated project cost 10. 800. 006 

Preconstruction planning estimate 625, O00 

\ppropriations to June 30, 1960 350. O00 

| nning allocation for fiseal vear 1961 175, OOO 

Balince to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal vear 1961 100, O00 


JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of the project will provide one of the improvements proposed 
inder the water treaty with Mexico and is recommended by the Bureau of Recla- 
ination in conjunetion with regulation of Parker Dam and development along 
the lower Colorado River. The need for flood storage on the Bill Williams 
River for flood control of the lower Colorado River below Parker Dam. is also 
recognized by the International Boundary and Water Commission. The Bureau 
assumed early construction of this project in its levee construction program near 
Yuma, Ariz. (population 15,000). Large flood-control benefits weuld result 
through prevention of overflow and prevention of damages to lands, improve- 
ments, levees, and extensive irrigation works in the agricultural urban areas along 


the lower Colorado River. Projection of the 1927 storm discharge against known 
flood plain conditions shows that damages amounting to $1,700,000 would be 
prevented by construction of this project Average annual benefits are estimated 


at $594,000, all flood control 
Von-Federal cost. None. 


Status of local cooperation.— Mojave and Yuma Counties are the legally responsi- 
ble agencies under section 45-2323, Arizona, Revised Statutes of 1956. By 


letter dated March 12, 1941, the Governor stated that the State of Arizona would 
assume responsibility for local cooperation, but reaffirmation has not been re- 
quested as yet in conjunction with current planning studies 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,800,000 is an increase of $1,040,009 over the latest estimate ($9,760,000 
submitted to Congress. Of this increase $476,000 is due to higher price levels, 
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$262,000 for recreation facilities not previously included and the remaining 
$302,000 is due to more detailed oT . gations, design reanalysis and 2 reanaly 
of requirements for supervision and administration. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Apparently there has been no discussion about local cooperation on 
this project since 1941. 

No local costs are shown. What is the cooperation required and 
what evidence of interest have you had from the local people on this 
project? 

General \I \CDONNELL. The expressions of sa fe that we have, 


have been through Members of Congress, sir. I do not have direct 
knowledge of what expressions of interest they may have received. 
Mir. Cannon. How do you account for that? If they are interested, 


why haven't they made it known? I note here in the justification 
that by letter dated March 12, 1941, the Governor of that State 
stated that the State of Arizona would assume responsibility for local 
cooperation. He stated that the State would assume responsibility 
‘or local cooperation but reaffirmation has not been requeste “Las vel 
in conjunction with the current planning studies. 

Why not follow that up and see that it is done? 

General MacDonne te. | believe, sir, that the local interests, 
including the Governor's office, feel that they have given their assur- 
ances and also that they will still stand behind them. The Federal 
Government put money into the project for a while and then no 
appropriations were made for several vears. I think they consider 
that the assurances they have already given are 

Mr. Cannon. You just told us just 1 minute ago, General, that 
vou had no evidence of local interest. 

General MacDonNeELL. We haven't had any expressions of interest 
inthe immediate prosecution of the project, sir. What has been given 
to the Members of Congress, [| do not know, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad if you would in this case, and in all 
cases, earnestly prosecute that phase of it and see that the loeal 
sponsors, Who are getting the benefits of it, contribute proportionally 
to the cost. 


TUCSON DIVERSION CHANNEL, ARIZONA 


Mir. Cannon. “Tueson diversion channel,”’ $90,000. 
Insert pages 8 and 9. 
The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Dekrs1Gn, LOCAL PrRoTEcTION PROJECTS 
FLoop CONTROL 
Tucson Diversion CHANNEL, ARIZONA 


RESUMPTION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description This project is located on the outskirts of ‘Tueson, 
Ariz., and is tributary to Santa Cruz River (Gila River Basin The plan of 
improvement provides a levee and channel which intercepts the flows of Tucson 


Arroyo, Railroad Wash and Julian Wash, and diverts them around the city of 
Tueson to Santa Cruz River. 

Authorization 1948 Flood Control Act. 

Renefit-cost arlio 2 6H to i 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost : $4, 740, 000 
estimated non-Federal cost 2, 590, 000 

Cash contribution “ 0 

Other costs 2, 590, 000 
Total estimated project cost 7, 330, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate : 350, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 ! 111, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 90, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal year 1961 149, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection to a major portion of the cities of Tueson 
and South Tueson and surrounding developed urban areas including U.S. High- 
ways Nos. 80-89, Southern Pacifie Railroad mainline, Southerr Pacific Railroad 
Nogales branch, U.S. veterans hospital, various industrial plants and essential 


utilities. Tucson (population 240,000) the second largest city in Arizona, has 
undergone extensive growth since 1950, and all forecasts indicate that the growth 
will continue The population of the Tucson urban area has nearly tripled since 


1950. Large benefits would accrue to more than 3,300 acres of residential, busi- 
ness, and industrial lands; and benefits would increase in future years because of 
continued extensive development in the area. Flood history prior to 1940 has 
not been reliably documented, but measurable damages (about $680,000) resulted 


from five storms since that time. The latest flood (1953) produced estimated 
damages amounting to $200,000. A recurrence of that flood, under present con- 
ditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at 
$570,000, all of which would be preventable with the project. Average future 


tangible benefits, consisting of flood damages prevented, are estimated at 
$728,000 annually. 

Non-Federal costs —The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is as follows: 


Lands and damages____ ie E . _. $500, 000 
telocations: 

Longs... Ben Be et : erie aes ; . 670, 000 
Utilities esis - coe ; : ; 10, 000 


Expenditures to date__- AE ae gs to es ze STA 1, 380, 000 


Total....- ; 2. 590, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation will total $10,000. 

In addition, local interests have already spent $1,380,000 for diversion channel 
right-of-way and local interest construction. 

Status of local cooperation.—Pima County, the city of Tucson, and the town of 
South Tucson passed a joint resolution at the time of the survey report to meet 
requirements. Pima County, the legally responsible agency, adopted a resolution 
April 8, 1958, to meet the required local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,740,000 is an increase of $1,977,000 over the latest estimate ($2,763,000, 
July 1952 base) submitted to Congress; $551,000 of this increase is due to higher 
price levels and $40,000 is due to the inclusion of preauthorization studies. The 
remaining $1,386,000 is due to a review of the survey report to reflect project 
requirements under current conditions and a reanalysis of ‘‘Engineering and 
design” and ‘‘Supervision and administration’’ costs. 


Mr. Cannon. This is the resumption of planning. It is not a new 
plan, but a resumption of planning. 

Why is it important? And why is it worth while to resume at this 
time? 

General MacDonne tt. Sir, the planning on this project was 
stopped in 1953 because I think the local people felt that they had to 
have something quicker than they could get it through the normal 
Federal procedures. 
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LOCAL PLAN 


Mr. Cannon. What plan did they follow that would accelerate it? 

General MacDonne.i. They put up their own money, sir, and 
built a project which encompassed a part of the Federal project that 
was envisaged. That operated for the time being. This cost them 
$1,380,000, which they did on their own. They did not realize this 
was inadequate. 

Mr. Cannon. Why don’t they go ahead and continue that program 
to take care of themselves and stand on their own feet? 

General MacDOoNNELL. Sir, that is quite a project. | think they 
feel that they have done more than most communities would do al- 
ready in trying to protect themselves. They know that they don’t 
have enough to protect themselves. Their city is growing. 

Mr. Cannon. But they are protecting themselves. That is why 
we discontinued. 

General MacDoNnNELL. No, sir. The project that they built 
helped them but it does not provide them the protection that they 
ought to have. They realize that now and they have come back to 
the original project. 

A large part of what they did build would be incorporated in the 
Federal project that is envisaged. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, COLORADO BASIN 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and maintenance, $61,500. 
Insert page 11. 
(The page referred to is as follows:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiscat YEAR 1961 


1. NAVIGATION 
None. 
2. FLOOD CONTROL 

a) Reservoirs 

The budget estimate of $61,500 for the operation and maintenance of four 
flood control reservoirs and scheduling of flood control reservoir operations at 
operating and scheduled Bureau of Reclamation projects in the basin provides 
the minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. This estimate 
includes requirements for two projects which will be placed in operation during 
budget year 1961. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually 
is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities: labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
project. 
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MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
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Mr. Cannon. We will, this afternoon, take up the Arkansas, Red, 
and White Rivers. 
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TuHurspay, Fepruary 18, 1960. 
ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED BASIN 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM WHIPPLE, DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTHWEST- 
ERN DIVISION 

MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY DIVISION 

CHARLES A. LONG, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 
SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION 

JOHN J. WALKER, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, SOUTH- 
WESTERN DIVISION 

MARSHALL E. BUSH, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up ‘General investigations” in the 
Arkansas-White-Red Basin for which $300,200 is requested. We will 
insert pages 3 and 4 in the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaAL YEAR 1961 


1. SURVEYS 
(a) Navigation studies 


The amount of $50,000 is requested for continuation of one study during 
fiscal year 1961. 


Total Allocation Tentative \dditional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, | ‘omplete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 


Arkansas and Red Rivers to Oklahoma City, ee eonene . 
$500, 000 | $50,000 | $50, 000 $400, 000 


| 


Total 500, 000 50, 000 | 50, 000 | 400, 000 


(b) Flood control studies 

The amount of $250,200 is requested for prosecution of 11 studies during fiscal 
vear 1961. This amount will permit completion of six reports and progress on 
five others. Tentative allocations bv studies follow: 





Total Allocation Tentative Additional to 
| estimated prior to allocation, |complete after 
| Federal | fiscal year fiscal year fiseal year 

| cost | 1961 1961 


| 
| 
| 
1 
| 
| 


Arkansas: | 
Bayou Bartholomew 000 $21, 400 | 
Hardin Drain-Pine Bluff......-.-.....-----| 000 | 0 | 
Petit Jean River | 23, 700 700 | 

Kansas ] | | 
Cow Creek, Hutehinson_ --- | 3, 000 19, 500 
Verdigris River, Kans. anc ae 1, 000 55, 500 

Louisiana: Bodcau-Red Chute-Loggy-.- ee 5, 000 35, 400 


Oklahoma: | 
vell Reservoir... ai ay a 75, 000 19, 890 35. 200 
Kaw Reservoir site, Arkansas Rive 100, 000 | 20,500 10, | 69, 500 
Oklahoma City Floodway 410, 000 5, 800 | 24. 200 
Shidler Reservoir site, Salt Creek__.______-| $5, 000 11,000 | 24, 000 
Texas: Sanders-Big Pine-Collier Creek __- Sous 90, 000 52. 100 30. 000 7 GOO 
00 j00 250, 204 160, 800 


a, é etl,a 


, 152, 291, 700 3 0 560, 800 
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ARKANSAS AND RED RIVERS TO OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 














Mr. Cannon. The Arkansas and the Red Rivers navigation study 
was not budgeted last vear. 

General Wuirrte. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. There must be some reason for that. What is there 
about it that is different from all the other studies we have underway 
on the Arkansas and Red Rivers? 

General Wuippie. It is a very complicated study, Mr. Chairman, 
Last year we were in the stages of a preliminary scope investigation 
for which ample money had been provided. ‘Therefore, we had 
enough funds to continue the investigation without requesting further, 

This year the preliminary phases have been completed and we are 
requesting additional funds to start the more intensive survey phases 
of the investigation. 

Mr. Cannon. We worked for a while on the Red River project and 
then definitely abandoned it. As I understand it, that is now in the 
past and cannot be resuscitated. 

Is there any connection between that and this ee 

General Wuipp.e. As far as relationship is concerned, those are 
entirely separate. One would have no influence on the caer 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently the proposal here is for water supply. 

General Wuippie. This is an investigation which was designed to 
ecb ia the possibility of water supply, bringing water supplies from 

‘astern Oklahoma toward western Oklahoma and combining this with 
canna navigation features. 

Mr. Cannon. The proposition is to bring water in for navigational 
purposes or for other uses? 

General Wuiprie. To bring it in primarily for other uses, sir. 





POLLUTION SURVEY, ARKANSAS AND RED RIVERS 

Mr. Cannon. What relation has this project to the work done by 
the health officers under the HEW aegis? 

General WuirpLe. There are two different investigations, sir, in 
which the Public Health Service is engaged covering this part of 
Oklahoma. 

The first one which I believe you are thinking of is the pollution 
control survey for the Arkansas and Red Rivers, for which they 
have a budgeted amount and have been quite active, and in which we 
have been assisting them. 

Mr. Cannon. That is under HEW? 

General Wuipp.e. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. You have no connection with that work, and there 
is no relation between that work and your proposal here? 

General WuippLte. We do have a certain relationship with that 
work but there is no relationship between that and this work we are 
conducting here. 

Mr. Cannon. This is not a proposal in the nature of resuscitating 
the Red River Waterway project? 

General Wuirpie. No, sir. 

General Carter. People in Louisiana voted against local coopera- 
tion provided for in the law. 
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SURVEYS IN ARKANSAS 










fr. Cannon. None of the flood control projects in Arkansas were 
budgeted last year. Why are your new proposals necessary or 
advisable? 

General Carrer. These studies in Arkansas had no funds budgeted 
last year because there was no requirement for the funds. 

The Bayou Bartholemew study was in accordance with a resolution 
adopted in 1959. The Hardin drain study is in response to resolution 
adopted by the House Public Works Committee on the 3d of June 
1959, so these studies were not required at that time, so there are no 
funds asked for. 

This is the first vear we have had— 













VERDIGRIS RIVER, KANS. AND OKLA. 







Mr. Cannon. The Verdigris River estimated for completion last 
year was $56,000. Now you are asking for more money for 1961. 
Although it was completed for $56,000 last year you now ask for 
$101,000 on it. 

Why, when we provide money to complete these projects, are they 
not completed and why are they brought back the next year with a 
request for still more money? 

General Wuiprie. Local people have asked us to study a new 
reservoir in connection with this on the Sandy Creek watershed. 

Mir. Cannon. Is it not so related that it could all have been 
handled at one time? 

General WuiprLe. It couid have been, sir, if we had felt that was 
one of the potentialities on oe h attention was required to be nls aced. 
The Verdigris watershed is a large one and we had not previously 
considered it would be cocaine an to make a survey of this point. 

lr. Cannon. What has prevailed on you to change your mind? 

General WuippLe. We feel that when a new possibility arises in 
the course of investigation, the committee would rather have us 
include it and make a survey complete. 

We admit that we should have foreseen the possibility of this 
arising, but we did not. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further inquiries on this proposition? 
































FLOOD DAMAGES 





Mr. Pitution. Would it be helpful to include in the record a listing 
of the flood damages in these various projects you are about to study, 
for example, a total of the flood damages over the last 10 years? 

You would have those records, would you not? 

General WuippLe. We have approximate costs in some cases. In 
the Verdigris Valley, for example, about which we have been talking, 
we have many records of flood damages. We do not have the infor- 
mation broken down in all cases, however. The purpose of these 
surveys themselves is to make, among other things, a complete evalua- 
tion of those damages. Any tabulation we gave you at this time 
would be tentative and, pending completion of the survey, it would 
be incomplete, and it might be inaccurate. 

Mr. Pituion. I will withdraw the request, then. 








ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


™ Mr. Cannon. “Advance engineering and design,’’ Arkansas River 
and tributaries, $381,000 to complete. I believe that means you 
will not be back next year asking for more money for the same purpose, 
We will insert pages 6 and 7. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCED ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—GENERAL STUDIES 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and descriplion.—The authorized project provides for the improvement 
of the Arkansas River and its tributaries by the construction of dams and channels 
to serve navigation, afford additional flood control, produce hy@¢roelectric power, 
and provide related benefits, such as recreation and wildlife propagation. The 
navigation project consists of a 9-foot navigation channel up the Arkansas River 
from its confluence with the Mississippi River to the mouth of the Verdigris 
River in Oklahoma, a distance of 460 miles, and thence up the Verdigris 52 miles 
to the town of Catoosa, Okla., 12 miles from Tulsa 

Authorization.—1950 and prior rivers and harbors and flood control acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 

Summarized financiai data! 


Se NRIINL, ORIN DUO oo oe a a ae necas eww eenenw ens $3, 358, 000 
Appropriations to June 39, 1960____.--------- cise eee win 2, 977, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 19651_____-_- : are ee ae 381, 000 
Balance to complete general studies after fiscal year 1961_._.___-_-- 0 


1 Data are for general studies only. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Arkansas River multiple-purpose project was conceived and authorized 
as an overall plan made up of a group of interrelated and coordinated elements 
consisting of reservoirs, multiple-purpose structures, navigation structures, and 
bank-stabilization works, all designed on an interrelated basis to provide for 
development of optimum benefits. Construction of the project must follow this 
designed plan if full benefits are to be realived. 

Construction of Eufaula, Kevstone, and Oologah Reservoirs in eastern Okla- 
homa is underway, as is the construction of the Dardanelle lock and dam project 
in central Arkansas and bank stabilization and channel rectification at specific 
critical localities between the Short Mountain Dam site in Oklahoma, and the 
mouth. Initiation of construction of these units of the comprehensive plan has 
accentuated the desirability of a prompt evaluation and solution of the engineering 
problems which are of general applicability to these projects and to the remaining 
units of the comprehensive plan. 

The funds requested will complete the general studies program. These studies 
have the general objective of producing an engineeringly sound overall project 
vielding maximum possible benefits in all of its phases. Several of the phases 
of planning underway are basic to the development of the navigation and power 
facilities, the benefits from which are a major portion of the total project benefits. 
Early completion of phases of the overall planning program which involve naviga- 
tion and power facilities is therefore highly Cesirable, so that the construction of 
these facilities will be ready to proceed and the benefits attributable thereto 
realized as early as practicable. 

Compcrison of Federal estimates—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 
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NORTH BANK CANAL ROUTE 


Mr. Cannon. You advised officially by letter on November 
13, 1959, that the navigation channel below Pine Bluff would be built 
along the river channel instead of via a canal route north of the river 
channel even though the canal would cost $15 million less than the 
river route. 

Please let us know something about that. 

General Carrer. We have studied those two routes below Pine 
Bluff very carefully. One was the north bank canal to take off immed- 
iately below Pine Bluff and come into the White River and then into 
the Mississippi. 

Then we examined the channel of the Arkansas River itself to deter- 
mine which would be the better. 

The local people, due to the large right-of-way requirements, were 
violently opposed to the north bank canal route. There was a ques- 
tion of leakage from the canal and caving in of the banks, whether we 
wou!d have to pay them. Also the fact is that the north bank canal 
route would remove the navigation channel from the existing locality 
which would be served. As a result of all of those studies the Chief 
of Engineers made the decision that we would continue the project, 
the navigation project, in the river route down as far as Arkansas Post 
and then go out of the river and into the Mississippi. 

Mr. Cannon. As I recall it, General, you favored the canal route 
last year, speaking for the corps? 

General Carrer. It was at that time that we were in the middle of 
making these studies. The cost differential was greatly in favor of 
the north bank canal route. 

Further studies indicated that we would have to line the canal, dig 
it wider, and the right-of-way requirements would be such that it 
would be extremely difficult ever to get it done. 

Mr. Cannon. Would this alternative rise again to plague us from 
year to year, the choice between the river route and the canal route? 

Generali Carrer. As far as I am concerned and as far as the corps 
is concerned, sir, the decision has been made. I do not believe it will 
rise again. 

Mr. Cannon. We can consider that decision is final? 

General Carrer. Yes. We are proceeding with all our plans for 
the lock and dam locations, and so forth, in the river. Local people 
are satisfied and we are convinced we can build the project, and as we 
study it further we will try to make that cost in the river even lower. 
I think I can answer your question that it should not rise to plague 
us again. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. You have chosen the most expensive route. It will 
cost you $15 million more according to this estimate to start with. 
Is that true? 

General Carrer. That is true. 

Mr, Cannon. What advantage do you secure by adopting the river 
route over the canal route? 

General Carrer. We accomplish two advantages. First, we do 
hot cut so many farms and localities in half by digging a wide canal 
right through the middle of the local people’s land. 
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Second, and more important, we follow the river itself and the 
navigation will be going up and down the river where the south bank, 
which is the more populous bank, will be served by the navigation 
tows that go by. In other words, industries can be located there, 
and many now are there, which can use the river which they would 
not be able to use if the north bank route were adopted. 


MAINTENANCE 




















Mr. Cannon. You say it is more important. What about main- 
tenance from year to year? Which would have been the more eco- 
nomical from that point of view? Would the canal have been as 
economical? 

General Carter. Maintenance problems in the river would be no 
greater than in the canal. As a matter of fact, as years go by we 
believe they will be much less. 

Mr. Cannon. I admit this is a rather futile question to ask of the 

Corps of Engineers, but would you say that all the money we have 
already spent there has been well spent? 

General Carter. | would say all I know about has been well spent, 
yes, sir. In fact, we have not spent enough. We had $600,000 of 
damage there last year due to floods on some of our dikes and revet- 
ment where if we had spent more money to do a more complete job 
earlier we would not have had that much damage. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you propose now in the plan before you, and for 
which we are asked to provide money, to obviate that damage? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. We be ie ‘ve as we complete this project 
that the damage to the project works themselves will be much less 











GILLHAM RESERVOIR, ARKANSAS 






Mr. Cannon. “Gillham Reservoir,” $100,000. 
Insert pages 9 and 10. 
(The pages referred to follow: 









ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DkEsiGn, FLoop CONTROL 













GILLHAM RESERVOIR, ARK. 






(CONTINUATION 





OF PLANNING) 
















Location and description—Located on the Cossatot River, a tributary of the 
Little River, approximately 5 miles northeast of Gillham, Ark. The plan of 
improvement provides for construction of an earth- and rock-fill dam with an 
uncontrolled spillway, together with the necessary alterations to existing highways 
and other facilities. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefil-cost ratio.— 1.3 tol. 









Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost ” 1 $10, 100, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ; rare (4) 


Total estimated project costs ae ae ‘ Be 10, 100, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate _- - = E 260, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_- ‘ 2 84, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961___~- 100, 000 
Balance to ——— te preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

1961_ od SSS ess Sere eee 76, 000 


1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 
storage, over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimburse ment 
required has not been determined. 

2 Includes $5,700 preauthorization studies costs. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit in the seven-reservoir system for flood protection, water 
supply, and other allied uses in the Little River Basin, and will provide needed 
flood protection in the Red River Valley below Denison Dam. Gillham Reservoir 
would provide a high degree of flood protection to 17,000 acres of land on the 
Cossatot River between the dam and the upper limits of Millwood Reservoir, and, 
as a unit in the comprehensive system of flood control projects in the Red River 
Basin below Denison Dam, would assist in providing flood protection to 30,000 
acres and 763,000 acres of land along the main stem of Little River and Red River, 
respectively. In addition to providing flood control benefits, this project would 
provide water supply, which is considered to be particularly desirable due to the 
excellent quality of the water. The recently experienced drought years, and the 
population and industrial growth trends have emphasized the need for additional 
water supply storage. The needs for water supply from this project remain to 
be established by studies planned to be conducted as part of preconstruction 
planning during fiscal year 1960. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the costs allocated to water supply storage, over a period not to 
exceed 50 vears after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement required 
has not been determined. 

Status of local cooperation.—To date, there has been no specific request for water 
supply storage in the project. During preconstruction planning local interests 
will be contacted regarding the local cooperation required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 












TRINIDAD DAM AND RESERVOIR, COLO. 





Mr. Cannon. “Trinidad Dam and Reservoir,’”’ $185,000. Insert 
pages 12 and 13. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 














ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS) 











TrinipaAap Dam aNp RESERVOIR, PURGATOIRE RIVER, COLo. 


(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 






Location and description.—The damsite is to be located on the Purgatoire River, 
about 4 miles above Trinidad, Colo. The plan of improvement provides for an 
earthfill dam, with an uncontrolled spillway, together with necessary highway, 
railroad, cemetery, and utility relocations. The reservoir will be operated for 
flood control and irrigation purposes. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Bene fit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 

















Summarized financial data 















Estimated Federal cost _ - - ; sila dase araate ue ; 1 $20, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ae 460, 000 
Cash contributions ; 2how wes : 460, 000 
Other costs see te aie ; 0 
Total estimated project cost ie ail aca hae 5 20, 860, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate _- eras Stee 725, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 eae - te es ® 168, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 _- 185, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 
POS oh ee ewer te atte ene ore e ag eras 372, 000 


‘Includes the cost of irrigation storage, presently estimated at $10,640,000, required to be reimbursed 
by local interests in accordance with Federal reclamation law. 
? Includes $95,000 preauthorization study costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 
There is a serious longstanding flood problem on the Purgatoire River at Trini- 


dad, Colo., and in the agricultural area in the vicinity. The central business, 
commercial, and industrial areas of Trinidad, which have frequently suffered seri- 





390 


ous flood damages, are more vulnerable than ever to recurrent flood damages 
because of the deterioration of a floodway constructed by local interests years 
ago. Service on vital transcontinental rail lines is also subject to disruption dur- 
ing floods, and important rural areas are damaged by inundation, scour, and 
deposition of sediment. The construction of Trinidad Dam would provide the 
much-needed flood protection for Trinidad and the adjacent areas. The most 
recent major flood occurred in May 1955, causing damages estimated at $1,885,000 
on the main stem of the Purgatoire River, of which approximately $1,200,000 
occurred in the city of Trinidad. A recurrence of this flood under present condi- 
tions of development would cause damages estimated at $2,080,000, of which 
$1,976,000 would be prevented by the provect. 

As reported by the Bureau of Reclamation, the waters of the Purgatoire River 
in southeastern Colorado are inadequately regulated for the most beneficial use 
for irrigation, and the economy of the Purgatoire River Valley is impaired due to 
water shortages. The Trinidad Reservoir project will accomplish a regulated 
and supplemental water supply for presently irrigated land below the reservoir 
site. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost to local interests is as follows: 

(a) A cash contribution toward the cost of construction amounting to 4.5 per- 
cent of that portion of the first cost allocated to flood control, presently estimated 
at $460,000. 

(b) Repayment of the first cost allocated to irrigation, established as 51 per- 
cent of the total project cost, presently estimated at $10,640,000—generally in 
accordance with Federal reclamation law procedures, except that repayment of 
the irrigation first cost may extend over a period not to exceed 75 years. 

(c) Contribute annually an amount equal to 54 percent of the cost of opera- 
tion and maintenance presently estimated at $15,700. 

(d) In addition, local interests are required to maintain the channel of the 
Purgatoire River through the city of Trinidad. 

The requirements of local cooperation are also conditioned on the provision that 
the existing authority for the construction of the local protection project at 
Trinidad, Colo., be abrogated at the time of initiation of construction of Trinidad 
Dam and Reservoir project. 


MARION RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. The Marion Reservoir, Kans., $150,000. Insert 
pages 16 and 17. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, FLoop CONTROL 
Marion RESERVOIR, KANs. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—Located in Marion County, Kans., on the Cotton- 
wood River, approximately 46 miles northeast of Wichita, Kans., and 3 miles 
northwest of Marion, Kans. The plan of improvement consists of an earthfil 
dam and concrete spillway, together with necessary alterations to existing highway 
facilities. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 

Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

ara Ng cs olricrins de sits Wisse ne ew swiai es 

Other costs 
Total estimated project costs 
Preconstruction planning estimate 240, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 245, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 150, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961__ 45, 000 

1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 

storage, over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement re 


quired has not been determined. 
2 Includes $21,000 preauthorization studies costs. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project, a unit in the four-reservoir system for the Grand (Neosho) River 
Basin, will be operated in conjunction with John Redmond, Council Grove, and 
Cedar Point Reservoirs in the interest of flood control and low flow regulation for 
supplemental water supply and pollution abatement. The flood plain along the 
Grand (Neosho) River, above Pensacola Reservoir, consists of 4,000 acres of 
urban land and 336,000 acres of very fertile and highly developed agricultural 
lands. About 14,600 persons reside within the flood plain, of which 11,100 reside 
in urban areas. During the June—July 1951 flood, damages estimated at $30 
million were experienced in the river basin. The four-reservoir system will 
prevent an estimated $2,827,900 of average annual damages above Pensacola 
Reservoir. The Marion Reservoir project is an integral unit in the four-reservoir 
system which wiil provide much-needed flood control on the Grand (Neosho) and 
Cottonwood Rivers and mitigate pollution of the major available source of water 
supply for municipal and industrial use. 

Non-Federal costs —Should water supply storage be provided, local interests 
will be required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water 
supply storage over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is 
initiated. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, during preconstruction 
planning the desires of local interests for water supply storage and the water 
supply potentialities of the Marion Reservoir will be investigated in compliance 
with the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,240,000 is an increase of $700,000 over the latest estimate ($7,540,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is based on a reanalysis of requirements, in 
the course of preliminary planning. 


PINE CREEK RESERVOIR, OKLA. 


. ; ; ‘ eee ; 

Mr. Cannon. Pine Creek Reservoir, $150,000. Insert pages 19 
and 20. 

ry. . 

(The pages referred to follow:) 

ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGn, Fitoop ContTROL 
PINE CREEK RESERVOIR, OKLA, 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 

Location and description.—Located in McCurtain and Pushmataha Counties, 
Okla., on Little River, approximately 5 miles northwest of Wright City, Okla. 
The plan of improvement consists of an earth and rock-fill dam with an uncon- 
trolled spillway, torether with necessary alterations to existing highway facilities. 

\uthorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit/cost ratio.—1.038 to 1. 

Summarized financial data 

Estimated Federal cast 5 pies 1 $15, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Feceral cost (1 
Total estimated project costs 15, 400, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 310, 000 
Appropriations to June 3C, 1960 2 87. 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 150, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

Pb ccc: ee ; 73, 000 

! Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 
Storage, over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement 


required has not been determined. 
? Includes $8,700 preauthorization studies casts, 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit in the seven-reservoir system for flood protection, water 
supply, and other allied uses in the Little River Basin, and will provide needed 
flood protection in the Red River Valley below Denison Dam. Pine Creek Res- 
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ervoir would provide a high degree of flood protection to 6,800 acres of land on 
Little River between the dam and the mouth of Glover Creek, and, as a unit in 
the comprehensive system of flood-control projects in the Red River Basin below 
Denison Dam, would assist in providing flood protection to 77,000 and 763,000 
acres of land along the main stem of Little River and Red Rive ‘r, respectively, 
In addition to providing flood control benefits, this project would provide water 
supply, which is considered to be particularly desirable due to the excellent quality 
of the water. The recently experienced drought years, ana the population and 
industrial growth trends have emphasized the need for additional water supply 
storage. The needs for water supply from this project remain to be established 
by studies planned to be conducted as part of preconstruction planning during 
fiscal year 1960. 

Non-Federal costs. —Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Goy- 
ernment for the costs allocated to water supply storage, over a period not to 
exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement required 
has not been determined. 

Status of local cooperation.—The requirements of local cooperation for water 
supply storage in Pine Creek Reservoir and other projects in Oklahoma have 
been discussed with officials of the State of Oklahoma and with representatives 
of cities and — interests in the area concerned. To date, no specific request 
has been made by a potential user for water supply storage in this project. 

Comparison of "Federal cost estimates. No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. This project has a very narrow ratio, a minimum 
benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.03 to 1. 

General Wurppin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the n: ture of that project? 

General Wuipeie. The Pine Creek project is ene of seven projects 
in the Little River system which were authorized as a group for pur- 
poses of flood control on the Little River and tributaries and down- 
stream on the Red, and also for water supply in the surrounding area. 

This project is just entering the planning stages. Its benefit-cost 

ratio here is approximately the same as it was at the time it was 
meni d. Of course, during the planning stage we will review the 
cost and benefit estimates which then will presumably be finalized 
and ready for the approval of the committee. 

Therefore, this benefit-cost ratio is a preliminary figure at this time. 

Mr. Cannon. There is such a narrow margin. In estimating the 
benefit-to-cost ratio have you confined yourselves to flood control and 
navigation or do you include recreation as part of this benefit-to-cost 
ratio? 

General Wutppie. There is no recreation benefit whatsoever in 
this, sir. The benefit is primarily one of flood control and water 
supply. The water supply is actually larger than flood control. 
There is no recreation at all. 


WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Cannon. You also include in that benefit-cost ratio water 


supply? 


General Wurpp.e. Yes, sir; we do. The water supply benefits| 


for the seven-reservoir system are over $4 million annually. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that a contribution by the municipalities? 

General Wuirpue. Yes, sir; it will be paid for by the municipalities 
under the provisions of the Water Supply Act. 


Mr. Cannon. They are cooperating, then, and they will provide 


these funds. 
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I see in the justifications that no specific request has been made by 
potential users for water supply storage in this project. 

General Wuippie. That is correct, sir. This is one of this whole 
series of reservoirs, of which we have five under planning at the present 
time. The Millwood and Broken Bow are the furthest advaneed 
We have specific requests for their water supply storage from interested 
groups. 

In these projects and other projects in which planning is underway 
we have no specific contracts or requests for water. We have gen- 
eral evidences of interest from the States, and we are working with 
the Public Health Service to make a regionwide assessment of the 
water supply requirements to determine more accurately whether this 
water supply will be needed in the immediate future or not. 

At this time we do not have either a definite confirmation of the 
need for the water or a definite request. 

We believe that that need will be there but at this time we do not 
have it confirmed. 

Mr. Cannon. In your plans you do not contemplate providing 
water, either now or later, to any municipality unless that munici- 
pality pays for its water? 

General Wuipp_Le. Unless it takes it from the flow of the stream 
regulated for other purposes. In this type of project, where the 
storage specifically is allocated to water supply, the project will not 
be built unless assurances are forthcoming that the water will be con- 
tracted for and paid for. 

Mr. Cannon. It looks something like a selling project. It looks 
now as if vou were going out and selling this proposition of water 
supply to the various municipalities and soliciting business. Is that 
the situation? 

General WuHippLe. I may assure the chairman we are not, sir. 
ae concerned are extremely interested. We are not selling; we 

being besieged with requests that this water supply be provided. 
ae ,NNON. You are including the water supply benefits in the 
benefit-to-cost ratio? 

General WuHippLe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. According to the specification you do not seem to 
have sold it to ¢ anybody and do not have an applic ation from anyone. 

General Wuipr.e. In every flood control project we are building in 
my entire division, sir, with one exception in Albuquerque, we are 
putting in water supply at this time, and in no case where we have 
gotten ready to build a project with water supply, again with one 
exception where the quality was inferior, have we but found the 
municipalities anxious and willing to contract for that water supply. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact that in your specifications you 
say positively you have no ee would this benefit-to-cost 
ratio be better than 1 to 1 if you eliminated the water supply? 

General WuippLe. No, sir, it would be an extremely low ratio. 

Mr. Cannon. You have to include the water supply benefit to the 
municipality in order to make it workable? 

General Wuiprie. This would be economically infeasible by a 
wide margin without water supply and we would not recommend 
construction. 

Mr. Cannon. Would there be any harm in our delaying this until 
you really have firmed up this demand for water supply? If we go 
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ahead and build this facility, they might take advantage of it, and 
that would be the end of it. Nobody would compensate us and the 
project would be less than 1.1 to 1. Without this water supply 
feature it would be less than 1 to 1, would it not? . 

General Wuirp.e. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Would it be all right if we gave you time to sell the 
water and then have you come in aiter you have firmed up this 
proposition? 

General Wurppte. I am not in a position certainly to say this. 
The committee does not have to ask my consent for such a matter, 
sir. You put me in an embarrassing position. 

Mr. Cannon. You are here asking us and it is not a question of 
our asking your consent. Before we give our consent we would like 
to have something definite on which to base our action. 

General Wuipp.ie. I have no assurances that I can give the chair- 
man other than that I believe by the time this project 1s completed— 
my opinion is—that this water supply will be required. 


AREA PROTECTED 


Mr. Cannon. Even at best this is not attractive. I see in your 
justifications here it would apparently protect only 6,800 acres. 
We would be better off buying the acreage and making a Government 
park of it. 

General Wuippis. As the chairman has pointed out, the water 
supply is actually the larger of the _— in this project. Flood 
control benefits alone would not justify i 

Mr. Cannon. Questions, gentlemen? 

Mr. Evins. I was impressed, General Whipple, with the engineers’ 
chart opposite page 19. Just from looking at that it seems as though 
the reservoir would cover up half of one of the counties and practically 
half of another county. Is that an accurate drawing? 

General WuipprLe. That is a reasonably accurate drawing but it 
would not cover up anything like half of one of the counties. 

Mr. Evins. It certainly would according to this drawing if it is 
drawn to scale and it is accurate. 

General WuirreLe. That county line continues to above the chart 
and to the left of it. The limits of the county are not shown there. 
There is an impression that that is the entire county but it actually 
continues much farther. 

Mr. Evins. Would the town of Ringold be inundated? 

General Wurippie. Yes, sir. Ringold is a very, very tiny com- 
munity. I think I have some information on that. 

Mr. Evins. According to this map it is the biggest town shown here. 

General Wuippue. Yes, sir; but it has a population of Sl and the 
property evaluation is $50,600 for the entire community. 

Mr. Evins. I would say your engineers’ drawing is not accurate, 
then. How much public demand has there been for this particular 
project? 

General Wurrpie. There has been quite a lot of public demand for 
this entire group of projects, sir. 

[ myself went out to one of the very small towns in Oklahoma. 
Senator Kerr was meeting some people on this project, and a little 
more than 1,000 people were assembled in a football stadium to talk 
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about this project and Gillham and Broken Bow projects, both of 
which are also small. 

In spite of the fact they are in a very poor and relatively unpopu- 
lated area of Oklahoma this subject still brought out these people. 

The flood control they provide is more important downstream on 
the Red. Riv er, particularly as far as Shrevesport, than it is in the valley 
itseli. The immediate vicinity of these projects has very wild country. 
It is somewhat like the Ozarks country with inch you are familiar, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The water supply in this area is about the only really good water 
supply that is available to the State of Oklahoma in the long run. 
It is one of the finest water supplies in all of that part of the country. 
There is plenty of rainfall and very pure water from these reservoirs, 
so they do not res ally interfere with anybody. 

As you point out, that is the largest community in the area but its 
total population is only 81. It is a very small group of poor houses. 
The water that is available here 

Mr. Evins. How far distant is the first principal major city that 
might use the water? 

General WuippLe. There is no large city in the immediate vicinity. 
There are a number of smaller towns. 

Mr. Evans. in other words, you ere proposing to put this into a 
“water bank’’ for many years, hoping some day our population will 
need it? 

General Wuippie. The way water supplies and requirements are 
growing in the southwestern region I reaily do not think it will be 
there very many years. 

Mr. Evins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 





LANDS IN RESERVOIR 


Mr. Cannon. How much land do you propose to inundate? 

General WuippLe. I am sorry, sir. I will have to supply it for the 
record. 

Mr. Cannon. Approximately how much? Twenty thousand acres? 

General WuuippLe. No, sir: approximately 10,000 acres in this 
reservoir area 

Mr. Cannon. Even at that rate, then, you would be inundating 
10,000 acres in order to protect 6,000 acres. Could that be a profit- 
able arrangement? 

General Wuippie. The land it is protecting is valuable bottom 
land. It also contributes to flood control in the Red River which is 
not included in these tabulations. 

Mr. Cannon. Whenever you inundate land it is usually the most 
valuable land in the area. 

General WuippLe. Not in this case, sir. These areas are unde- 
veloped and the population development in the area is really quite 
low. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Taser. General, how many acres would be flooded by this 
construction of this dam? 

General Wuipp.e. I am sorry, sir, | should have it, but I do not, 

Mr. Taser. That would be far more than the acreage which 
would be benefited, would it not? 
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General Wuipete. I think the acreage would be more; yes. 

Mr. Taser. Far more? , 

General Wuirr.e. I do not have the figures, sir. I am not sure. 

Mr. Taner. You would not want to say that that was not so? 

General Wuiprie. I would not, sir. 

Mr. Taper. It is difficult for me to see how I can vote for some- 
thing which seems to have so little merit except to get money out of 
the Treasury. All I can see is that it puts money into circulation, 
[t is not for the welfare of the people. 


DEGRAY RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. The DeGray Reservoir, Ark., $300,000. Insert 
pages 22 and 23. 


(The information referred to follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


DEGRAY RESERVOIR, ARK. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Caddo River, a tributary 
of the Ouachita Piver in Hot Sprint and Clark Counties, Ar'., about 10 miles 
nort} of Ar adelphia, Ar . TI e project prov ides for a dam and spillway, forming 
a reservoir for flood control and water conservation, and a power installation of 
10,000 bilowatts. 

Authorization.—River and Harbor Act of 1950. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost 1 $33. 700, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution (1 
Other costs () 
Total estimated project cost 1 33. 700. 00 
Preconstruction plannins estimate 1. 000. 000 
Approrriations to June 30, 1960 2 311. 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 =00, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction pl: nning after fiscal year 
1961_ 289, 000 
1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for water supply storage. The 


amount of reimbursement required has not been determined. 
2 Includes $21,000 preauthorization studies cost. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project will completely control flows on Caddo Piver and provice con plete 
flood protection to the area immediately below the dam, comprisine 1,400 acres 
and reduce the frequency a ad duration of floocine on 191,000 acres along tke 


Ouachita River. For lar er floods, this project will lower sta’‘es on the Cuachit 
River at Ar'acelphia about 2 feet on the averarce over and above the rec.uctio 
presently provided by Pla’ ely Mountain Dam. The flood of Mareh—April 1945 
(Pla! ely Mountain and Narrows Dams assumed operating) would have e used 
damares amounting to $185,000. A recurrence of this flood uncer present 
concitions of dev« lopment in the flood plain weuld cause Gama‘es amountil 
$333.000 The April-May 19°78 flood caused dama‘‘es amounting to $582,000 
DeGrav Peservoir would prevent dama’ es in the amount of $93,000 and $192,000 
res} ectin ely, if the floods of 1945 and 1958 were repeatec The project will als 
provide about 69 million kilowatt-hours of power annually needed for exp: Cit 
industries in the area and a reliable source of water supply for neeced industri 
and municipal use. The project will assure ninimum flows, Curin’ critical low 
flow periods, which will alleviate pollution from oiifeld) and industrial wast 
and also provide navigation benefits Gownstream on the OCuachita iver. 
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Non-Federal costs—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the cost of providing storage for water supply. Final determina- 
tion of the cost to local interests has not been made. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests under the name of Ouachita River 
Water District formed a water supply district on January 28, 1959, under act 114 
of the General Assembly of the State of Arkansas to handle the water supply from 
DeGray Dam. The willingness of local interests to participate in the cost of the 
reservoir t> extent of cost allocated to water supply under the 1958 Water Supply 
Act has been investigated and the legal authority of local interests to comply with 
the requirements of local cooperation has been established. Formal request for 
assurances has not been made pending determination of the cost allocated to water 
supply. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$33,700,000 is an increase of $1,700,000 over the latest estimate ($32 million) 
submitted to Congress; $945,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels; 
$247,000 is for additional recreation facilities; and $510,000 is for engineering 
and design and for supervision and administration, all based on reanalysis of 
requirements. 


CONSTRUCTION 
ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. We now come to “Construction, Arkansas River and 
tributaries, emergency construction,’’ $5 million. 

Insert pages 25 through 32. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HarBors (NAVIGATION) 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES BANK STABILIZATION AND CHANNEL REcTI- 
FICATION (EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Emercency bank stabilization and channel rectification construction 
at specific critical localities along 372 miles of the main channel between mile 
395.4 and mile 23.5, where project levees, bridge, and utility crossings and other 
important improvements are endanvered by bank caving and migrating bends. 
The Aransas River is a major tributary of the Mississippi River and enters the 
Mississippi at a point about 575 miles above the Head of Passes, La. 

Authorization.—1950 and prior R. & H. and FC acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio —Not applicable to emergency construction. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 











Estimated Federal cost Z $37, 103, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost- -- ( 
Cash contribution. j c | 0 ° 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 37, 103, 000 Z 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 27, 286, OUO é 
Appropri s for fiscal year 1960 ‘ 41,817, 000 
Appropriations to date : 32, 103, OOO 87 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 5, 000, 000 100 
Balance to ¢ plete after fiscal year 1961 0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification (emergency construction): 


Revetment Excavation 
| anddikes | for pilot 
Reach | (feet) } Channels 


| (cubic yards) 





ey een ae GOONS SEO MOOD on os nam adawsecodscsereanscacccumen EO eee see 
Wilsons Rock, Okla.-Fort Smith, Ark__.._..--- its Ree ae 90, 000 1, 990, 000 
Fort Smith-Mill Creek Mountain Lh-assucde ah cane 38, 106 346, 200 
Mill Creek Mountain-Morrisons Bluff. ......----- : a 34, 200 779, 100 
Dardanelle Rock-Morrilton Bridge......__- a eacona eiince Aiea 101, 200 | 916, 400 
Morrilton Bridge-Fourche La Fave......---.--.----------- ake sat 29, 100 | 327, 400 
Fourche La Fave-Little Rock aoe ebtabiieteete sails ateltiiin sain iaeeeir Eo O, FEO biccnsecsnne 
Little Rock-Jefferson County Free Bridge._...............-..-.--.-..---- = 3, 100 5, 167, 000 
Jefferson County Free Bridge-Rob Roy Bridge-.-- oat ID OUD leaceacumarhiie 
Rob Roy Bridge-Arkansas post - - -- a aah tain ‘ WE, UO: be nieateoanien 


Arkansas post-mouth _. De eteeratie ten ik late SiS ee eg Si hE Ses 12, 000 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 





Short Mountain-Wilsons Rock, Okla..........................-...-.- 2 | November 1961. 
Wilsons Rock, Okla.-—Fort Smith, Ark.....------ . ia eee e a 100 

Fort Smith-Mill Creek Mountain__.__-- aes oe Se 64 | June 1960. 

Mill Creek Mountain- Morrisons Bluff. _..........-.-...-.--.----- 59 | March 1961. 
Dardanelle Rock—-Morrilton Bridge............--- Sok eee 93 | April 1961. 


Morrilton Bridge-Fourche La Fave__.-.-.--------- NS, 62 | June 1961. 
Fourche La Fave-Little Roeck_----- : 6 | June 1960, 
Little Rock-Jefferson County Free Bridge_....................----- June 1961. 
Jefferson County Free Bridge-Rob Roy Bridge--- ceceeeine DER aacel 88 | March 1960. 
Rob Roy Bridge-Arkansas post...-........-...------ a | 72 | March 1961, 
Arkansas post-mouth ---._...-..-- | 100 


x 


JUSTIFICATION 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification is an integral feature ot the approved 
multiple-purpose plan of development of the Arkansas River. The Arkansas 
River is subject to unusually severe shifting of alinement, migration of bends, 
and caving banks. Each major deviation from its course, if left uncontrolled, 
produces a great economic loss to vital communication facilities, transportation 
routes, and power and fuel transmission lines, and results in the irreplaceable 
loss of fertile agricultural lands. The present program of emergency bank stabil- 
ization and channei rectification is limited to specific critical localities where project 
levees, bridge, utility crossings, and other important improvements are threatened 
with damage or destruction by caving banks and migrating bends. 

The Federal Government, together with local improvement districts, has 
invested more than $37 million in the construction of levees to protect more than 
246 million acres of agricultural and urban lands within the flood plain of the 
river between Tulsa andthe mouth. Also, there are 117 crossings of the Arkansas 
River between Tulsa and the mouth. These crossings consist of highways, rail- 
ways, pipelines, waterlines, and transmission lines. Many of the pipelines carry 
petroleum products, including natural gas, to large industrial centers in the 
northern and eastern States. The loss of these crossings would have a far-reaching 
effect on a wide area of the Nation and an immediate impact on military installa- 
tions and defense industries. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied to: 
Reach and feature item 

Short Mountain-Wilsons Rock: Initiate revetment of MeNabb Bot- 
tom Cutoff and complete revetment and dikes below the Short 
Mountain Dam site__- : : 

Mill Creek Mountain-Merrisons Bluff: Initiate and complete dikes 
and revetment of MeLean Bottom and downstream control struc- 
tures for McLean Bottom Cutolf > 

Dardanelle htoeck-Morrilton Bridge: Complete control structures for 
Holia Bend Cutoff_- F E 

Morrilton Bridge-Fourche La Fave: Extend dike system along left 
bank at Fauikner County and initiate and complete dikes along 
right bank of Morrilton Cutoff. ; : 

Little Rock-Jefferson County free bridge: Initiate and complete 
bank stabilization at the following localities: left bank at Peach 
Orchard Bend, right bank below Peach Orchard Bend, right bank 
at Browns Bend, 2nd at the Fourche Place Cutoff initiate and ecom- 
plete excavation of pilot channel and revetment of left bank of the 
cut off = 

toh Roy Bridge-Arkansas Post: Initiate and complete revetment at 
Brunson’s crossing, Swan Lake and below Pendleton-_ --- s== 1, 208060 


PENS aga es aoc JR mia oe ei 2 ee Seas ean el il coat pave oa 5, 000, 000 

In the Short Mountain-Wilsons Rock reach, the request represents the minimum 
funds needed t» initiate the revetment of the McNabb Bottom Cutoff and to com- 
plete construction of revetment and dikes in the area below the Short Mountain 
Dam site. 

In the Miil Creek Mountain-Morrisons Bluff reach, the request represents the 
minimum. funds needed for the construction of 5,400 linear feet of revetment and 
dikes along the left bank upstream from the completed Mclean Lottom revet- 
ment, and 6,550 linear feet of re, etment and di! es along the left bank downstream 
from the MeLean Bottom Cuteff. The proposed work will both complement ana 
afford protection to existing bank stabilization works which in turn protects the 
McLean Pottom project levee and valuable farmlands in the Hartman J} ottoms. 
In view of the fact that the construction of Dardanelle Dam is proceeding with 
closure scheduled in fiscal year 1964, it is urgent that work be speeded up in this 
reach so that all remaining major construction is completed prior to closure of 
Dardanelle Dain. 

in the Dardanelle Rock-Morrilton Fridge reach, the request represents the 
minimum funds needed to compiete the 3,600 linear feet of control structures for 
the Holla I] end Cutoff in order to provide protection to the project levees of the 
Dardanelle Draina:e District and the Carden’s kottom Draina;e District No. 2. 

In tle Morrilton I ridy;e-Fourche La Fave reach, the request represents the 
minimum funds needed to construct 4,700 linear feet of dil es and revetment along 
the right bank between miles 211.5 and 210.2 to complete control structures at 
the Morrilton Cutoff to provide protection to the Conway County Levee District 
No. 1 project levee, and an additional 5,625 linear feet of dikes along the left bank 
between miles 197.0 and 195.5 to protect the project levee in Faulkner County 
Levee District No. 1. Similar work constructed along the left bank between mile 
200.1 and 198.5 after the 1957 spring flood has effectively protected tle levee at 
the locality; however, the levee is again threatened by caving banks downstream 
from t’ e island between mi’e 199.5 and 197.5. 

In the Little Rock-Jefferson County free bridge reach, the request includes the 
minimum funds needed to initiate and complete a pilot channel and revetment 
for Fourche Place Cutoff. This channel relocation is urgently needed to alleviate 
bank caving which threatens the Old River Drainage District project levee, 
Fourche Island Drainage District No. 2 project levee, Willow Beach Lake, and 
valuable farmlands. The existing condition of the river channel makes construc- 
tion of local protective measures unfeasible because of the constantly shifting 
attack. In addition, this locality has a high priority for construction of bank 
stabilization works because of its proximity to levee district No. 9 and the need 
for developing a stable rectified channel upstream from the dam well in advance 
of the dam construction. The request also includes the minimum funds needed 
for 7,700 linear feet of revetment and dikes along the bank in Peach Orchard 
Bend and 5,000 linear feet of revetment along the right bank below Peach Orchard 
Bend. These works will afford protection to the Baucum Drainage District 


Reach total 


$1, 143, 000 


600, 000 


170, 000 


557, 000 


1, 430, 000 


5288260 ——-—-26 
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project levee, State Highway 30, and St. Louis-Southwestern Railroad track, the 
Fourche Island Drainage District No. 2 project levee, two 10-inch gaslines, one 
20-inch gasline, and two 24-inch gaslines as well as valuable farmlands and home. 
sites in the vicinity. This work will also serve to hold the river channel in essen- 
tially its present location and provide suitable alinement of flows entering the 
Fourche Place Cutoff until such time as funds are appropriated for the remaining 
bank-stabilization work required in this vicinity. The request also includes the 
minimum funds needed for 2,450 linear feet of dikes along the right bank down- 
stream from the existing Browns Bend revetment. The work will provide pro- 
tection to the Fourche Island Drainage District No. 2 project levee as well as the 
downstream end of the existing Browns Bend revetment and the Estes Place 
dikes in the next bend downstream. 

In the Rob Roy Bridge to Arkansas Post Canal Reach, the request represents 
the minimum funds needed to place additional revetment at Brunson’s Crossing 
in order to protect the controlling north bank levee and the existing revetment 
placed at this location in fiscal year 1952, to initiate the construction of a revet- 
ment system at Swan Lake for the protection of the controlling north bank levee 
and existing revetments and pile dikes, and to place additional revetment below 
Pendleton for the protection of the controlling south bank levee. 

Status of location cooperation.— None reauired for emergency bank stabilizat‘on. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$37,103,000 is an increase of $5,817,000 over the latest estimate ($31,286,000) 
presented to Congress. The increase is based on a reanalysis of requirements for 
emergency work, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budcet, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 19€0 year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) 


EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION | 


T.ands and damages_ -.- = $994, 500 $736, 300 | $92, 700 | $165, 5% | 0 
Bank stabili ation___-- ; 31, 118, 690 21, 882, 300 3, 8°1, 700 | 5, 06, 000 $338, 600 
ingineering and design 2, 294, 900 1, 748, 400 254, 690 | 199, 900 | 2, 000 

> | nae | ae | 46 2 on aA 
Supervision and administration 2, 785, 000 | 1, £88, 900 339, 200 | 426, 300 | 30, 601 

Total applied cost (emer- | 
gency project) (Federal | 
f-nds only 37, 103, 000 26, 355, 900 4, 578, 200 5, 797, 700 371, 20 


Undistributed costs 


Total emergency project 
cost (Federal f-nds only 37, 103, 000 26, 355, 900 4, 578, 200 5, 797, 700 371, 200 
Pending adjustments 


Totel cost (emergency | 
project) (Federal funds | | 
onlv) | 37, 103, 000 | 26, 355, 900 4, 578, 200 5, 797, 700 | 371, & 
Undelivered orders $48, 690 186, 400 606, 400 | — 338, 6% 
Total obligations 27, 204, 5% 4,764, 60 5, 101, 300 32, 690 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Federal f'nds | 
Appropriations . 27, 286, 000 4, 817, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year ‘ ; 81, 50 133, 90 32, 60 
Total f-nds available for 
obligs tio" . 4, 898, 500 ae 
Appropri tions req” ired 5, 060, 000 0 
Non-Federal contrib:itior 


Mr. Cannon. Here again, as we have had to reiterate, you were 
suppos:d to fnish this last year. Now vou are asking for another 
$5 rillion. Why is it necessarv, after we provide 1 oney for cor ple- 
tion, and you told us you could con plete it for that amount, you are 
now here again asking for $5 million more? 
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General Wuipp.e. Sir, we will have to tell you again, as I believe 
we testified last year, that the completion was only the financial 
completion. The work never has been testified to be physically 
complete. We have been unable ever to give a completion other 
than in terms of emergency construction. 

Mr. Cannon. It seems to me that in such cases—and this budget 
is full of such cases this year and every year, where you tell us you 
will have enough money to complete it, we give you the money, the 
next year you are back asking for more. In such cases you should 
make it very plain that you do not intend to complete it for that 
amount of money. 

We are proceeding on false assumptions here, on the assumption 
we are providing enough money to complete a project when, as a 
matter of fact, we are really paving the way for another appropriation 
the following yea 

How would this $ $5 million be expended? 


USE OF FISCAL YEAR 191 FUNDS 


General WuipepeLe. We have applied it to a number of reaches, 
Short Mountain-Wilson’s Rock, the initiation of revetment on a 
cutoff to MeNabb Bottom Cutoff, $1 million or $1,143,000. 

Tnere are Mill Creek Mountain-Morrisons Bluff, $660,000; Dar- 
danelle Rock-Morillton Bridge, $170,000 for completion and control 
structures for the Holla Bend Cutoff; Morillton Bridge-Fourche 
LaFave, initiate and complete dike along right bank of Morillton 


Cutoff, $557,000. 


Mr. Cannon. You told us last year this was an emergency proposi- 
tion. We agreed to give you funds on the emergency basis described. 
There was to be time given to find what to do for the entire river 
developir ent. 

In the last analysis this so-called emergency work is to save 
individual owners without their having to invest a cent. 
tically a gift to these men who own this land. 
sating advantage to the taxpayer whatever. 

What is your opinion of the equity of this to others who do not 
happen to buy cheap land in river bottoms but who have been wiped 
out by tornadoes and other disasters and have to stand the expense 
themselves, whereas these men deliberately went into these areas 
where they knew it was subject to inundation and on that account 
they got it at a very low figure and then made a tremendous killing 
by maneuvering the Government into coming in and spending money 
to keep the water off of it? 

Are there questions, gentlemen? 

Mr. Taser. General, | wonder how many more of these things are 
Just the same way? 

General Wuippue. [ will say this work is by no means complete, 
if it is to be stabilized. The only reason the sum is given as a total 
cost of $37 million is that there is no authority to consider this other 
than as the sum of the appropriations which have been given to date. 


land of 
It is prac- 
There is no compen- 








STATUS OF EMERGENCY BANK STABILIZATION 


Mr. Taser. What is the present status of the operation, the 
emergency bank stabilization and channel rectification at critical 
localities? Can you tell us the status of that? 

General Wuippce. I think I can answer your question best by 
saying that generally speaking the work we are doing is phy sically 
being related to the ultimate stabilization of the river, which js 
authorized as a permanent program but has not been started by the 
action of the Congress heretofore. So that we are in the position of 
getting emergency appropriations for work, which would be wasted, 
very large ly wasted, if it were not done with a view to a longer range 
program which we feel ultimately will be completed. 

Any of this emergency work will apply in ending this program only 
until the stabilization of the entire river is comple ted. 

Mr. Taser. You mean that would cost a considerable sum of 
money? 

General Wurppte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much? 

General WuippLe. It would cost approximately $120 million for 
completion of the bank-stabilization work for navigation and bank 
protection throughout the Arkansas River. 

Mr. Taser. Is that future cost? 

General Wuiprite. Complete, including what has been expended. 

Mr. Taser. How much has been expended? 

General Wuipp_e. Up until this fiscal year, not including the cur- 
rent budget request, $32,103,000. 

Mr. Taber. Suppose you get no more money for this. What 
happens? 

General Wurppie. We stop work, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That does not seem to be what happened before. That 
is all I have. 

Mr. Piiti0on. General, I note that in some of this emergency work, 
construction and completion of Dardanelle Dam is involved. 

Gene ral Wurppue. That is right. 

Mr. Pituion. That will not be completed until 1964. Why is 
there a ‘state of emergency about some of this where it will not take 
place until 1964? Why do you have to have this money in the next 
fiscal year? 

General Wuipp.e. It is desirable that we get the majority of this 
work done below Dardanelle prior to the time of closing the Dar- 
danelle Dam. 

Mr. Pituion. That will not be until 1964. Why can’t you stretch 
it out? 

General Wuipp.e. Because at the rate we are now doing it even 
this $5 million will complete only a relatively small portion of this 
work before the dam is closed. 

Mr. Pituion. You mean there will be another emergency next 
year, another emergency of $5 million next year? How far are we 
going in this? 

General Wurppte. Sir, I cannot predict what the budget request 
for this work will be next year. 


Mr. Piuuion. I was under the assumption this was all emergency 


work. You are asking $5 million to $6 million a year based upon an 
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emergency. I have been assuming it was an emergency which was 
required to be done in 1 year. Now you tell me there will be a series 
of emergency appropriation requests. 

General Wuiprpte. I can foresee, sir, that if we get this money, 
next year the situation will be very similar to that of this year. 

Mr. Putuion. There will be a series of emergency requests each 
year ad infinitum? 

General WuippLe. This is a very rich valley, sir. Completing 
emergency work never remains satisfactory until the river is com- 
plete sly sts abilize d. 

Mr. Puntion. There are no local contributions? 

General WutrrLe. No local contributions. 


BENEFITS FROM PROJECT 


Mr. Prnti0on. What is the ratio of this $5 million expenditure? 

General Weippte. It has not been computed separately. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.1 to 1 for the system as a whole. 

Mr. Pittion. How much flooding would there be if this work were 
not done? 

General WurpereLe. This work would not eliminate the flood heights. 
It would prevent caving only. The Arkansas is subject to floods; in 
fact, we had one within the last 6 months. This work would not 
control the floods and they will continue until the reservoirs are built. 

Mr. Pitition. You cannot foretell what a flood will do, can you? 

General WuipreLe. The emergency is when the farms begin to cave 
in, and they will continue to cave in until this very treacherous con- 
dition in the river is stabilized. 


COST OF BANK STABILIZATION PROGRAM 


Mr. Prturon. On page 25 I note an accumulated percentage of esti- 
mated Federal costs. There is a request following that for $5 willion, 
and you show a figure of 160 percent. In other words, the justifica- 
tions state that this $5 million will be a 100-percent comple os of the 
job. 

Now, you also state that you expect another emergency approp ri- 
ation in the same amount next year so there must be some conflict 
here of language. 

General Wuipeie. There is certainly a conflict of language and I 
am glad you give me another opportunity to make it plain. 

Mr. Pinion. I will give you all the opportunity in the world to 
explain this one, General. 

General Wuippte. As I commented a while ago to Mr. Taber, 
physical cost of stabilizing this river will be not $37 million but $120 
million. The river cannot be stabilized unless that money is expended. 

The dilemma in which we have been placed is that these emergencies, 
which are real emergencies, can be handled in one of two ways: either 
we go out and put an individual revetment unrelated to any of the 
structures in front of an individual farm, in which case the work 
probably would have to = done again 2 years later because the river 
is continually shifting, or else we will provide a permanent set of 

tabilization structures peope rly related to one another in an engineer- 
ing manner which will remain in place. 
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The navigation project as a whole as authorized will complete 
stabilization of the river. The work we are doing, and this has been 


testified to before, is being physically planned in such a way that it er 
will, when completed, form part of the stabilization work which will C 
benefit navigation as well as the farms 


The fact that work is being carried on under the emergency bank | 3 
stabilization authority has put us in the appearance each year of . 
completing a work, when in point of fact—we have certainly never di 
tried to mislead the committee—this situation will go on until the | 
river is stabilized. We are not half done with the job physically, 

Mr. Evins. It should be said for the record in defense of General 
VW hipple, a most capable official and for the Corps of Engineers, that 








° . . 1 ‘ M 
they not promote these projects. They are authorized by Congress. | 
The Corps of Engineers is called upon to make an engineering survey m 
and report. They have done what is required to be done under an M 
eran * Congress. M 

When we speak of his promoting these projects, General Whipple , om 
testified that has not promoted them, and he gave examples of | = 
where there are large mass meetings being held favoring this project. | = — 
The General has not promoted them but has done what he is required | 
to do as division engineer on a project authorized by Congress. 

MCKINNEY BAYOU AND BARKMAN CREEK, ARK. AND TEX. EP 
il 

Mr. Rasavur. “McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek,” $668,000 | lo 
to complete. po 

Insert pages 34 through 39. és 

(The pages referred to follow:) $0 

d| 

Locat ProtTscrion Projects (FLOOD CONTROL) We 
McKiInNEyY Bayou anp BARKMAN CREEK, ARK. AND TEX. at 
19 

(CONTINUING we 

Location.—The project is loested in Miller County, Ark., and Bowie County, i 
Tex., on the right bank of Red River between mile 494 and mile 386. 

Authorization.—Public Law 218, 84th Congress, approved August 3, 1955 pr 

Benefil-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 

lh 
Summarized financial data 
a NN mapemenuaies apeimamnns ——— wi en a i Ci 
| Accumulated E) 
Amount | percent of q 
| estimated OU 
Federal cost 
oe ee on 
Estimated Federal cost---- 5 ‘ : ‘ 7 $1, 390, 000 telah cae 
Estimated non-Federal cost - --- cewakwens siesta ; 432, 000 ae: 
Cash contribution sae a aa ; 0 aa neeehae str 
Other - Seabees ee 5 ees eat ors de 2 os 482,000 |. .....::.aeum fol 
Total estimated project SEES : ai ean : 1, 822, 000 poe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959____....-.---- . 7 Lecaaenen 238, 000 saccom sided La 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960__ - SES a Ae ene 484, 000 es Re 
Appropriations to date. _- m ae Fe er 722, 000 | 82 | 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye: Pc caeaeese j ; ; 668, 000 | 10 { 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _____- nae ; ; 0 scbslisisite peau 
| 
an} 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Barkman Creek from mile 0 to mile 9.4: Intermittent channel 
enlargement and realinement. McKinney Bayou from mile 0 to mile 46.5: 
Chinnel improvement. 

Levees: Barkman Creek from mile 1.8 to mile 7.3: 5.5 miles of shaping spoil 
banks. MeKinney Bayou from mile 6.8 to mile 33.8: 27 f intermittent 
shipin? of spoil banks. 

Floodway control and diversion structure: McKinney Bayou area, mile 13.5, 
drainage structure. 


7.0 miles of 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Missouri Pacific Railroad bridge (mile 35.3)__- 0 | June 1980. 

St. Louis Southwestern Railway bridge (mile 19.9 0 | March 1960 

Barkman Creek, mile 0 to 9.4, channel improvement and appurten¢ unt 0 | January 1961. 
worse 

McKinney Bayou, mile 0 to 16.8, channel improvement and appurte- 57 | June 1960. 
nant work 

McKinney Bayou, mile 16.8 to 46.5, channel improvement and ap- 0 | March 1961 


purtenant work. 
McKinney Bayou, mile 13.5, drainage structure ied esi 89 | May 1960 
Entire project - -- Savnchitl een a : a 28 | March 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will reduce flooding in the MeKinney Bayou basin and along Bark- 
man Creek, and increased land utilization will result from the reduction in flooding. 
Flood damages consist Mainly of damages to crops and pasture in both areas and 
also physical damage to highways, and to private and public levees, and economic 
losses from disruption of traffic, flood fighting, and interruption of oilfield opera- 
tions, in the MeKinney Bayou basin. 

In the McKinney Bayou area the flood of July 1940 caused damages of $209,000 
which would amount to $336,000 at current price levels. Of this latter amount 
$285,000 would be prevented by the project. In April-June 1957, damages of 
$191,000 were sustained amounting to $230,000 at current levels of which $180,000 
would be prevented by the project. 

In the Barkman Creek area the 1940 flood caused damages of $30,000, or $78,000 
at current levels—%$60,000 of this would be prevented by the project. In April 
1958, damages of $34,000 were sustained, which is the current value—$29,000 
would be prevented by the project. 

Annual benefits for the MeKinney Bayou area are estimated at $158,400 and 
for the Barkman Creek area $28,200. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $668,000, which will cor nplete the 
project, will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete: Barkman Creek, mile 0 to mile 9.4, channel im- 


provement and appurtenant work $156, 300 
Complete: McKinney Bayou, mile 16.8 to mile 46.5, channel improve- 
ment and appurtenant work $54, 500 
Engineering and design 4, 200 
Supervision and administration 53, 000 
Total : a ds 3 ; 668, OOO 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $432,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages__- $118, 300 
Relocations, bridge modifications 272, 100 


Other administration___- 41, 600 


Otol. = 22 ; 432, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $37,100. 

Status of local cooperation.—McKir nney Bayou area: Assurances of local co- 
operation have been furnished by Miller County, Ark., covering that portion of the 
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project which falls within that county. The upper end of this project lies within 
Bowie County, Tex. The Bowie County Levee Improvement District No. 1 has 
been requested to furnish an act of assurance covering this portion of the project, 
However, they will not furnish the assurances until all property owners have 
agreed to the project. The owners are now being signed up and all but four signa- 
tures have been obtained. 

Barkman Creek area: Landowners affected by the proposed improvement of 
Barkman Creek have requested Bowie County to provide the required assurances 
for the project. 

Co nparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,399,000 is an increase of $40,900 over the latest estimate, $1,350,900, sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase, $30,000 is due to reanalysis of 1 requirements 
for engineering and design and for supervision and administration. The remain- 
ing increase of $10,090 is due to higher price levels. Minor adjustments have 
been made between features. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


——- | 


Balance to 





| | 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| | | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
_ _ — ~ - — j | ———— 
Relocations_......----- pi eataineats $29, 300 ee | $29, 300 |... sana 
Channels and canals_......_.-.-- I A a | 249, 500 | $524, 100 
Levees and floodwalls_......-.-- } OE Bain nceccmnscns a 258, 100 86, 700 | 
Preauthorization studies_.......- 1,000 | ON i ssitnie ieee 
Engineering and design. a 135, 400 | 105, 100 26, 100 SOO code a 
Supervision and administration _| 105, 900 6, 300 | 46, 600 53, 000 suis euled 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only)... .----- 1, 390, 000 | 112, 400 609, 600 668, 000 | None 
Undistributed cost.__.......-.-. bieciieie sed ie rene Raa baasina das ie 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only). ....---- 1, 390, 000 | 112, 400 609, 600 | 668, 000 sees ceinealial 
Pending adjustments_._.......-- lnsintibakiedapoate etait aia Biceia cle ducal sigakia ls cciiseain trasicigK cual ekok ou eae 
|— ——— | ——__—_ _ ——_______ | —_—_— ee 
Total cost (Federal funds | | | 
enc cacksanmdenaucced 1, 390, 000 112, 400 | 609, 600 | 668, 000 | None 
Undelivered orders...--.-------- | eaceeaemmibenns +121, 300 | —121, 300 |..--- sitnen iiowenmaee 
pe eee ee ag sed eee eT eee 
es GENS, cnceconcleccncsencocce | 233, 700 488, 300 | 668, 000 | None 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | j 
Appropriations__....-...-------- (ee 238, 000 MAO Sooo cose Bok ee 
Unobligated carryover from | 
RTI oe hcl aeuasuewe ey Sg OD os icistmaee% | aac 
Total funds available for | 
obligation. a sal aatele di cleaves cals as taeda aaa deeataiibeleadasialicdadlitc SR MER Nicci cscaltcsdk cick cc-bods oll aac nomcteansecie ae 


Appropriations requi WORST ek est coke re ol Se 668, 000 | None 








STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of local cooperation? 

General Carter. They furnish the right of way and they have come 
through with all of their requirements. 

Mr. Rasaut. They have come through with everything? 

General Carter. On McKinney Bayou. 

On Barkman Creek they have not yet given us assurances in the 
Bowie County Levee Improvement District No. 1. However, we 
expect assurances will be received by the June 30 of this year. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is the benefit-to- cost ratio related to both of them? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. 1.8 to 1? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 
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RED RIVER LEVEES AND BANK STABILIZATION BELOW DENISON DAM, 
ARK., LA., AND TEX. 


Mr. Rasaut. Red River levees and bank stabilization below 
Denison Dam, Ark., $700,000. 

Insert pages 41 through 46. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


LocaL PROTECTION PRosEct (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Rep River LEVEES AND BANK STABILIZATION BELOW DENISON Dam, ARK., 
La., AND TEx. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.— Along the main stem of Red River from the vicinity of Index, Tex. 
(mile 485), to Boyce, La. (mile 143), and passing through the southwest corner 
of Arkansas. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit/cost ratio: 1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ssc ee ica SSIES Denial sussnepanenninasemniengatis 
Estimated Federal cost..-.-.--- MerdReke Cee Rae AGnaenbee ew emnnaLcuanonean | 940/000, 000 lo 55.05. scnedcas. 
Estimated non-Federal costs-.-.-.--- soci hes dete Geis ct toresSigtoiguaeitin enbaba ee atest waters | NN Be hdc c ep csrely 
IN a diel coas eae nee ellie thea 100 O00 1...4-.-- en 
CU aoe he mid pa naaa etn bomagaehwosnnadaunnaxeeeauaeet 200, 000 |. _- 2 
I SONI oo oS aineuscnnak cae mnaunnenisiemnans | 10, 300, 000 |------- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_.--..---.-----.---------- Beer eet ne oes | FM ise ceca ee 
Appronriations for acai year 1000... 6... cee cncdncnsccnscccce eanebanae WOOO Enticwticccdowehe ee 
eR Ne ncn d ound Seam ES Nea EE WSemnns ame 8, 128, 000 | 81 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961......--------------------.-- | 700, 000 88 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961-.-..- SG ac Alec emaiacmaa ean aeene 1, 172, 000 ae alii 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 


Average height: 10 feet. ; 
Total length (both banks): 393 miles. 
Bank protection: Total length (both banks): 17.6 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| Percent | Completion schedule 


| En ae ae ee ee eee ee 7 79 | June 1963. 
3ank stabili-ation...........___- eee ee Sree aie 76 | June 1962. 
Entire project Se Re a SEs ae : 7v June 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an integral part of the authorized ‘‘reservoir-levee”’ plan for the 
alleviation of floods in the Red River Basin below Denison Dam, Tex. Between 
1843 and 1900, the Red River was subjected to six great floods. Since 1900, great 
destructive floods downstream from Denison, in descending order of magnitude, 
occurred in 1945, 1908, and 1938. The floods resulted in crop damages, loss of 
livestock, and physical damage to levees, railroads, highways, industries, and other 
urban and rural developments. The flood of 1945 caused damages estimated at 
$16 million including $6,500,000 in crop losses. For the 39-year period 1908-46, 
45 lives have been lost and flood damage has amounted to $113,700,000. Protec- 
tion is needed for urban industrial areas and the excellent farming areas which 
have been subjected to recurring floods. Bank protection works will stabilize 
the banks and channel, and prevent expensive levee setbacks and relocation of 
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highways and railroads, in highly developed areas. Due to the great transporta- 
tion network in the Red River Basin, together with industrial plants, large food 
and fiber production areas, and such important installations as Lone Star and 
Red River Ordnance Works near Texarkana, and Barksdale Air Force Base and 
Louisiana Ordnance Works near Shreveport, proper flood protection of the Red 
tiver Basin is highly important. Annual flood control benefits from the levee 
and bank stabilization features to the project are estimated at $846,000. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $700,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete item 385.0-R levee enlargement, Garland and 


McKinney Bayou Levee District 3 ; ; , $75, 000 
Initiate and complete Lachute Bank protection _ 260, 000 
Initiate and complete Millers Bluff Bank protection 94, 000 
Initiate and complete Blenheim Bank protection 200, 000 
Engineering and design ee ; 20, 400 
Supervision and administration scar bs bass PES: _ 50, 600 

a SE IS A or. Bese gis . 700, 000 


Bank protection is required at Millers Bluff and Blenheim to prevent flanking 
of the existing revetments. 

Lochute bank protection is required in order to stop bank caving, thereby pre- 
venting the loss of valuable farmlands and preventing an expensive levee setback 
which would involve the possible relocation of a railroad and highway. 

Item R-385.0-R levee enlargevent, Garland and McKinney Bayou Levee 
District is required to strengthen the existing substandard levee. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $200,000 broken down as 
follows: 





Relocation of utilities $40, 000 
Lands (2,500 acres 160, 000 
Total 5 200, 000 


In addition, the Texas Gas Transmission Co., through the Bossier Levee Dis- 
trict, contributed funds in the amount of $100,000 for a downstream extension of 
the Curtis revetment to protect their pipeline. 

Local interests are required to maintain the structures upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $163,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have furnished assurances required 
by law for levee work accomplished and proposed and for all bank protection accom- 
plished to date. No difficulty is anticipated in obtaining rights-of-way for bank 
protection. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of $10 
million is an increase of $120,000 over the latest estimate ($9,880,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due to rise in price levels. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1961 


(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5 | (6) 
| 
Federal Funds: | 
| 





Total applied cost 10, 000, 000 7, 488, 500 639, 800 | 700, 000 1, 171, 700 
Undistributed cost 
Total project cost 10, 000, 000 7, 488, 500 639, 800 700, 000 | 1, 171, 700 
Pending adjustments i 
Total cost 10,000,000 | 7, 488, 500 | 639, 800 | 700, 000 | 1, 17, 700 
Undelivered orders +200 —200 | 
Total obligations 7, 488, 700 | 639, 600 | 700, 000 1, 171, 700 
Non-Federal funds 
Total costs 100, 000 100, 000 
Undistributed cost 
Total project cost 100, 000 100, 000 | 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost 100, 000 100, 000 
Undelivered orders 
Total obligations 100, 000 | 
Levees and floodwalls 2, 609, 000 2, 047, 400 27, 000 75, 000 | 459, 600 
Bank stabilization 5, 815, 000 | 4, 118, 300 540, 000 554, 000 | 607, 700 
Preauthorization studies 6, 000 | 6, 000 ee oli os - 
Engineering and design _ -- 680, 000 | 606, 000 40, 000 20, 400 | 13, 600 
Supervision and administration _ 990, 000 815, 800 32, 800 50, 600 90, 800 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | es 
eral and non-Federal) 10, 100, 000 7, 588, 500 639, 800 700, 000 | 1,171, 700 
Undistributed cost - 
Total project cost 10, 100, 000 7, 588, 500 639, 800 700, 000 1, 171, 700 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost 10, 100, 000 7, 588, 500 639, 800 700, 000 1,171, 700 
Undelivered orders F200 —200 
Total obligations ; 7, 588, 700 639, 600 0, 000 1, 171, 700 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
} | 
Federal cost | 
Appropriations Se 7, 491, 300 637, 000 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year. -- - a i 2, 600 
Total funds available for | 
obligations | 7, 491, 300 639, 600 
Anpeoerietiens sonired .. oo. lo on anne as) snccees 700, 000 1,171, 700 
Non-Federal cost: 
Contributions : en 100, 000 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year 
Total funds available for 
obligations ‘ 
Contributions required 
COUNCIL GROVE RESERVOIR, KANS. 
> "1" ‘ = \ r + ayy +7 e ~ Le 1 1 
Mr. Raravut. Council Grove Reservoir, Kans., $2 million. 


Insert pages 48 through 52. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


REsERVorIRS (FLoop CONTROL) 


Councit GrRovE RESERVOIR, KANS. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location —On the Grand (Neosho) River, 449.9 miles above the mouth, about 
1.5 miles northwest of Council Grove, Kans 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


Amount percent of 


estimated CX 
Federal cost In 
rs 7 — .. tee “ pe ee ee In 
Estimated Federa] cost...................__-_- site i ia i ka } 1 $13, 700, 000 |-- ibviociathaeaaenannle ‘ 
Estimated non-Federal cost..........-- ced ataas ee aa | = inoeeiaaae 
I le eee ieee beeen time eel 1) ea ~chpeaal : 
Other costs 2s ao aoe ss eucaeed " ‘ 0 | . = cede Er 
Total estimated project cost ......_- . : ci : é iclk ciceceeal 13, 700, 000 | ras Su 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 a ee a | 269, OOO | * | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_.........-.---- ia Sis SI O00 1s. cactiewwcwees ; 
Appropriations to dat Sekai nee a 571, 000 4 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 we See ae 2, 000, 000 19 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__.-._- ; pi iccsnraemeeie asaen 11, 129, 000 | sitemaps 
i eee to 
1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 
storage over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement required er 
has not been determined. j 50 
2 Includes permanent transfer of $8,600 to project. no 
PHYSICAL DATA ha 
Dam: rf n 
Type: Earthfill. ; m 
Height: 87 feet. 
Length: 4,930 (including spillway). i $1 
Spillway: su 
Type: Uncontrolled concrete ogee weir. gg 
Capacity (maximum pool): 125,000 cubie feet per second. eu 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-fed of 
I ee ci ek SE Ee as 88, 500 | 
I RRP a ae i a we Sire . 25, 500 
I a at 114, 000 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960): Construction not started 
Completion schedule 
I a ig wa icine . March 1964. 
RE I oe eee June 1963.! : 
Relocations Ee IE ec i a ad Ce a June 1963. La 
I a mie June 1963. R 
Embankment, spillway, and outlet works_______-_- ssaccnccan merch 9902 x 
ES | Sig lll ea ee aa ea ee ce eno! August 1968. Ric 
(Comimeeuon Gr GGM.. .... 2. en cnn wag cecionwac SPORE ee R 
i a March 1962. | Re 
ure MICOS RIOR OU RIN nn emennwendn . March 1964. | Per 


April 196i. Pre 
June 19638. 


1 Except for deficiency judgments, minor acquisition. and cleanup of purchases. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project, a unit in the four-reservoir system for the Grand (Neosho River } 
Basin) will be operated in conjunction with John Redmond, Marion, and Cedar 
Point Reservoirs in the interest of flood control and low flow regulation for sup- 
plemental water supply and pollution abatement. The flood plain along the 
Grand (Neosho) River, above Pensacola Reservoir, consists of 4,000 acres of 
urban land and 336,000 acres of very fertile and highly developed agricultural 
lands. About 14,600 persons reside within the flood plain, of which 11,400 reside [ 
in the area downstream from Council Grove Dam site. During the June-July ] 
1951 flood, damages estimated at $30 million were experienced in the river basin. 
The annual flood control benefits which would be realized by operation of the 
four-reservoir system are estimated to be $2,828,000. A source of supplemental 
water supply is of major importance to a number of municipalities and a large 
rural area in the Grand (Neosho) River Basin. During the past several years, | 
local interests have expended large sums in unsuccessful attempts to alleviate | 
water shortages due to prolonged drought periods. Also, dilution through lowy> - 
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flow regulation wiil alleviate stream pollution and improve the quality of the 
water during drought periods. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 





Continue acquisition of land in reservoir area__._..........-.___-~- $600, 000 
pens RCN APRA i cere a a a cise in tales ak ve lee om 640, 000 
Initiate Ist stage embankment and structure excavation______- 300, 000 
Complete left access road and administration and maintenance build- 
sb ee de ane oh ane Raeee akin me eee aeons oeueend 116, 700 
ama AeA’ SRNR MORN nc eh 210, 400 
TR DIE DOMINIO ei i ns cok tan sewer nsacenscéeusa 132, 900 
OUR ies tees ae bua awa dad wee bow weit one 2, 000, 000 


The amount of funds requested for fiscal year 1961 is required to continue 
construction at an orderly and economical rate. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Gov- 
ernment for costs allocated to water supply storage, over a period not to exceed 
50 vears after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement required has 
not been determined. 

Status of local cooperation.—The cities of Council Grove and Emporia, Kans., 
have expressed a definite interest in the project as a source of water supply. 
Definite commitments on cooperation that would be required have not yet been 
made 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$13 ,700,000 is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate ($12,700,000) 
submitted to Congress. Lands and Damages and Relocations have increased 
$891,000 and $166,000, respectively, due to a reappraisal of requirements under 
current conditions. These increases have been partially offset by a net reduction 
of $57,000 in other features, based on more detailed planning. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Jalance to 














Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
ietinniotieedissbigheciad pecs Snecma i a aa a eg aaa bees 
Lands and damages-_.--.-..----- 1. 946, 000 | oe se 210, 000 600, 000 | 1. 136, 000 
Ne eas sles ee de ues . 640, 000 2, 943, 500 
IIIS Fr Ng NN Bi a ee hs ce a 115. 500 
i i i 
Dams. Sains Sf {es ae Pe | 300, 000 5, 683. 600 
Fish and Wildlife facilities.....__} 2, 700 |------------ Sere ae 2, 700 
Roads, railroads, and bridges-- 35, 100 |_- Deans ioral ats | 13, 900 | 21, 200 
aoe ition facilities. a 156, 000 incite combi kd ies Eihovtaieta 2 en | 156, 000 
Idings. gro junds, and utilities 154, 900 ae | 15, 000 139, 900 se g 
— anent operating ¢ juipment_| 71, 700 ate Pole mont ea : 4,000 | 67, 700 
rization studies........- 27, 500 27, 500 Breed ieee 
iecring and design al 787, 500 126, 500 | 132, 100 210, 4 318, 500 
Supervision and administration __} 836, 000 | 7, 300 | 11,000 | 132, 900 | 684, 800 
Total applied cost (Federai | | 
funds only)_....- | 13, 700, 000 | 161, 300 368, 100 | 2, 041, 100 | 11, 129, 500 
Undistributed cost . 
Total project cost (Federal j 
RISNGS O8UY ) onc oc dec cccee 13, 700, 000 | 161,300 | 368, 100 2, 041, 100 11, 129, 500 
Pending adjustments..._.....--- ae a we Shciehe ened ea ocdees 
lotal cost (Federal funds | | | 
‘ only . ] 13, 700, 000 | 161, 300 368, 100 2,041,100 | 11, 129, 500 
Un 1 orders 1, 100 40), 000 41, 100 
Tota! obligations......--- - 162, 400 408, 100 2. 000, 000 11, 129, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCI 
Appropriations 268, 900 | 1 301, 600 
Up ited ca ( I from 
prior y« s lof ) 
Total funds avail e for 
rat 268, 900 408, 100 
Approy ed 
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STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Rapsaurt. This project has not yet started. Please explain it 
and tell us the status of the design memorandum. 

General Wuipp.e. This is a small flood control and water supply 
project on the Grand River about 1% miles northwest of Council 
Grove, Kans. It has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1 and an esti- 
mated Federal cost of $13,700,000. 

This is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate submitted 
to Congress due to the relatively early stage of this project in con- 
struction. 

I do not believe it is brought out adequately in the justification 
sheet, that the size of this project has been increased since last pre- 
sented to Congress in order to provide storage for water supply 
which is now indicated to be required. 


WATER SUPPLY STORAGE 


Mr. Ranaut. You say water supply in the area is important, but 
nobody seems to have put up any positive proposal as yet. What is 
the current water supply plan, if any, and how much of the benefits 
are attributed to it? 

General Wuippte. In the current B-C ratio of this project the 
flood control benefits for the four-reservoir system are $2.8 million. 
The benefits on account of low flow regulation and pollution control 
are $1,871,800. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you give any credit for the water? 

General Wuippie. No, sir. That B-C ratio was actually without 
benefit of the water supply which would have to be added at a later 
date. 

We do have evidences of interest from the communities concerned. 

Mr. Ranaut. Would you figure it would lift the B-C ratio or do you 
figure it would just hold it in the status quo? 

“General Wuippie. The B-C ratio would be increased from what is 
shown in the justification of 1.4 to 1. 

Mr. Rasaut. It would go up. It would be a better B-C ratio? 

General Wurpp.e. Yes, sir; this is not a bad project. 


LAND AND RELOCATION COST 


Mr. Rapavr. Cost of land and relocation are almost as much as the 
cost of the dam. 
General WuiIpPLe. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Rasavur. What alternate locations have been explored to | 


avoid these high relocations in land costs? 

General WuippLe. We haven’t been able to find any better site 
than this, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. This you think was the best of your search? 


General Wuippie. Yes, sir; the damsite is very favorable. It is | 


relatively a very low cost dam and also our relocations cost is not 
very great in this case. 
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ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT 


Mr. Rasavut. How firm are your cost estimates on this project? 

General Wuippue. I would say they are quite good, sir. We have 
had to increase them somewhat. 

Mr. Rasaut. Do you feel you will keep on increasing them? 

General Wurpp.e. No, sir; we are just under construction. We 
are getting a good look at it. We think this cost estimate will be all 
right. 

Mr. Kirwan. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman.? 

Mr. Rasaut. Yes, Mr. Kirwan. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Rasavutr. What do you have to say about that, General? 
Go ahead and put it in the record. 

What will be the local contribution? 

General Wurtpriu. The local contribution for this project is esti- 
mated to be roughly $3 million, which is 20 percent of the cost, based 
on the allocation of storage which will be reserved for specific water 
supply services. 

Mr. Rasavut. Mr. Pillion. 


COST ALLOCATION 


Mr. Prurion. General, you say the costs allocated to water supply 
is $3 million. What are the costs allocated to flood control, recrea- 
tion, and fishing? 

General Wuippte. There hesn’t been a final cost allocation on any 
of this. I have to give it with reference to the benefits. There is 
nothing at all allocated to recreation and fishing, except the cost of 
any specific recreation facilities that we may include allocated for 
that purpose. 

Mr. Pruutron. Then it is water supply and flood control? 

General WuippLe. And low flow regulation. There was a specific 
authorization for low flow regulation and aid to pollution that is a 
particular feature of this project. 

Mr. Pituion. I was going to come to the pollution feature. How 
much is allocated to that? That is not by regular law, is it? It is 
by special act? 

General Wurppte. By special act, sir, and in this case it would be 
almost the same amount as the water supply. There would be about 
a $3 million allocation to the cost of low flow augmentation, which 
would not have to be reimbursed; a $3 million allocation to water 
supply which would have to be reimbursed a hundred percent, and 
the rest is flood control. 

Mr. Pittion. Do you mean to say that there is an item of $3 
million in here that is different from all other projects for antipollution 
benefits in this project? 

General Wurppie. Well, sir, there isn’t any— 

Mr. Pitition. How do you arrive at $3 million benefit for pollution 
by building a dam? How does that relieve pollution measurably to 
the degree of $3 million? 
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General Wurprie. Well, sir, this particular stream was subject to 
very severe droughts in the past in years prior to the time of the 
authorization of the project. I cannot go back and recreate every- 
thing that was in that project document, I am not sufficiently familiar 
with it; but I know that at the time of the authorization, which was 
prior to the principles of the Water Supply Act being enunciated by 
the Congress, that this was included without any Federal reimburse- 
ment other than the normal provisions of cooperation. The provision 
for reimbursement for water supply is included not under the original 
authorization, but under the Water Supply Act of 1958, and that will 
be for specific reservation of water supply over and above this stream- 
flow regulation which was authorized. 

Mr. Pituion. Of course, if this pollution cost allocation were not 
in there, not reimbursable, then of course it would not be a favorable 
project, would it? 

General WuippLs. It would be a very close thing, sir. This project 
would be very close to being authorized for flood control only, without 
any other feature in it at all. 


REIMBURSEMENT FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Piiuron. Is it the intent of the U.S. Army Engineers to pro- 
eced with this construction to the extent of $2 million prior to obtain- 
ing a firm contract commitment for reimbursement for water supply? 

General Wuippruie. Yes, sir. We have actuallv already initiated 
a small amount of construction on this project. We do intend to go 
ahead with the construction. 

Mr. Pitiion. Regardless of whether anyone contracts for the re- 
pavment of the $3 million or not, is that right? 

General WuiprLte. We do that, sir, because of the fact that we 
would not, of course, utilize the project in the same way. If that 
contract were to fall through, which I do not think will be the case, 
but if it were to fall through, we would not then provide the water 
supply but only for the other purposes authorized by the Congress. 

Mr. Pintion. The costs would be the same? 

General Wurppwe. In that case the costs would be the same. 

Mr. Pruuron. Is that not a very unbusinesslike way of doing 
business, to proceed on an assumption without obtaining the firm 
commitment for a $3 million contract? In other words, in this project 
there would be $6 million, the return of which is either conjectural or 
nonexistent? 

General WurppLe. Sir— 

Mr. Priiiron. Out of $13.7 million. 

General Wuirpeie. We do try to obtain a firm contract prior to the 
time we start major construction. We have been getting into nego- 
tiations with two cities in Kansas. We have assurances from the 
State of Kansas as a whole, and we do expect that this water will be 
contracted for. 

We have done it with so many other cities before in the early stage 
of construction of this project that we believe by this time next year 
on the whole we will be very far along with construction and we will 
have the contracts in force. 

Mr. Pruttron. Thank vou. 

Mr. Fenton. Will the gentleman vie 
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Mr. Rasaut. Yes. 


ect to Mr. Fenton. General, what is the history of the repayment for 
f the water by the various communities, say, for the past 10 years on some- 
very- thing like you have here? 

miliar General Wurprie. Our experience has been 100 percent repayment. 
h was We have provided no water supply for which we have failed to 
ed by obtain a contract except in the one case of Keystone Reservoir, in 
burse- which the water has been found to be of improper quality and in that 
vision case that water, that storage is required for flood control in any event. 
‘iginal We have had no case of a municipality failing to produce the money 


at will it has contracted for or failing to make the payments on time for the 
ream- water contracted; and every flood control reservoir we are now build- 
ing, with one exception, in my division, has water supply storage 
re not fF that is in it. 
orable It has become characteristic of all of our flood control reservoirs 
. in the Southwest and we have never failed to receive payment from 
ro ject local interests. 


ithout FLOOD DAMAGES 


Mr. Pttitrion. Would you be good enough to supply for the record— 
I would like to point out to the gentleman from Ohio the flood dam- 
age—would you be good enough to place in the record the flood 

oO pro- damages? 


)btain- General Wurppue. I can give them to you right now. 
upply? [ have them immediately available. 
itiated Mr. Pruuron. Will vou put them in the record? 


General Wuippie. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Pittron. How much are they for ears in this particular 
the re- project? 


| to go | 
General Wuterie. Within the last 10 years, there was a flood 
iat we 1951 on this stream which did a total—— 


f that Mr. Prtuton. In this area, not on the stream, General. 
e case, General WutpepLe. The damage as preventable by this partic ‘ular 
water reservoir in this particular flood that I am t: alking about, $5,275,000 in 
ress. 1951, $899,000 from the flood in 1957, which did a larger total amount 
of damage, $148,000 in the flood in 1958, and $362,000 of the flood in 
1959. 
doing 
e firm 
project 
ural or 


These are not total damages. These were the portion of those 
damages preventable by floods over the last 10 years. 


PAYMENT FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Rasaur. What would vou think about holding to a policy of 
ho further construction until there is some agreement on the water 


‘ » 
es 


‘tothe | General Warppin. That is a policy that as far as possible we are 
9 nego- § following, a though we did not ‘follow it in this particular project. 
ym_ the General Carrer. I would hike to make one comment on that, Mr. 


sy y 
will be Chairman. That policy would act to delay construction in many 


cases where we have complete assurances dealing with the re putab le 


v stage | body that knows, or that has the ability to finance the project, et 
xt year ‘etera, and it takes quite a little time to get these contracts fir ally 


we ‘will . ‘veloped and SII or rd. 
In the meantime, there are projects and there is one coming up right 


)\ 


away where we find that the local interests are not coming through 


12882 —60 27 
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with this contribution and we will recommend that the project not be 
built. 

I do not believe it would be a good policy to just say that we not 
proceed until the water supply contract is signed because the amount 
of the contract is verv difficult to determine until we get the final cost. 

We do not get the final costs until we get the first construction going 
and really get our design memorandum and our detailed design 
complete. 

Mr. Rasaur. Thank you. 


JOHN REDMOND RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Rasaur. We will take up the John Redmond Reservoir, for 
$3.8 million. 

We will insert pages 54 through 58. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 
JOHN REDMOND RESERVOIR, KANs. 


(CONTINUING 


Location.—On the Grand (Neosho) River, 344 miles above the mouth, about 
2 miles northwest of Burlington, Kans., in Coffey County. 

Authorization 1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 2.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
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1] r « irs¢ e Fede (a ernment te co 1 ) l 
storave ‘ ‘ u The re € 
requirt 
PHYSI rA 
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Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 87 feet 
Length: 21,790 cluding gated spillway). 
Spillway: Type “7 ale ‘ontrolled ogee weir with stilling basin (14 40- by 35-10 
tainter gates); capacity (maximum pool) 577,000 cubic feet per se 1. 
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ot be Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





re not Percent | Completion schedule 
nount | complete 
| cost. 





. Entire project FES nee ee Sa a i li 5 June 1965. 
zomg | Ac 1isit of reservoir__...-- autiaok ek tema ace if pul 1964. 
desion j Relocations... sae Siar Seg ties ware sa eos 1 | January 1964. 
: ' Reser r clearing 2 eee. Se a ao 0 | December 1963. 
' Main dam embankment and spillway---_-.-.-.------ la ate te ee 0 | 
t Cc ire of dam : caiaaes iia deed tecdcekeeiabiee weberaneibics January 1 
j Somuietion Of GSM... 25-566 5565. Eaten dw ate ed in aes Februar 
A¢ Es ita stacks onksavecabanauh ied aoaastons > e 15 M 1961 
Recreat facilities__. ieee Gnceiatalinam cans 0 June 1965, 
Adit tration and maintenance building.._--.. ss Si eee eames 49 April 1960 
Per! t erating equipment --- kas cero ioaent aceaciouaes 34 January 1964, 


ir, for = —— Se ae ——— eae, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Phe John Redmond Reservoir is an important unit in the four-reservoir system 


when col ipleted, will 
developed agricultural 

lands and 2,150 acres of urban area. About 14,000 persons reside within the 
flood plain of the Cottonwood and Grand (Neosho) R r ut Pp 


on the Upper Grand (Neosho) River Basin. This unit, 
benefit about 200,000 acres of very fertile and highly 


inivers, above Pensacola 


Reservoir, cf which over 9,000 reside in the area downstream from the John 
Redmond Dam site. The estimated value of lands and improvements within 
the Hy j plain below the John Redmond pr ject is $163,.656,000 The reduction 
h, about n flood f equetl 











y will permit more intensive farming on 157,000 acres of cleared 
land, { when operating in the four-reservoir systemn will mitigate pollution of 
a major water supply source in munici e sums hay 
beer xpended in unsuecessful attemp s that have 
ot { the ba during prolomces the present 
approve dan, the John Redmond Res of the total 
lor trol storage in the system of 1 of June 
asia to July Ie | flo d damages estimated at 530 million were experienced in the river 
ercent of Dash Phe annual flood control benefits which would be realized by operatior 
Sala af thet 


iY ir-reservoir svstem are estimated to be S2.828.000 
ieral cos PF ar 1961 The requested amount of 83,800,000 











| pplied to: 
Co ie acquisition of land in reservoir area SL, 280. 000 
ye Tnit uired reloe: ms of pipelines and county roads “ 250, 000 
Continue embankment and spillway 1. 585. 000 
Initiate and complete right abutment access road__. ‘ 305, COO 
| i and design 210. 000 
. Supervision and administration —__- : 170, 000 
Ae ee T | 3, 800, 000 
—. I LIhi f f nds reque ed Hsca ea 9611 ( ine inue ¢ = 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1 (2) (3 4 (5) (6) 
Lands and damages - $8, 595, 000 | $242, 100 $653. 000 $1, 280, COO | $6, 419, 900 
Relocations 9, 323, 900 10, 200 250, 000 9, 063, 700 
Reservoirs__- 389, 200 389, 200 
Dams 10, 604, 400 150, 000 1, 585, 000 8, 869, 400 
Fish and wildlife facilities 6, 300 6, 300 
Roads, railroads, and bridges 392, 100 87, 000 305, 100 
Recreation facilities 219, 600 219, 600 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| 222, 200 222, 200 : 
Permanent operating equipment 14, 600 5, 000 9, 600 
Preauthorization studies 53, 200 53, 200 
Engineering and design : 1, 422, 800 438, 900 189, 000 210, 000 584, 900 
Supervision and administr¢ ition A 1, 556, 700 53, 300 | 58, 300 169, 900 1, 275, 200 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 32, 800, GOO 787, 500 1, 374, 700 3, 800, COO 26, 837, 800 


Undistributed costs 


Total project’ cost Fed- 
eral funds only 32, 800, 000 787, 5CO 1, 374, 7 3, 800, 000 26, 837, 80 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 
only) 32, 800, 000 787, 500 1, 374, 700 3, 800, 000 26, 837, 800 
Undelivered orders 86, 100 86, 160 
Total obligations 873. 600 1, 288, 600 3, 800, OOF 6}, 837, 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


A ppropriations SY4, 200 1, 268, 000 
Unobligaied cCarryovel irom 
prior year 1), OAM 
Total funds available for 
obligation SY4, 2K 1, 288, 600 _— 
Appropriations required 3, 800, 000 26, 837, SK 


COMMITMENTS FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Ragpavr. Apparently most of your hopefuls, cities for water 
supply in this project, have washed out. What does this do to the 
economics of this project? How many cities did you have that were 
interested in this? 

General Wurpp.e. Five. 

Mr. RaBavt. Five cities were interested in water. They are all 
walk'ng out on you? 

General Wutprie. No, sir I do not think they are all walkng 
out on us. 

Mr. Raspavr. That isa little hopeful. Three out of five are walking 
et 

General WuippLe. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Mr. RaBavrt. What ea of the water do they have? Do 
they have more than half of it° 

They must have, if they ore an equal amount eac h. 

What does it do to the econoi nies of the proje et? 

General Wuippe.e. | do not think there is vomng to be al effect 
on the economics because I feel we are going to get the cooperatio! 

Mr. Rasaur. Do you think they will change their mind? 

General Wuippte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. W hs at is the problem? 
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General WuippLe. We have received—in fact, this matter has been 
taken up with the State of Kansas, and they are sufficiently confident 
that we received a letter from the Governor personally in January, 
just last month, asking that we provide this water and assuring us 
that contracts will be entered into with one or more of these munici- 
palities by this time. 

Mr. Rapavt. Isn’t that an odd procedure in a way, that we have 
to have one man in a State to give assurances to the Federal Govern- 
ment about something in which the Federal Government is increasing 
their money? 

General Wuippuer. If we thought this was the end of the matter, sir, 
we would not be at all—— 

Mr. Rasaut. I’m not questioning the Governor’s good intentions 
as the chief executive of the State, but what is the matter with the 
local people that they cannot make some assurances about it? 

Is the Governor going to see that the money comes in for this? 

General Wuipp.ie. No, sir. I think some of the towns and munic- 
ipalities, including Humboldt, Kans., which is negotiating with the 
district engineer at this time, are going to use this water supply. It 
is a little difficult for them to make up their minds in this long-range 
matter, sir, and vet there is interest init. We believe that this water 
supply is going to come to a head as in the case of Council Grove, 
which also is a project which has just been started. 

We believe the supply requirement will be available even though 
we do not vet — the contracts. 

Mr. Rapaur. That is true. This committee has a very high 
estimation of the sales ability of the Corps of Engineers. We have 
experie ‘need that, Mr. Chairman, as you know, several times during 

he vears we have been here together. How is it — cannot sell this 
water or sell these little munic ipalities out there? There is something 
wrong here someplace. I don’t know. 

General WuirpLe. Well, sir, perhaps we do not have a sales 
organization. 

Mr. Rasavur. I do not know. At times we sit here in a state of 
admiration, 

Mr. Taser. Where are they getting the water that they were 
supposed to get out of this? Where are they going to get it? 

General WuippLe. They are getting the present water supplies, 
most of them, out of wells, and some of them out of the flow of the 
river itself, but the problem is, how are they going to get water for the 
future? 

These dams are about the only place that they can look to the 
future supplies of water. 

We do have surveys that indicate that this water will be required. 
The Governor and the State water conservation board are certain 
that it is going to be needed and we feel that these municipalities, 
while we cannot sell them water, we believe that it will only be a matter 
of months before they are going to come around and ask us for it. 

Mr. Taser. Don’t you think after they do that it will be time 
enough to come up here? 

Mr. Evins. Will the chairman yield? 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes 

Mr. Evins. General, you consider this one of the good projects, 


do you not? 
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Mr. Rapavt. Just a minute. He did not answer the previous 
question. 

Mr. Taser. Don’t you think it would be time enough for them to 
come up to ask you to go ahead when they are ready to sign up for 
use of the water? 

General WuiprLe. Well, sir, it is rather difficult to gear the me- 
chanics of municipal governments to the mechanics of this. While 
we are well launched in the preparation of a project like this, there is 
a considerable loss of momentum to stop all activities for a year or so. 

Past experience would indicate to us that these people are going to 
want the water and will come through and contract for it. 

Mr. Taser. I do not know but it looks kind of funny for us to set 
up a water supply for a bunch of communities that do not want it. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Evins. There may be, and there possibly are some marginal 
projects here of questionable value, but this is one with a cost-benefit 
ratio of 2.2 to 1. It is said in the justification that there was $30 
million of flood damage alone in 1951. They have had some terrific 
floods in Kansas. This is largely a flood prevention proposition, is it 
not, and the water supply is auxiliary; is that correct? 

General Wuiepie. That is correct. 

This project could be justified entirely on its flood benefits without 
regard to water supply or any other benefits. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, this is primarily a flood-control proposi- 
tion for Kansas? 

General Wuiprie. Yes, sir. If we build it without the water 
supply, it will be there without it for 500 years. 

Mr. Evins. Reimbursements are required to reimburse the Govern- 
ment for the water they use. 

General WuippLe. That is correct. 

Mr. Rapavt. If they use the water, the water will add to the 
benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Evins. You stated the flood-control justification alone would 
justify this project? 

General Wuipr_te. Yes, sir. It would add to the benefit-cost ratio. 

Excuse me, sir. I] missed that last question. 

Mr. Evins. I was asking whether or not this project could be 
justified alone on flood-control purposes. 

General Wuipr.e. That is right. Its present total cost would be 
justified by flood control without respect to any other benefits. 

Mr. Evins. Do you as a professional engineer consider this a sound 
and good project? 

General Wuipp.e. I consider it is a very good project. 


BENEFIT=-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Rasavt. You are justifying all four of the Grand Neosho River 
Basin project on the same flood benefits. How does it happen that 
the benefit-cost ratios are different? 

John Redmond is higher than the others? 

General Wuipp.e. Yes; because of the allocation of these benefits. 
Sometimes in the past we have testified on the basis of a system 
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ious benefit-cost ratio, but this benefit-cost ratio is given with the in- 
dividual allocation of benefits by projects. 
n to Mr. Ranaut. You mean the high ratio helps out the low ones? 
» for General Wurpr.e. No, sir; not any more. If vou give them in- 
dividually it is not help for the low ones. 
me- Mr. Rasaut, Then when we regroup them, what is the effect? 
hile General Wuirer.e. If you group them and give only a system 
re Is benefit-cost ratio, you may include an infeasible project. 
r so. Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, this is off the record. 
ig to (Discussion off the record.) 
O set KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, OKLA. 
it it, a : 
Mr. Ranaut. Keystone Reservoir, $17,400,000. 
Insert pages 60 through 65. 
: (The pages referred,to are as follows:) 
ginal 
nefit FLoop ContTrou ProsEcts (RESERVOIR) 
5 $30 ; 
wr KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, OKLA, 
rrifi¢ 
, is it (CONTINUING) 
Location.—On the Arkansas River, 539 miles above the mouth, about 15 miles 
west of Tulsa, Okla. 
thout Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
: Basin). 
)posi- Summarized financial data 
ré >» 
water Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
— estimated 
yvern- Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost.............-.-- soo debiaieiatiesiatatsnte toh wile wien : $121, 000, 000 1 << ni cnecnccss 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ..........------ : = euaae oo Oe canwamene 
o the Inner ONIN RNA on co amumce es : et (1) 
Other costs picid Ne sete s x . + | CP tie kate ieee 
Total estimated project cost. __ al ; a | 193 O00 O06 hn oe 
would Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is- 24 128, 500, 000 . 
Appropriations to June 30. 1959____- ; ae ie 11, 141,000 
L Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 | OS FOOL Oe Bianca cocdees 
ratio. Appropriations to date. -_- ; oa 20, 841, 000 19 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961----- Bidets Bi 17,400, 000 | 34 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _- : 72, 759, 000 














iid be 


1 Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal Government. on an annual basis. for any stor- 
age made available for water supply, Estimated first cost of 50,000 acre-feet of storage presently allocated 
to water supply is $3,525,000, 


uld be 






PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill with concrete spillway. 
Height: 121 feet (maximum above streambed), 
Length: 4,570 feet (including gated spillway). 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate-controlled ogee weir with 18 40-foot by 35-foot gates with 
stilling basin). 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) 910,000 cubic feet per second including sluices. 
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Reservoir capacity (initial development): Acre- feet 
Flood control _ - ot ee gent : : eee a 
Water supply - -__- ee 50, 000 
Sediment reserve and other conservation purposes-_ _- ; 425, 000 

Total _ - BR al : Bote 1, 879, 000 

Reservoir capacity (ultimate development) : 

Flood control me 1, 216, 000 
Water supply - - are eer Sa 50, 000 
NR cs a er ; s , 198, 000 
Power head, sediment reserve, and other conservation purposes 415, 000 

Total _- ee ; : 1, 879, 000 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent complete, Completion schedule 


Entire project ; 13 | June 1965. 
Acquisition of reservoir area 25 | June 1964. 
Relocations 9 | May 1964 
Reservoir clearing 0 | October 1963. 
Embankment, spillway, and power intake structure 0 

Closure of dam August 1964. 

Completion of dam December 1964 
Roads: Access and service 9 | June 1965 
Recreation facilities / ; 0 | June 1963. 
Administration and maintenance building 100 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Keystone Reservoir is a key unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control in the Arkansas River Valley. The project will provide nearly complet*® 
protection to the overflow areas in the Arkansas River Valley from the dam site 
to the mouth of the Verdigris River and a varying degree of protection to areas 
downstream from this reach. These areas total over 868,000 acres and are highly 
developed for agricultural purposes which includes large production of specialized 
truck crops near the populated areas of Tulsa and Muskogee, Okla., Fort Smith 
and Van Buren, Ark. Flood damages resulting from the maximum flood of 
May 1943 totaled nearly $20 million in the Arkansas River Valley. Estimated 
losses from a repetition of that flood, under present-day prices, would be well 
over twice that amount. The city of Tulsa, Okla., and other local communities 
have requested that an allocation of approximately 50,000 acre-feet of water 
supply storage be made in the reservoir. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $17,400,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue acquisition of land in the reservoir area $3, 654, 000 
Continue relocations 3 : aie ses. 2 8, 329, 100 
Continue spillway and power intake structure _ 4,000, 000 
Plugging oil and gas wells_ - —_ _- : 50, 000 
Engineering and design ; : ; s f 392, 800 
Supervision and administration_ 974, 100 

Total __ : . ‘ 17, 400, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Gov- 
ernment for costs allocated to water supply after use is initiated. This reimburse- 
ment is presently estimated at $3,525,000, or $140,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Tulsa, as well as other local communi- 
ties, have tentatively indicated their desire for approximately 50,000 acre-feet 
of storage for municipal and industrial water supply. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$111 million for initial development is $26 million less than the latest estimate 
($137 million) submitted to Congress. An increase of $3,799,000 in lands and 
damages, based on a more detailed planning, was more than offset by net decreases 
of $17,675,000 in relocations and $9,404,200 in other construction features, based 
on contract awards and more detailed planning, and $2,719,810 in engineering 
and design and in supervision and administration, based on a reanalysis of 
requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


i Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
year 1961 














(1) (4) (5) (6) 













Lands and damages $17, 430, 000 $2, 875, 900 $3, 494, 000 $3, 654, 000 $7, 406, 100 
Relocations 58, 220, 100 2, 856, 700 4, 510, 200 9, 131, 400 41, 721, 800 
Reservoir. _-- | 1, 504, 300 | | 50, 000 1, 454, 300 
Dam | 20, 504, 300 68, 200 1, 081, 800 4, 000, 000 15, 444, 300 
Fish and wildlife facilities | 5, 700 | | | 5, 700 
Roads, railroads, and bridges | 493, 800 | 47, 000 | 446, 800 
Levees and floodwalls 924, 000 924, 000 
Pumping plants 253, 200 


} | 263, 200 















| 
Recreation facilities 330, 000 | 330, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| 206, 100 | 187, 800 100 | 18, 200 
Permanent operating equipment 72, 200 20, 300 | 151, 900 
Preauthorization studies | 57, 000 57,000 | 
Engineering and design | 4, 299, 000 | 2, 161, 300 | 1, 263, 400 | 592, 800 | 281, 500 
Supervision and administration 6, 500, 300 | 423, 000 725, 800 | 974, 100 | 4, 377, 400 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 

eral funds only) | 111,000, 000 | 8, 697, 200 | 11,075, 300 | ~—-:18, 402, 300 | 72, 825, 200 
Undistributed costs . | al 66, 500 | — 66, 500 
Construction facilities - - - | | (66, 500) } | (—66, 500) 





Total project cost (Federal | | | 
funds only) | 111,000, 000 8, 763, 700 11, 075, 300 18, 402, 300 72, 758, 7 
Pending adjustments-_. | 





Total cost (Federal funds | } 
only) } 111,000,000 | 8, 763, 700 11, 075, 300 18, 402, 300 72, 758, 700 
Undelivered orders 2 | 1, 497, 300 — 495, 000 — 1, 002, 300 





| — 













Total obligations 10, 261, 000 10, 580, 300 17, 400, 000 72, 758, 700 


METHOD OF FINANCING 











Appropriations 11, 141, 300 9, 700, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
pnor year__- S80, 300 





Total funds available for 
obligation 11, 141, 300 10, 580, 300 
Appropriations required 17, 400, 000 


~] 


N 
~1 
’ 


58, 700 

























COST OF LANDS AND RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Rasaur. One of the principal problems that comes up most 
frequently on these Arkansas River projects is the cost of lands and 
relocations. 

What generally is the situation, particularly in those areas where oil 
wells are involved? 

General WuipepLe. We have some very serious problems where oil 
wells are involved, although Keystone is nothing like as serious as the 
Oologah project. 

Mr. Raspavur. Do they give up the wells? What happens? They 
take oil out of oceans now some places. They ought to take it out of 
reservoirs. 

General Wurepte. If there are oil wells we either buy the land in 
fee simple, or, if it is land that will be affected only by floods ocea- 
sionally, we subordinate it to the right of flooding. In such a case, 
we retain a flowage easement, which allows the well to continue. 
We do that in all cases where it appears there will be a saving and the 
owner will prefer to do that. 

Mr. Rapavr. Is the construction on the oil wells the cause of the 
high prices on the land, or what is it? 
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General Wuirpie. There is a considerable increase in land values 
and an increase in development in that entire area. 

Mr. Rasavt. | suppose some of the increase results from the fact 
that the Government has taken such an interest in the whole area. 

General Wuippue. It is a pretty active area economically; that ares 
right in the central Oklahoma area, east central Oklahoma, around 
Tulsa. There is a considerable amount of development. 

There are, of course, some speculative considerations in there, I feel 
sure. 

Mr. Rapaur. You are continuing to run sizable carryovers in this 
project. In Oologah Reservoir and on the Dardanelle lock and 
dam this is true. What is the reason that vou have thse sizable 
carryovers? 

General Wuippie. On Dardanelle lock and dam there will be no 
carryover at the end of this particular fiscal vear. We expect all 
funds to be obligated and the majority of them to be spent. 


RELOCATION POLICY 


Mr. Rapavt. I want to go back to the relocation costs on these oil 
wells. I will ask the clerk to read from one of our field reports. 


Mr. Cup (reading). The corps’ policy is to provide relocations in kind with 
any betterments being paid for by the respective railroads or road authorities. 
However, the Federal share cannot be entirely computed objectively and, there- 
fore, the final figure is a result of extensive negotiations. As the relocation costs 
are so excessive on these projects, it is believed that constant review should be 
made to assure that every effort is being made to hold the Federal participation 
to a fully justifiable figure. It would appear that the bargaining by the Federal 
Officials is somewhat hampered by the fact that in many instances the appro- 
priations are provided in advance of final agreement. It is, therefore, obviously 
difficult for Federal officials to “hold out’? when they have Federal funds in hand. 
Consideration might be given to adopting a committee policy which would defer 
appropriating funds for relocations until an agreed-upon figure could be sub- 
mitted for committee review. Examples of excessive costs which might have 
been avoided are instances where two railroads are involved with individual track 
relocations being provided in lieu of combined facilities. One railroad official 
indicated informally that although his railroad would have been agreeable to a 
combined facility, the other railroad felt that as long as the Federal Government 
was putting up the funds, that they should hold out for separate facilities. Another 
official indicated that actually better bridges were being provided under the relo- 
cation for their railroad than they felt was really necessary. 

Mr. Rapavtr. We would like a comment on that. 

General Wuirpie. That is quite a large order, but I am quite 
familiar with that situation, sir. 

We have had in this Keystone project a very great problem with 
the relocations. A year ago this was a very serious problem to us, 
indeed. 

We had considerable difficulty with reaching agreement with the 
MKT railroad line, because we were attempting to convince them that 
they should combine and utilize a single track with the Frisco line, 
which also runs through the same reservoir. I presume that is the 
case that your field report refers to. 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

General Wuipp.e. It is true that we felt that those two railroads 
could properly physically and perfectly satisfactorily operate on a single 
line, which would have saved a quite large sum. It would have saved 


somewhere in the neighborhood of $8 million if they had been willing 
to do so. 
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Mr. Ranaut. It is the same old story. 

Uncle Sam will pay the bill and they figure if he is going to pay it, 
let him pay it. 

Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasaur. What would be the effect of a policy of no appropria- 
tions until settlement on relocation costs? 

General WuiprLe. The consequences are rather difficult to say be- 
cause of the fact that it takes years and years to complete all of the 
relocation costs. For example, on the Table Rock project, which is 
now practically complete, as you know—construction appropriations 
having been underway for about 7 years—we are still in court with 
the railroad condemnation case, which will not come to trial until 
next month. The requirement that we settle all of these relocation 
legal aspects before proceeding with construction would, I am afraid, 
tie our hands in ways that are not immediately apparent. 

In the case that the chairman cited about combining the two rail- 
roads, there is no legal way in which I know of that the Federal Gov- 
ernment can attack the porblem if the railroads refuse to cooperate. 

In every other case that I know of, where railroads take— 

Mr. Rasaur. We have to reckon with laws over here. 

General WurprLe. We can condemn a railroad. If a railroad takes 
an unreasonable attitude on other matters, we can bring them to 
to court, condemn the portion of their line, and bring them to task. 

Mr. Rasaut. Suppose we took the attitude here in the committee 
that we refuse to fund that project? 

General Wuippue. I think the railroad would be delighted. They 
are opposing this project in any event because of its navigation 
features. 

Mr. Taner. You mean the railroads do not want the project to go 
through? 

General Wuippie. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Why not? 

General WurppLe. Because it is part of a navigation project which 
the Association of American Railroads has protested against because 
they do not want the navigation. 

General Carter. They do not w ant the competition. The major 
justification for the Keystone project is the navigation benefits to the 
Arkansas River, and that is the major benefit. 


STATUS OF PROJECT 





Mr. Taser. How far along is the project? It is not very far, is it? 
General Wuirpie. We have actually just let the contract for the 
major portion of the dam. 


Mr. Taser. You have just let the contract for the major part of 
the dam? 

General Wurpp.e. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Have you tied yourself up by the right-of-way of the 
railroad? 


General WutppLe. We have completed negotiations with the rail- 
road, 
For one of the railroads, we are practically halfway through their 


relocation. That is the Frisco. We have not yet started the relo- 
cation for the MKT. 
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The last that | checked on it the relocation contract had not yet 
been signed. 

Mr. ‘Taser. Why couldn’t they use the same relocation that the 
other folks have? 

General Wuippie. Physically, they could, with an additional 
bridge and certain connections. It would, however, lengthen their 
routes to the northern portion of their line and cause them to have 
a coordinated signal traffic system which they state has considerable 
operating disadvantages. 

The lengthening of their line is unquestionably a disadvantage to 
traffic of theirs moving to the west and north. It would shorten the 
line for certain other routings of freight. They say the net result is 
one that the combined routing would not be as favorable as their 
present or their planned relocation line. 

Therefore, they say that it is not an equivalent relocation. 

As I say, we thought that the combined line was a satisfactory 
solution but I am giving you the railroads’ arguments, which do have 
a certain amount of merit. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Taser. You are entering into this setup without a dollar of 
local contribution? 

General Wuippeie. That will be essentially it. Although there was 
an estimated reimbursement of over $3 million for water supply, we 
now believe that that water is not suitable for in 2 supply and that 
there will be no contribution on that account. I do welcome this 
opportunity to correct the record in that respect. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Taser. Now, you have got the benefit-cost ratio, without 
figuring any of these changes, economic conditions, et cetera, as only 
Litol. That is pretty slim picking. 

General Wurerte. It is not very high, sir. That is the benefit-cost 
ratio of the Arkansas system as a whole; there is no way to compute 
one individually for this reservoir. 

Mr. Taser. On this reservoir you could tell what the benefit-cost 
ratio is; can you not? 

General Wuippue. No, sir. 

Part of the benefit is navigation, and the project by itself has 
insufficient other benefits to justify it. Therefore, it is only justified 
as a part of the entire navigation plan. 

Mr. Taser. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Mr. Rasaut. We are talking here about the sizable carryovers on 
the Oologah Reservoir and Dardanelles Dam. Could you get along 
in 196i with $17 million for Keystone, $3 million for ‘Oologah, and 
$5.5 million for the Dardanelles, in view of these carryovers? 

General Wuipp.e. I do not really think we could, Mr. Chairman, 
although those in each case are only a fraction of an amount less, 4 | 
small proportion less than what we recommended. 

Our current estimates indicate that we will utilize all or substantially 
all of the balances that will be obligated by the end of this fiscal year. 
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Although these projects in the past have had very substantial carry- 
overs, they have been decreasing. 

Mr. Rasaur. You have had substantial carryovers. Are you going 
to use it up by the end of the fiscal vear or just hoping for that? 

General WuiprpLe. We have had contracts now. Most of these 
contracts on the large projects have been let. 

We heve let the largest contract on both Keystone and Eufaula. 
On Dardanelles, we have a substantial contract in place this vear that 
is moving very well and the other very large contract on that we let 
about the Ist of June. 

Mr. Raspaut. How far are they completed, percentagewise? They 
are not 50 percent yet? 

General WHIPPLE. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Aren’t the contracts let? 

General WuipeLe. We now have the big contracts on these projects 


OOLOGAH RESERVOIR, OKLA, 


Mr. Rasavur. Oologah Reservoir, $3,700,000. 
Insert pages 67 through 72. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 


OoOLOGAH RESERVOIR, OKLA, 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Verdigris River, 90 miles above the mouth, about 2 miles 
southeast of Oologah, Rogers County, Okla. 
Authorization..—1938 Flood Control Act, modified by 1946 River and Harbor 
Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1 (for initial development). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (initial development 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 


pe 1 $35, 100, GOK 
0 





Other costs oe 5 ) 
Estimated project cost . sf | 35, 100. 000 
Estimated Federal cost of ultimate development including navigation | 
and increased water supply ; x 39, 200, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 18, 596. OO 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 c 11, 600, OO 
Appropriations to date ; 30, 196, 000 86 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 5 3, 700, Of 97 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ; = 1, 204, OOF 





| interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government, on an annual! basis, for any surplus 
Storage male available for water supply. The annual payment for water supply for the initial plan is 


lhe Ist cost for water supply is approximately $1,950,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA It 
Dam: f 


Type, earth fill. be 
Height, 129 feet. 0 
Length, 4,000 fect. er 
Spillway (initial development): in 


Type: Uncontrolled off-channel saddle spillway, 340 feet wide. de 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) 330,000 cubic feet per second. di 


Reservoir capacity (initial development): Acre-feet to 
UCASE 963. 000 a 
Water supply 48. 700 
Permanent pool 














-- ---- - 9, 300 ib 
mp - —_ C 
arcs m ann peeienne db wees Sa wees a ascii 11, 021, 000 C 
Reservoir capacity (ultimate development): C 
Flood control. ____- Sos satel saris dead oc oe Caciaante er ora i 965, 600 
Navigation, municipal and industrial water supply___.____-- 544, 100 CG 
Permanent pool - ; bss We sstere seta 9, 300 Ei 
= SI 
Total. Fae : a aaa 21,519, 000 
1 Includes 22,800 acre-feet of sedimentation reserve storage for a 20-year period 
3 Includes 64,800 acre-feet of sedimentation reserve storage for a 50-year period. 
Status of initial development (Jan. 1, 1960 re 
rT 
Percent Cr Wi 
com] lete 
sri G 
Entire project 59 | June 1962 
Acquisition of reservoir area 7 December of 
1960 - 
Relocations 3 Apr 1961, i 
Reservoir clearing 100 () 
Clearing damsite 1) ( 
Excavation for outlet works and Ist stage embankment 100 | 
Excavation for spillway 100 
Completion of embankment outlet works and spillway — 58 S 
Closure of dam a May 1962 
Completion of dan June 1962 s 
Roads (acct ind service 85 April 1962 Ol 
\dministration and maintenance building 11) 
1 
JUSTIFICATION el 
Oologah Reservoir is an integral unit in the six-reservoir system in the Verdigris 43 


River Basin, consisting of Oologah and Toronto Reservoirs under construction, 
the completed Fall civer and Hiulah Reservoirs, and the authorized Neodesha 
and Elk City (Table Mound) Reservoirs. Operation of Oologah Reservoir i 
conjunction with the completed Fall River and Hulah projects and the near 
completed Toronto Reservoir will provide urgently needed flood protection for 
farmland and communities in the Verdigris and Arkansas River flood plains 
Further, during prolonged drought periods, water shortages are critical, partic 





ularly because sewage effluent and industrial wastes discharged into river 
make water treatment difficult. The authorized reservoirs have specifie alloca- 


tions of storage to augment low stream flows to provide minimum flows recom- 
mended by U.S. Public Health Service. Operation of Oologah Reservoir in con 
junction with Toronto, Fall River, and Hlulah Re servoirs would provide the najor 
portion of pollution abatement and water supply benefits attributable to the 
six-reservoir system. 

A total of 72 floods have occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence 


Kans., during the period from January 1922 through June 19059 Sinee 1945 
total of nine ajor floods have been experienced Damage om these ni 
major floods on the main stem below the si wthorized reservoirs sre estin 


oO total $26,179,000, which ineludes damuge Sl the AMOUNT of $7,250,000 dow 


stream fron Oologal damsite. Operation yy the six-reservoir vstem 1n 
Verdigris Basin ould have prev ited ahout 90 percent of these damages tl 
flood of June—July 1951 exceeded the prior maxinium flood of record in the upper 


Verdigris River Valley and was a major flood in the lower portion of the valley. 
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It is estimated that flood damages, considering the completed Fall River and Hulah 
Reservoirs not in operation, would have totaled $9,026,000 in the flood plain areas 
below the six authorized reservoirs. Operation studies show that the authorized 
Oologah and Toronto Reservoirs and the completed Fall River and Hulah Res- 
ervoirs would have prevented $5,130,000 of these damages. The principal losses 
in the valleys were sustained by agricultural improvements and crops, urban 
development in Neodesha, Independence, Coffeyville, Kans., to petroleum in- 
dustry, and by major railway and highway crossings in the valley. Interruptions 
to the normal movement of traffic on railroads and highways as a result of floods 
cause large indirect losses to businesses and industries. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,700,000 will be applied to: 


Complete acquisition of lands in the reservoir area__._.....--.___--- $205, 000 
Complete relocation of highways, railroads, and utilities._._________ 1, 910, 000 
Complete plugging oil and gas wells in reservoir area__.___________~ 863, 000 

Continue construction of main dam, embankment, outlet works and 
NNN RTN TN ISU a i ees ht onc tvs we atone 330, 000 
Complete recrestion faciitics. oo sn oe ct emccweneuedammne 137, 000 
rue URANO ANDER MNO 90, 000 
Buper vision AiG ScmInIntrAtiOn...“..< ooce o kc bee eekec cnn 165, 000 
Se ee et ad ar eee ie aoe ee a oe eee 3, 700, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are considered to be the minimum 
required to permit construction to continue at an orderly and economical rate of 
progress. Acquisition of lands, as scheduled, will be necessary to permit continu- 
ation of relocations and construction of main dam embankment and spillway 
without delay. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for any surplus storage made available for water supply. 

Siatus of local cooperaiion.—Contracts have been completed with city officials 
of Tulsa, Okla., for the use of 38,000 acre-feet of storage space; Publie Service Co. 
of Oklahoma for the use of 5,000 acre-feet of storage space; city of Collinsville, 
Okla., for the use of 500 acre-feet of storage space, and with a group of citizens in 
Claremore, Okla., for the use of 2,500 acre-feet of storage space, for municipal and 
industrial water supply purposes. These contracts make a total of 46,000 which 
is the storage presently allocated for water supply purposes. Initial allocation to 
water supply and conservation is 48,700 acre-feet which includes an allowance 
of 2,,00 acre-feet for 20-year sedimentation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. No changes from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases of $416,500 in lands and damages, $1,313,500 for 
plugging existing oil and gas wells in the reservoir area, $174,000 for additional 
recreation facilities, and $148,000 in engineering and design and in supervision 
and administration, all based on reanalysis of requirements, were offset by reduc- 
tions in other features, primarily relocations, based on more detailed design, 
contract awards, and preliminary negotiations. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | | | Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| year 196] 


(1) (2) (3) 


| 
Lands and damages... siete ma 195, 500 | , 439,800 | $3, 550, 000 
Relocations_-_.-__.- - s , 800 | 017, 000 7. 916, 50 R s 
Reservoir______ . 515, 100 77, 400 553, 2 3 $21, 004 
Dam. ._-- }, 755, 700 3, 325, 200 1, 596, 2 5, 1, 028, 800 
Fish and wildlife , 000 ‘ ‘ 6, 000 
Roads, railroads, and bridges : 254, 700 203, 200 : ; 
Recreation facilities 237, 000 |__ S 000 , 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 400 | 168, 400 ; eee 
Permanent operating equipment 34, 700 23, 400 2, 500 , 000 
Preauthorization studies______- 000 30, 000 


Engineering and design , 728, 400 , 283, 100 321, 000 33, 800 
Supervision and administration , 576, 700 661, 30( 7 15, 300 72, 700 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 35, 000 . 228, 800 14, , 300 1, 221, 600 
Undistributed cost : , 400 , DOL 17, 400 
Construction facilities - . _- Kee , 400) (7, 000 (—17, 400) 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) seal 


000 14, , 200 14, 724, 300 , 204, 200 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only). ak <_< 35, 100, 000 | 239, 200 14, 7: , 932, 300 
Undelivered orders i i cB Minne , 361, 800 —2, 129, , 232, 300 


Total obligations. 7 , 000 12, 594, 3. 00K 1, 204, 200 


METHOD OP FINANCIN( 


Appropriations ; ; : fs 1, N00 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year aiamaeinice 6 di 800 


Total .unds available for 
obligation ts eet si om sa i 
Appropriation required pind liRianeteradion : ees , 3, 700, 000 1, 204, 200 


Mr. Ragsaut. No questions. 


Cooper RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEX. 


Cooper Reservoir. Insert pages 74 through 79. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


REsERvorIRS (FLoop CONTRO! 


CoorER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, 
(CONTINUING) 


Location The project is located on Sulphur ] 
from the Texarkana Reservoir. The } fi 


ra 
struction of Cc oper Reservoir on Sout! Sulp 


of 
enlargement, and realinement, and levee enlar 
main stem of Sulphur Piver above mile 126; on 
South Sulphur River below mile 70, except in t! 
42, and on Middle Sulphur River below mile &; on 
and on North Sulphur River between miles 1 and 5. 

Authorization.—Act approved August 3, 1955. 

Be nefit-cost ratio.—2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


nce to Accumulated 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost eae ; $15, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost -_-——- : _ re 290, OOO 
Cash contributions. 

oes ae Other costs ae7 r 290. 000 
£21, 000 Total estimated project cost _- 15. 490, 000 
28, 800 Appropriations to June 30, 1959 1. 389. 000 
6, 000 Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ‘ 2 933, OO 
Appropriations to date 2, 322, OOO 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ; 2, 000, OUE 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 : 10, 878. 000 


33, 800 1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 
72, 700 storage, over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement is 
eememne presently estimated at $4,500,000, exclusive of interest. 

? Excludes permanent transfer from project of $250,000. 
221, 600 
7, 400 : = 
an PHYSICAL DATA 
lic Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 

204, 200 ivht: 47 feet (average 
ee eneth: 15,725 feet. 

Crest elevation: 456 mean sea level. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Joint use pool : ‘ ; 02, 400 
Water supply storage -_. 75, 400 
Flood control ; ; 131, 400 


Total eet Js : 4 239, 200 


aud, 

Service spillway: 

Uncontrolled ogee, length 275 feet 

Crest elevation, 436 mean sea level. 

‘reeneyv spillway: 

Uneontrolled broad crested. 

Leneth 4,200 feet, crest elevation 446.5 mean sea level. 
Outlet structure: 

Gate controlled conduit, 11.25 foot diameter. 

Invert elevation 395 mean sea level, two 6 by 11 foot tractor-type sluice gates, 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


June 1964, 
June 1963. 
I Do 
ily ds, and bridges December 1963 
features ) June 1964 
sand canals (upstream portion completed and in us« : 1; M 
stream Levees and fioodwalls (upstream portion completed and in us 6 | January 
t f Litie Jun 
o con- lildings, ind utilitie 
iearing, rmanent op ing equipment 
mee the 
» 24, o1 


29 to 


mile 9; JUSTIFICATION 





The project will reduce flooding along Sulphur River; its North, Middle, and 


} 


South Forks; Brushy Creek; and Cuthand Creek in eas lexas. Protection will 
provided 20,640 acres of existing open land, and increased land utilization on 
19,300 acres of open land and 22,500 acres of woo land, anticipated to be cleared, 
result from the construction. Estimated flood damages sustained in the 


area during major floods in March to June 1945, A} ril 1953, March to 








432 


June 1957, and May 1958 were $740,000, $296,000, $474,000, and $239,000, 
respectively. A recurrence of these floods under current conditions of develop- 


ment and price levels would cause damages of $909,000, $386,000, $664,000, and $ 
$263,000, respectively. The project would prevent $788,000, $315,000, $499,000, : 


and $212,000 of the latter amounts. It will provide a critically needed source of 
water supply for the towns and communities in this area. The present plan 
provides for 75,000 acre-feet of water supply storage volume. The project also 
will provide sufficient storage volume to permit the transfer from downstream ? 
Texarkana Reservoir of 120,000 acre-feet of flood control storage. This transfer 
will produce collateral benefits in Texarkana by making available for other uses 
this amount of storage space. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied as follows: 


Initiate cemetery relocations - - - - iccica whet aes $20, 000 








Initiate construction of dam __ - ; 190, 000 y 
Initiate construction of permanent office building ass 35, 000 | , 
Continue acquisition of reservoir lands 500, 000 | F 
Continue construction of channels and canal below reservoir 185, 000 | : 
Continue construction of levees below reservoir : 600, 000 ( 
engineering and design 50, 000 I 
Supervision and administration 120, 000 : 
k 

Total _ - ; 2, 000, 000 F 

It is essential that the reservoir lands be secured at an early date, as this feature s 
is the key to orderly prosecution of the project. All reservoir lands in the area to 
be cleared must be obtained in order that reservoir clearing May be initiated in 
fiscal year 1963. One cemetery in the vicinity of the dam must be relocated prior { 
to initiation of construction of dum in order to prevent delay of construction of the 
dam. Construction of the dam and appurtenant features will be initiated during 
the third quarter of fiscal vear 1961. Construction of channels, canals, and levees 
should be constructed as rapidly as possible as flood control benefits are derived 
from each individual stream or segment as soon as it is completed. 

Von-Federal costs. The investment required of local interests in constructiot | 
of the authorized project is estimated at $290,000 broken down as follows: 
Lands ; ; $124, 000 
Relocations, roads, bridges, and utilities - - - : 166, O00 

Total 290, 000 

[In addition, local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal Govern- 
ment in funds, services, or other equivalent value for costs allocated to water | 
supply storage. The presently estimated portion of the reimbursement in funds, 
after water supply is provided, is $4,500,000. 

Loca! interests are required to contribute toward the operation of ¢ ooper - 
Reservoir a pro rata share of the maintenance cost now estimated at $28,700 
annually. Local interests are also required to maintain and operate the other 
features of the project (levees and channels) after completion at an estimated 
cost of $51,500 annually. 

Not included in the above but necess iry for local interests to derive maximum 
value from the linprovemse nt are the construction of drainage improvements by _ 
local and private interests at an estimated first cost of $212,000 and annual main- oi 
tenance cost of 37,500 r 

Status of local cooperation. Assurances for all levee and channel work have been n 
received from the eight counties (Delta, Franklin, Hopkins, Hunt, Lamar, Morris, 

Red River, and Titus) involved. The Sulphur River Municipal Water District, 
domiciled in Cooper, Tex., an organization created by the State of Texas for the 
purpose of providing a source of water supply for municipal, domestic and in 
dustrial use is the designated agent for cooperation with the United States in regard 7 
to the water supply feature. Negotiations with the Sulphur River municipal 

water districts, with regard to local cooperation for water supply, are underway, 

but no firm agreement has been reached, 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15.200.000 is an increase of $1,600,000 from the latest estimate (813,600,000 


submitted to Concress This increase includes $314,000 due to higher price levels, 
$1,895,000 due to additional lands and damages requirements based on a recent 


gross appraisal, and $1,625,000 based on project modification by the Water Supply 


Act of 1958 permitting reimbursement of the non-Federal cost for water suppl) 
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These increases were partially offset by 
$2,234,000 in the various construction features and in relocatio 
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A 


detailed planning and actual contract awards. 


Summary construction program 


Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Reservoir clearing 
OTE. ccows pongubeoneeenn 
Roads, railro: ids, and bridges. --- 
Channels and canals_.....-.-..-- 
Levees and floodwalls 
Recreation facilities - 

Buildings, grounds, 


and utilities. 


| 


Pe rmanent ope rs ating e quipment | 


Engineering and design ‘ 
Supervision and administr ation - 


Total applied cost ( Fed- | 
eral funds only) 
ndistributed costs 


Total project costs (Fed- | 


eral funds only) 
nding adjustments 


1 eosts (Federal funds 





ligations 


rotal o 


METHOD OF FINANCING 

ral funds 
appr ropriations - ----- eos 
Unot ~arryover from 





Total funds available for 
obligation 


Appropr 


| 
Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Bud 
estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960} ye 
(2) (3) | 4 
$2, 608, 000 | $37, 700 $345, 000 
324,000 | 8, 200 48, 800 
TU a en ek 
TRON a a ae 
I oo Ne ae ae 
1,050,000 | 118, 500 | 60, 000 
2, 060, 000 70, 000 508, 000 
gr - 
Co" ) ae ae ieee 
83,000 |____- : Sas r 
12, 000 12,000 |__._-- : 
985, 000 706, 200 | 163, 200 
1,010, 000 | 69, 400 | 75, 000 
15, 200, 000 | 1, 022, 000 1, 200, 000 2 
ee esceceees ee en 
} | 
15, 200, 000 | 1, 022, 000 | 1, 200, 000 9 
! 
15,200,000 | 1, 022, 000 1, 200, 000 2 
’ +-177, 700 —77.700 
bs Gecceaiots 1, 199, 700 1, 122, 300 2 
aa tehsil 1, 389, 000 | 1 933, 000 
Ke 189, 300 
asain eaiaacasidal 1, 389, 000 1, 122, 300 


itions required 


(PB-1), fiscal years 








a net 


get, fiscal 


of during the con- 
decrease of 
ns, based on more 


3 1960 and 1961 





Balance to 
complete 


ar 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(6) 
$500, 000 $1, 725, 300 


20, 000 | 247, 000 
i tl 132, 000 
190, 000 | 6, 140, 000 
275, 000 


} 
485,000 | 386, 500 
700,000 | 782, 000 
| 193, 000 
35.000 | 103, 000 
| 83, 000 
50. 000 65, 600 
20. 000 | 


745, 600 


, 100, 000 | 10, 878, 000 


100, 000 


)}, 000 10, 878, 000 


000 


10, 878, 000 


100, 000 10, 878, 000 


Excludes permanent transfer of $250,000 from project. 


General CARTER. 
request is $2 million. 


1 
reviewed We 


This is 


have had several meetings with t 
of course, are required to provide water supply in 


REDUCTION IN REQUEST 


slow getting underway 
Since the budget request wa 


the mens 


The budget 
s prepared and 


We, 


nterests. 


his proje et under 


the 1958 act. They contend that it should be supplied under the 
older 1937 act, under the incremental cost basis. 
{ would like to reduce that request from $2 million down to $1 


.BAUT. 
ral Car’ 


ren rER. 


We will close out the real estate operation 
How about putting it at $500,000? 
Off the 


record, Mr. Chairman. 


Discussion off the record.) 


General C 
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ARTER., 


channeis 





itself. What 


applying only the 


This project consists of two parts: | 
or protection of people along the banks of the 
i I am doing is deleting all funds wi 
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project, levees and channels below the dam, which will be needed in 
any event whether the dam is built or not. 

Mr. Rasaur. I do not have that figure. 

What assurances can you offer the committee that you will use all 
of the revised request of $1 million? 

General Carter. We will use all of the $1 million requested. 

Mr. Rasavur. You won’t go along with the $500,000? 

All right. 

Mr. Evins. Will the chairman vield? 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Evins. Does that mean by reduction of the $1 million that 
the project will be slowed down more because we have criticized at 
the outset for being slow. 

Why were you delaved on this project? 

General Carter. The local people had hoped, I believe, to get 
this water supply at a very low cost. When we finally developed the 
cost of the water supply and they found they would have to con- 
tribute about $4,500,000, they suddenly realized this was a lot of 
money and they began to cast about for ways and means to see if 
they couldn’t reduce that amount, but, as far as the Federal Govern- 
ment is concerned, the $4 million is what the water supplv feature 
costs and that is what they must pay under the 1958 Water Supply 
Act. 


EFFECT OF REDUCTION ON PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Evins. We are glad to save the million-dollar reduction 
indicated. 

My question is: Will it slow your project down? 

General Carrer. It will stop the dam completely. In fact, we 
cannot even design it until the local interests come in and determine 
how much water supply they will buy. 

Mr. Rapavur. Are you finished? 

Mr. Evins. He says the project is on dead center. 


CHANGE IN FEDERAL COST 


Mr. Rapavur. Last vear in the hearings, on page 291, it is stated 
the Federal share on the Cooper Reservoir was $13,600,000. This 
year it is set forth as $15,200,000. What happened to the local 
costs? 

General Carrer. What page was that that you referred to? 

Mr. Rasaur. Page 74 of the hearings this vear, 291 of last year’s 
hearings. We are talking about the mcrease in the Federal cost. 

General Carrer. This was the old project estimate which we had 
prior to moving the damsite, which reduced the cost, actually, to 
$1,036,000 plus the $190,000 non-Federal cost, which made it the 
$15,500,000. 

Mr. Rasaur. Mr. Kirwan asked the question: ‘‘You are sure it 
will not raise the Federal cost?” 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. That is correct, you said. 

General Carrer. I see where the confusion exists. You have to 
take the $4.5 million on page 74 in the justification books this year. 
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You have to take the $4.5 million away from the total estimated 
project cost of $15,490,000 which brings the Federal costs down to 
about $11 million. The Federal cost has actually gone down. The 
cost to local interests for water supply has gone up. 

Mr. Rasaur. Then you are putting this down $4.5 million. 


WATER SUPPLY STORAGE 


Mr. Fenron. Mr. Chairman, just one observation here: It is noted 
that practically all the capacity of this Cooper Reservoir is for water 
supply or release of equivalent water supply storage of Texarkana 
neservoir. Under these conditions, why shouldn’t the local interests 
pay for the major or entire cost of this project? 

Generai Carrer. The project as authorized, sir, is to move 130,000 
acre-feet of flood-control storage out of Texarkana Reservoir, put it 
behind this dam at Cooper, making available water supply in the 
Texarkana Reservoir. The flood control, being on the same stream, 
the flood control benefits which extend ali the way down to the mouth 
of the Red River do not change. 

The people of Texarkana will have to pay for the water supply 
made available in Texarkana Dam. 

Mr. Fenron. That is what I was going to ask. 

General Carter. They will. 

Mr. Fenron. How much is that? 

General Carrer. We do not have a detailed estimate on it yet. 
It could be at least $2 million. It probably will be more. 


BEAVER RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Mr. Rasautr. Beaver Reservoir, $2,800,600. 
Insert pages 81 through 85. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


MuLtTIPLE Purpose ProJects INCLUDING POWER 
BEAVER RESERVOIR, WHITE River Basin, ARK 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The dam is located on the White River in Carroll County, Ark., 
about 80 miles upstream from the Table Rock Dam and 609 miles upstream from 
the confluence of the White River with the Mississippi. The reservoir will 
extend into Benton and Washington Counties. 

Authorization.---1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit/cost ratio.—1.1 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Amot 


Estimated Federal cost_...__.- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 





Accu 


mulated 


int percent of 


estl 


Fede 


cians anmesdiaminin tiidiiidcinemniail si a aaloc $56, 100, 000 


Cash contributions-.............-- hihi an hese enol ioacia te oni te (1) iad 

Other costs___- ere ee Ny ine are ee Caicaaeecimias | Oceans 
Total estimated project cost aia er 5 cain arti atesantan calblasaeaceuaneientl | 56, 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 _............-.-.-. chads Sah hlcde busts | 1, 201, 000 |_ ee 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_.......-.....--- enced clients te aa tet | 2 1, 563, 000 | 
Appropriations to date : eae - 2, 854, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 —— : si 2, 800, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 a ala wae 50, 446, 000 


mated 
‘ral cost 


! Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 


storage, over a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. 


quired has not been determined 


2 Includes permanent transfer of $100,000 to project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity and earth embankment. 
Height: 228 feet above streambed. 
Length: 
1,259 feet (concrete section 
2,226 feet (embankment section 
Reservoir capacity: 
Power and water supply 
Flood contro! 


Dead storage 


Total_ 


Spillway: 


} 


rhe reimburse 


ment re- 


Acre-feet 
1, 096, O00 


309, 000 
556, 000 


1, Y61, DOD 


Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 


Capacity (maximum pool): 337,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 

Initial: 2 units, at 56,000 kilowatts; 112,000 kilowatts. 

Ultimate: 2 tinits, at 56,000 kilowatts; 112,000 kilowatts. 


Presently planned: 2 units, at 56,000 kilowatts; 112,000 kilowatts. 


Gross head at normal full power pool: 190 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





| 

Percent | 

settee a a a ee eae 

Entire project__........-- ea ceilishes ieiekeasistaiaacieaeibe eabtabchhsendubanibunicbis Scenic dateGaet | 2 | 

Acquisition of damsite and work area...........................-.-- ; 100 | 

ITE ner NE ORONO sein nlidbestdha wah wokecas | 0 | 

Construction facilities. ......- a i a ra ee 8 | 

Neen een cckidaeunawcnes » cakalocae 

Land acquisition --_.........-- hierdie daucionizae is otabesiee oui iess accel ce cawesale | 
Relocations.__.....-. sia earl Stitt ta tte tae f ae oases Cer a 

I ns icine pipwiniieemisainake: ai | 

Power on line: | | 

ET ee ELS a ee Eee | 

en Ene wal dag miceeeeceiicn ett: 

| i 


Completion 


June 1966. 

June 1963. 
Do. 

May 1963. 


April 1965. 


|} August 1965. 


schedule 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Beaver Reservoir is the upstream unit in the authorized system of nine 
reservoirs in the White River Basin, and will regulate flow from about 1,186 
square miles of the 27,765 square-mile drainage area. The project, together 
with Table Rock, will afford a substantial degree of flood protection to the towns 
of Branson and Hollister, Mo., and the recreational facilities along Lake Taney- 
como. Flood control benefits will accrue to about 1,064,100 acres of land along 
the White River downstream from Bull Shoals Dam and about 64 miles of Federal 
highways and 152 miles of railroad wi!l be benefited. The last major flood on 
the White River occurred during the period April-June 1957. It is estimated 
that flood losses in the basin between Bull Shoals Dam and mile 49 amounted to 
$2,782,000 with the existing flood control works in operation. Had the Beaver 
project been in operation it would have prevented losses estimated at $228,000. 
Under current conditions, damages occurring from such a flood and those that 
would be prevented with this project in operation would be approximately the 
same as in 1957. Benefits will also accrue to the lower Mississippi River Valley. 
The project will make available 112,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity at the 
site. Studies indicate 120 million gallons per day can be made available for 
municipal and industrial water supply as requested by local interests in Benton 
and Washington Counties, Ark. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,800,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area________________ $1, 500, 000 
Initiate construction of dam___-_- ee Aaa a 690, 000 
Continue drilling and grouting of dams______.____-___-----~- a 60. 000 
Initiate procurement of main turbines___---.--.---------- ae 10, 000 


Engineering and design___ Setae eae tel tien eeee aia 395, 000 
BUDETVIBION ANG SQMUNISUATION.._....... 5 20 een ewe Sidi Bee 117, 000 
Complete construction taciities =... ..<<.-scnoceccccux Scope 28, 000 

MMM eset Ro cer A Pad Dek Ne sh ahaha tte Bins é3 2, 800, 000 


From data obtained from the Federal Power Commission it is expected that 
the power from the Beaver project can be marketed by 1966. Funds requested 
for fiscal year 1961 are required to continue land acquisition of the reservoir area, 
to initiate construction of the dam, and to initiate procurement of turbines in 
order to meet the established power-on-line dates. 

Non-Federal costs —Under the Water Supply Act of 1958, local interests will 
he required to reimburse the Federal Government for the cost of water supply 
storage, within 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. This cost has not 
yet been determined. 

Status.of local cooperation.—The Beaver Water District, to serve communities 
in Benton and Washington Counties, Ark., was officially organized by the circuit 
court of Benton County on August 27, 1959, and commissioners have heen 
appointed. Preliminary negotiations with local interests on local cooperation 
requirements for water supply are underway. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$56,100,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 








(1) (2) } (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| 
Lands and damages. -.-.--- $4, 336, 000 | $10, 800 $711,800 | $1,600,000 | 52, 013, 400 
Relocations . n . cee 3, 540, 000 : ee rains a ‘ | 3, 540, 000 
Reservoir _- Se 1, 206, 000 ta a ; ; 800 | 1, 205, 200 
ere = 24, 740, 000 EES 100, 000 767, 500 , 500 
Powerplant pA LARS 15, 105. 000 Es eee a 20, 600 15, O84, 400 
Roads. : rai 30, 000 s = - . ; 30, 000 
Recreation facilities : 523, 000 ‘ s 4 523, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 124, 000 ; iin Sods 124, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 85, 000 i . sian ; sai 85, 000 
Preauthorization studies._....-. 61, 000 61, 000 ii sannse nid nies sssiecaitansadsaaeiebanaiel an 
Engineering and design 2, 668, 000 789, 700 600, 300 395, 000 883, 000 
Supervision and administration 3, 682, 000 49,900 | 68, 600 117, 500 3, 445, 000 
Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds only)... . 56, 100, 000 911, 400 | 1, 480, 700 2.901, 400 50, 806, 500 
Undistributed costs -_ -- ei 2 100 346, 400 14, 000 —360, 500 
Total project costs (Fed- 
eral funds only) 56, 100, 000 911, 500 1, 827, 100 2, 915, 400 50, 446, 000 
Pending adjustments (none) 
Total costs (Federal funds | 
only)__.. 56, 100, 000 911, 500 1, 827, 100 2, 915, 400 50, 446, 000 
Undelivered orders _- 3, 700 111, 700 —115, 400 a 
Total obligations 7 , 56, 100, 000 915, 200 | 1, 938, 800 2, 800, 000 50, 446, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations ‘ — s 1, 291, 000 NG bs nt ceca eateueed . 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year. bi iccuineaetee ; sini cnapiinc 375, 800 
Total funds available for 
obligation — 1, 291, 000 1, 938, 800 = sles tuceeaeelGne 
Appropriations required _. biiiinaies 2, 800, 000 o0, 445, 000 


‘ Includes permanent transfer of $100,000 to project. 
CONTRACT FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Rasaur. What is the situation regarding the water supply 
on this project? 

General Wuipr.e. I am happy to be able to report, Mr. Chairman, 
that we have a contract signed. 

The local people will pay for a total of $8,500,000 of the total cost 
of this project. There are four different communities. They have 
had to form a water district but that has now been arranged. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Ranaut. What constitutes the recreation facilities for which 
$523,000 is programed? 

General WutpeLe. What constitutes the recreation facilities? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes, at a cost of $523,000. You can put it in the 
record. 

(The information to be supplied is as follows:) 

The recreational facilities programed for this project consist principally of 
access roads and parking areas, including some fencing and cattle guards, boat 
launching ramps, minimum sanitary facilities, and a limited number of picnic 
and camping facilities, signs, and shoreline improvement. 
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BULL SHOALS RESERVOIR, POWER UNITS NOS. 5 AND 6, ARKANSAS AND 
MISSOURI 


Mr. Rapavr. ‘Bull Shoals Reservoir, power units Nos. 5 and 6,” 
$3,200,000. 

Insert pages 87 through 89. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


Mu.ttTipLE Purpose ProJects INCLUDING POWER 


BuLL SHOALS RESERVOIR, WHITE RIveR Basin, ARK. AND Mo., ADDITION OF 
Units Nos. 5 ann 6 


(CON TIN UING) 


Location.—On the White River, 418.6 miles above the mouth, about 7 miles 
north of Cotter, Ark., and about 10 miles west of Mountain Home, Ark. 

Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit/cost ratio.—1.9 to 1 (units 5 and 6). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. ; a ae ; : ! $6, 830, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost i: : ; 0 | 
Cash contribution ; 0 
Other costs 0 


Total estimated project cost . ; ee 6, 830, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_- 585, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 


1,170,000 | 
ADRRRI GRIN Sn Con en wc enensnceute 1, 755, 000 | 26 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 3, 200, 000 | 73 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 1, 875, 000 


1 The estimated cost of previous work at Bull Shoals, which is complete, is $75,190,000. This justification 
isfor units 5 and 6, estimated to cost $6,830,000. The estimated cost of units 7 and 8 is $7,900,000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Power installation: 

In operation: Four units at 40,000 kilowatts, 160,000 kilowatts. 

Presently planned: Addition of two units at 45,000 kilowatts, 250,000 
kilowatts (total). 

Ultimate: Four units at 40,000 kilowatts, 160,000 kilowatts; four units at 
45,000 kilowatts, 180,000 kilowatts; 340,000 kilowatts (total). 

Gross head with normal full power pool: 198 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Entire project a al ll pe al a 
Installation of equipment---- 


ic ce ae pe i Tiassa et 12 | Power on line: 


0 5th unit August 
Procurement of turbines. governors. and generators_- 16 1961 
Procurement of associated accessory and miscellaneous powerplant | 0 | 6th unit December 
equipment, 1961. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The addition of units Nos. 5 and 6 to the generating capacity is justified as a 
result of a survey by the Southwestern Power Administration. The survey 
shows that the marketing agency could market the additional power as soon as it 
becomes available. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,200,000 will be applied to: 


Continue modification of powerhouse structure and installation of 
powerplant equipment and procurement and installation of gen- 
erators j ’ _ $1, 533, 000 
Complete procurement of turbines, governors, additional penstock 
equipment, generator switchgear, control switchboards, generator 
cables, transformers, oil circuit breakers, disconnect switches, and 
additional switchyard equipment _ - pers ae 1, 386, 300 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


ie : ; 37, 000 
; : aaa 243, 700 


MBER Ps tle a FE 3, 200, 000 


The earliest possible completion of additional units Nos. 5 and 6 is essential in 
meeting present forecasted power requirements. 

Non-F ederal costs—None. 

Status of local ccoperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,830,000 is a decrease of $700,000 from the latest estimate ($7,530,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to favorable bids received 
for the turbines and generators. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | Balance to 


Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3 (4 (5 (6) 
| oe o o « *|0 2 
Powerplant BT aE See $6, 046, 000 $160, 100 $1, 328, 000 $2, 919, 300 $1, 638, 600 
Preauthorization studies 5, 400 5, 400 fname as a cea 
Engineering and design 282, 000 93, 000 70, 000 37, 000 82, 000 
Supervision and administration 496, 600 9, 800 89, 100 243, 700 154, 00 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only ae 6, 830, 000 268, 300 1, 487, 100 | 3, 200, 000 1, 874, 600 
’ | 
Total project cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only) - --.-.--- 6, 830, 000 268, 300 | 1, 487, 100 3, 200, 000 1, 874, 600 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) Dien : 6, 830, 000 268, 300 1, 487, 100 3, 200, 000 1, 874, 60 
Undelivered orders_- Raina eat 13, 900 —13, 900 a 
Total obligations a a a oe a ans $ 282, 200 1, 473, 200 3, 200, 000 1, 874, 600 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 
I aaa 585, 400 BN ‘a 
Unobligated carryover from | 
I icant tackkcsamaundtowd emus wiebwes le eae 208, 300 1.2<.<<<- : aul 
Total funds available for | 
obligation nee EEE! |S: aa 1, 473, 200 |..- scitpuin inate imei 
IC OREIORIONS CORTON occ la ccessewncuclamencnns ee 3, 200, 000 1, 874, 


BULL SHOALS RESERVOIR—UNITS NOS. 7 AND 8, 
ARKANSAS AND MISSOURI 


Mr. Rasavut. “Bull Shoals Reservoir, power units Nos. 7 and 8,” 
$100,000. 

Insert pages 91 through 93. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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MuLTIPLE Purpose ProJects INCLUDING POWER 


BuLL SHOALS RESERVOIR, WHITE RIvER Basin, ARK. AND Mo., ADDITION OF 
Units Nos. 7 anp 8 
(NEW) 
Location.—On the White River, 418.6 miles above the mouth, about 7 miles 
north of Cotter, Ark., and about 10 miles west of Mountain Home, Ark. 


Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1 (units Nos. 7 and 8). 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 


| 
Amount | __ percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
similis ioaipe = papa taseessciicsasiliea SieeeaieicareonesPoiesl \— rs eon 
Estimated Federal cost_...............---- Se de nas at fa ea ’ | 1 $7,900, 000 j__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost cage aS aceite : | 0 | 
Cash contribution_ -- — ses es 0 
Other costs eatin oe moan cue 0 | 
Total estimated project cost re ; | 7, 900, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 oe ; : 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960__ _- . 0 
Appropriations to date - 0 |------------- . 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ; eo | 100, 000 | 1 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__.........-...._-.-.---- 7, 800, 000 x 


} 


1 The estimated cost of previous work at Bull Shoals, which is complete, is $75,190,000. Work is under- 
way for the installation of units 5 and 6, estimated to cost $6,830,000. This justification is for the installa- 
tion of units 7 and 8, estimated to cost $7,900,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Power installation: 
In operation: four units at 40,000 kilowatts, 160,000 kilowatts. 
Under construction: Addition of two units at 45,000 kilowatts, 90,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: Addition of two units at 45,000 kilowatts, 90,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: four units at 40,000 kilowatts, 160,000 kilowatts; four units at 

45,000 kilowatts, 180,000 kilowatts; 340,000 kilowatts (total). 
Gross head with normal full power pool: 198 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Not started. 

Completion schedule: 
Power on line. 
Seventh unit June 1963. 
Kighth unit September 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The addition of units Nos. 7 and 8 to the generating capacity is justified as a 
result of a survey by the Southwestern Power Administration. The survey shows 
that the marketing agency could market the additional power as soon as it be- 
comes available. The Assistant Secretary of the Interior has indicated that 
average annual revenues from marketing of this power will amount to an esti- 
mated $1,150,000 which compares with the estimated annual charges of $378,000, 
excluding marketing costs and taxes foregone. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $100,000 will be applied to: 


Award contract for procurement of turbines-_---- iknow ae 
Engineering and design___-.__._--.------------------ ee fe - 47, 000 
pupervison and administration.......................- es : 8, 000 
eens ss 2 oer. es. P= 508 et 8s ee AR eee are ek cen 2 __... 100, 000 
The earliest possible completion of additional units Nos. 7 and 8 is essential in 
meeting present forecasted power requirements. 
Non-F ederal costs.—None. 
Status of local cooperation.—None required. 
_Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current cost estimate for the addi- 
tion of units Nos. 7 and 8 is $7,900,000. An estimate of cost of the addition of 
units Nos. 7 and 8 has not previously been submitted to Congress in support of 
an appropriation request. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 

year 1961 

(1) (2) | (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
| ‘ | ; 

Powerplant $7, 190, 000 |_ $45, 000 | $7, 145, 000 
Engineering and design 200, 000 | { 47,000 | 153, 000 
Supervision and administration 510, 000 | | 8, 000 | 502, 000 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 7, 900, 000 | | | 100, 000 7, 800, 000 
Undistributed costs (none), | | 


Total project cost (Fed- 


eral funds only 7, 900, 000 100, 000 | 7, 800, 000 
Pending adjustments (none 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
funds only 7, 900, 000 | 100, 000 7, 800, 000 
Undelivered orders (none | | | 
Total obligations. . 100, 000 7, 800, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING } } 
Appropriations — ° 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year 
Total funds available for 
obligation . eam 
Appropriations required | 100, 000 | 7, 800, 000 


Mr. Rasavur. Explain this new proposal. 

General Wuippie. This is simply the completion of the Bull Shoals 
project, which is a major flood control and hydroelectric power 
project on the White River, one of a series of four of which two are 
now completed. Of the other two, Table Rock is nearing completion 
and Beaver is just starting. In this case, the project was designed 
to have a total installed capacity of eight units, of which four were 
initially installed. 

After a lapse of time, in consultation with the Federal Power 
Commission and the Southwest Power Administration, it has been 
determined, first, that the No. 5 and 6 units should be initiated and 
now the No. 7 and 8, because there is a sufficient demand for the 
peaking capability, integrated into the market in this particular area. 


ESTIMATED COST OF NEW UNITS 


Mr. Ranaut. Why should these proposed two new units cost $7.9 
million when the previous two are costing only $6,830,000? Are 
they different? 

General WuippLe. No, sir. The units will be identical. There 
are certain differences in cost in the powerhouse and switchyard 
arrangements but the major difference is that these estimates for the 
last. units include contingency factors. We obtained relatively very 
good bids on these previous units; and we may do as well on these; 
but we have included the regular contingency factor. So at this 
stage of the game we are using a rather conservative cost estimate. 

Mr. Rasavr. Then part of the installation goes into the cost of the 
units? 

General WuiprLe. The major part of the amount is the cost of 
manufacturing the turbines and generators and then of course they 
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have to be installed in a powerhouse and various appurtenances 
added. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are they identical in design? 

General Wuippue. Practically identical. 

Mr. Ranaut. I do not understand the difference in the cost. 


INCREASE COST OF GENERATORS 


Mr. Evins. General, will you tell us what has been your experience 
with these generator manufacturers as far as acceleration of price is 
concerned? There are only three generator manufacturers in the 
country, General Electric, W estinghouse, and Allis Chalmers. 

The information I have is there are three principal manufacturers, 
perhaps four manufacturers in this country and their prices have 
gone up some 50 percent for the generators in the last few years. As 
a consequence, our Government has invited a foreign bid to inject a 
little competition. Has that been your experience, ‘General? 

General Wuipp.Le. Yes, sir. We have made some foreign awards 
also and had some competitive foreign bids in my division. 

Mr. Evins. I think it would be well for the general to spell out on 
the record what has been the Corps of Engineers’ experience with 
these increased costs for generators. 

General Wurpte. I would say in my division in the last 2 years 
that our bids do not appear to be rising. On the other hand, we have 
had a considerable number of foreign bids, a considerable amount of 
foreign competition, which I am sure has had a certain amount of 
effect. 

Mr. Evins. What has been your experience with respect to identical 
bids or near identical bids? 

General Wuippite. We have not had identical bids in my division. 
In fact, we have had considerable variation. We have had no ex- 
perience with identical bids in my division recently. 

Mr. Evins. Have you had several bidders? Have you had sub- 
stantial competition? 

General Wuippie. I am sorry, I will have to add that for the 
record. 

Mr. Evins. Will you please, General, place it in the record? 

Mr. Prntion. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question on this subject? 


Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 
COST OF POWER FACILITIES 


Mi. Pintion. General, on page 92 regarding the powerplant, 
$7,190,000: Is that for the turbine and generators? 

General Wuippe.ie. Turbine, generators, switchgear, other allied 
installations. 

Myr. Prutiron. Is that for two units or one? 

General Wuippie. Two units. 

Mr. Pinnron. And what kilowatt capacity? 

General WuippeLe. These are 45,000 each, totaling 90,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Prtition. Are they units 5 and 6 or units 7 and 8? 

General Wuirpie. At page 92 these are units Nos. 7 and 8. 

Mr. Pitition. Have there been bids on this already? 
7 Are these firm bid estimates, or are they just estimates of future 
ids? 
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General Wuirpte. These are estimates of future bids. This is a 
new start and there have been no appropriations for installation of 
these units 7 and 8, so these estimates at this time are on a fairly 
conservative basis. 


BIDS FOR TURBINES, GENERATORS, AND ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Prmuuiox. Based on your experience, General, in the past, do 
you have other bidders besides Westinghouse, GE, and Allis-Chalmers 
for generators? 

General Wuirprte. We have had foreign bidders as well. 

Mr. Punnton. Have they been consistently much lower than our 
domestic manufacturers? 

General Wutppie. No sir. 

There has not been a consistent pattern. Sometimes they are very 
low and sometimes they are not. 

Mr. Pittion. And how many companies bid actively for turbine 
construction? You have Allis-Chalmers, Newport News, and what 
other companies? 

General Wuippie. S. Morgan Smith. 

Mr. Prttion. Who else? 

General Wurepte. I really would rather put that in the record, if 
you do not mind, because I do not have that information immediately 
available. 

(The information requested follows:) 


In the southwestern division, bidding competition for generat 


ors and turbines 
has been cuite sulstantial. 


During my tour as division engineer, the number of 
bidders has ranged from four American bidders as a minimum to a total of seven 
including three foreign bidders. The four American companies who regularly 
bid on generators are Allis-Chalmers, Elliott, General Electric, and Westinghouse; 
and on tur’ ines they are Allis-Chalmers, Baldwin-Lima-Hamilton, Newport News 
Ship Building, and 8. Morgan Smith. 

Mr. Prttron. In the past we have had a number of bids by some of 
these large manufacturers that are almost identical, suggesting the 
idea that perhaps there might have been collaboration in the sub- 
mission of bids. Do you find any such situation with respect to the 
bidding for turbines and generators, either one, in your experience in 
your division? 

General Wurppeire. We have not had that, nothing to suggest that. 
There has not been a consistent pattern and we have not had bids 
that sugeest collusion to us. 

Mir. Prution. Are there any Canadian manufacturers that have 
evidenced any interest in making bids on either turbines or generators? 

General WuippLe. Some of these firms have Canadian subsidiaries. 

Mr. Prion. I understand. Iam talking about those independent 
of the Biz Three—Westinghouse, GE, and Allis-Chalmers. 

General Wuippie. Not to my recollection. 

Mr. Pinuion. That is all. 

Mr. Evins. If the centleman will yield. Have you had any in- 
stances where there was only one manufacturer who submitted a bid? 

General Wutrp.e. I cannot recall any. There have been no major 
pieces of equipment in which we have had only one bidder that I recall. 
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Mr. Evins. In each experience you have had you have had only 
one foreign bidder? 
General WuippLe. Yes, and more than one U.S. bidder. 


VIOLATIONS OF SHERMAN ANTITRUST ACT 


Mr. Evins. At this point in the record, I would like to insert a 
release from the Department of Justice on this matter. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
(For immediate release, February 16, 1960) 


Attorney General Wiitliam P. Rogers announced today that a Federal grand 
jury sitting in Philadelphia returned three indictments charging General Electiic 
Co., Westinghouse Electric Corp., Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., I-T-E 
Circuit Breaker Co., Federal Pacific Electric Co., and 18 individuals from these 
companies, with violations of the Sherman Antitrust Act in connection with the 
sale and distribution of various heavy electrical products. 

The indictments returned today involved (1) power switchgear assemblies, (2) 
oil and air circuit breakers, and (3) low voltage power citcuit breakers. All are 
used in the generation, conversion, transmission, and distribution of electric 
energy. These products are sold to various Federal, State, and local govern- 
mental agencies throughout the United States as well as to electric utility com- 
panies and private concerns. Industry sales of these products, covered by the 
indictme rp mount up to $209 million each year. 

Named as defendants in the power switchgear indictment were— 

Soae Kleetric Co., New York, N.Y.; and 
George I. Burens, vice president and general manager, switchgear and 
control division; 
Lewis J. Burger, general manager, switchgear and control division; 
Clarence E. Burke, general manager, high voltage switchgear depart- 
ment; 
N. F. Hentschel, general manager, medium voltage switchgear depart- 
ment 
Frank E. Stehlik, general manager, low voltage switchgear department; 
R. Fink, product sales manager, medium voltage switchgear depart- 
ment; and 
Houston Jones, manager, drawout and load center sales subsection, low 
voltage switchgear department; 
Westinghouse Eleetrie Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa.; and 
Landon Fuller, assistant general manager, East Pittsburgh division; 
J. T. Thompson, sales manager, assembled switchgear and devices 
department; and 
A. W. Payne, sales manager, assembled switchgear and unit equipment 
ection , assembled switchgear and devices department; 
Allis Chaim ers Manufacturing Co., West Allis, Wis.; and 
iar assistant general Manager, power equipm nt division; 
a id W. Webb, manager, switchgear department, power equipment 
division; and 
Frank M. Nolan, manager of sales, switchgear assemblies and unit sub- 
stations, power equipment division; 
I-T—E Cireuit Breaker Co., Phil: ide Iphia, Pa.; and 
Federal Pacifie Electric Co., Newark, N.J. 
This indictment charged that at least as s early as 1956 the defendants conspired 
‘(a) to fix and maintain prices, terms, and conditions for the sale of power switch- 


gear assemblies; (b) to allocate among themselves the e busine ss of supplying power 
switchgear assemblies to Federal, State, and local governmental agencies; (c) to 
submit noncompetitive, collusive, and rigged bis s for supplyii g§ power switenge ar 


assemblies to eleetric utility companies, Podaral State, and loeal governmental 
agencies, private industrial corporations, and contractors throughout the t nited 
States; (d) to refrain from selling certain types of power switchgear assemblies o1 
components thereof to other manufacturers of electrical equipment; and (e) to 
raise the prices of certain types of components purchased by nondefendant 
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manufacturers of electrical equipment for use by them in power switchgear 
assemblies to be sold in competition with defendant manufacturers, so as to 
eliminate and suppress competition from them.”’ 

The second indictment relating to oil and air circuit breakers named as defend- 
ants the following: 

General Electric Co., New York, N.Y.; and 
Clarence E. Burke, general manager, high voltage switchgear depart- 
ment; 
Royee C. Crawford, manager, marketing, high voltage switchgear de- 
partment; and 
William H. Schiek, manager, power circuit breaker sales, high voltage 
switchgear department; 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa.; and 
J. W. Stirling, manager, power circuit breaker department; 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., West Allis, Wis.; and 
L. W. Long, assistant general manager, power equipment division; 
E Circuit Breaker Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; and 
Federal Pacific Electric Co., Newark, N.J. 

This indictment charged that at least as early as 1951, the defendants conspired 
‘(a) to fix and maintain prices, terms, and conditions for the sale of circuit break- 
ers; (b) to allocate among themselves the business of supplying circuit breakers to 
Federal, State, and local governmental agencies; (c) to submit noncompetitive, 
collusive, and rigged bids for supplying circuit breakers to Federal, State, and 
local governmental agencies; and (d) to submit noncompetitive, collusive, and 
rigged price quotations for supplying circuit breakers to electric utility companies,” 

The third indictment concerning low voltage power circuit breakers named 
the following as defendants: 

General Electric Co., New York, N.Y.; and 
Frank E. Stehlik, general manager, low voltage switchgear department; 
and 
R. W. Ayres, Jr., manager, air circuit breaker, fuse and accessory sales 
subsection, low voltage switchgear department; 
Westinghouse Electric Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa.; and 
J. T. Thompson, sales manager, assembled switchgear and devices 
department; and 
W. T. Pyle, sales manager, switchgear devices section, assembled switch- 
gear and devices department; and 
I-T-E Circuit Breaker Co., Philadelphia, Pa. 

According to this indictment, the defendants, at least as early as 1956, conspired 
“to fix and maintain prices, terms, and conditions for the sale of low voltage power 
circuit breakers.”’ 

The indictment, for one example, relating to power switchgear sets forth the 
various actions taken by the defendants to carry out the alleged conspiracy. In 
addition to various meetings held throughout the country to discuss prices, the 
indictment charges that defendants met on at least 35 occasions from November 
1958 to October 1959 to allocate bids to governmental agencies so as to provide 
each manufacturer with an agreed upon percentage of the sealed bid market, as 
follows: General Electric, 39 percent; Westinghouse, 35 percent; I-T-—E Circuit 
Breaker, 11 percent; Allis-Chalmers, 8 percent; and Federal Pacific, 7 percent. 
At these meetings, according to the indictment, the defendants ‘‘would then discuss 
particular future bid invitations and designate which manufacturer should submit 
the lowest bid therefor, the amount of such bid, and the amount of the bid to be 
submitted by others.’’ With respect to bids to public utilities and other pur- 
chasers, the indictment charged that defendants used a formula, designated as 
‘phase of the moon,’”’ under which ‘“‘through cyclic rotating positioning inherent 
in the formula, one defendant manufacturer would quote the low price, others 
would quote intermediate prices, and another would quote the high price,’’ and 
“these positions would be periodically rotated among the manufacturers. 

Similar allocation methods were emploved with respect to oil and air circuit 
breakers, according to that indictment. In addition to pricefixing meetings, the 
indictment charges that defendants in this case met on at least nine occasions 
between December 1958 and September 1959 to allocate bids to governmental 
agencies according to the following percentage shares agreed upon: General 
Electric, 40.3 percent; Westinghouse, 31.3 percent; Federal Pacific, 15.6 percent; 
Allis-Chalmers, 8.8 percent; and I-T-E Circuit Breaker, 4 percent According 
to the indictment, “at these periodic meetings, a cumulative list of sealed-bid 
business secured by all of the defendant manufacturers was circulated, and the 
representatives present would compare the relative standing of each company 
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according to its agreed upon percentage of the total sales pursuant to sealed bids.”’ 
Then, they would ‘discuss particula’ future bid invitations and designate which 
manufacturer should submit the lowest bid therefor.’’ The indictment goes on 
to charge that “the manufacturer designated to receive a particular sale would 
then declare the price at which it intended to bid” or would later ‘‘notify the other 
representatives” of the “‘specifie figure which he would quote on the bid invitation,” 
and the other manufacturers would submit higher bids. 

Two of the indictments allege that in the course of communications among 
defendants, ‘‘various procedures were adopted for the purpose of avoiding detec- 
tion,’ one of which was the use of a ‘‘code number’ for each “manufacturer” 
in such communications either as the sole identification of the sender or in con- 
junction with the use of the first name of its representative.” 

As a result of these alleged conspiracies, the indictments charge that price 
competition has been eliminated in the sale and distribution of these products, and 
that various governmental agencies “have been denied the right to receive competi- 
tive sealed bids” and “have been forced to pay high, artificially fixed prices” for 
the products. Such agencies include Tennessee Valley Authority, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Interior, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Air Force, U.S. Navy, and 
General Services Administration. 

Companion civil actions were also filed today charging the defendant companies 
with violations of the Sherman Act, and seeking injunctive relief against the various 
practices alleged. The prayers for relief in these suits seek to require the 
companies to issue new price lists based upon costs independently arrived at, to 
submit affidavits of noncollusion with future bids to governmental agencies, and 
to prevent any communications among the defendants with respect to future 
bids and price quotations. 

Robert A. Bicks, Acting Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust 
Division, in commenting on these cases, stated: 

“These indictments and civil actions are the first in a series of proceedings arising 
out of the Department’s extensive grand jury investigation into all phases of the 
heavy electrical equipment industry. The investigation is continuing into other 
phases which involve products of significance to industry and national defense.” 

These cases were prepared by William L. Maher, chief of the Philadelphia office 
of the Antitrust Division, under the general supervision of Baddia J. Rashid, 
Chief of the Trial Section of the Division, and assisted by Donald G. Balthis and 
Morton M. Fine, attorneys in the Philadelphia office. 


Mr. Prituron. If I may ask one more question, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Rapaut. Yes. 


GENERATOR COST 


Mr. Pituion. In your experience, in the past 5 or 10 years, would 
vou tell the committee very roughly what your experience has been 
in the increase in costs of generators, first ; and turbines, say, in a 5-year 
period and a 10-year period? How much have these costs jumped? 

General WuiprLe. 1 would say this from my experience—and I 
have had a good deal of experience along these lines in the Pacific 
Northwest and in the Chief of Engineers Office in the years 1947 to 
1950 and 1952 to 1955—that during that period there was a large and 
rapid increase in the cost of generators particularly; also of turbines, 
but I reeall particularly that the generator prices increased a great 
deal. This was prior to the time of substantial foreign competition. 

Mr. Evins. You say a great deal. Percentagewise, how much is a 
great deal? Fifty percent? 

General Wurpp.e. It was increasing somewhere in the neighbor- 
hood of 10 percent per vear and the reason I can be sure of that is that 
we in those days allowed for a 30 percent escalation increase on the 
price. This approximated 3 years. At that period of time we 
characteristically and habitually paid the 30 percent escalation. 

Mr. Evins. So over a period of 5 years the price has jumped 50 
percent? 
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General Wuippie. I would say roughly that. 

Mr. Evins. Or possibly more? 

General Wutippe.e. I am trying to recall. I would not try to make 
an accurate estimate. 

Mr. Evins. That was my information and I wanted the general 
to confirm this. 

General WuippLe. It was a period in which there was a general 
price rise. 


DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, ARKANSAS RIVER, ARK. 


Mr. Rasaur. Dardanelle lock and dam, $6,100,000. Insert pages 
95 through 99. 
(The pages referred to follow: 


MuLtTIPpLE Purpose Projects INCLUDING POWER 
DARDANELLE LocK AND Dam, ARKANSAS River, ARK. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Arkansas River in Pope and Yell Counties, Ark., about 
2 miles upstream from the town of Dardanelle, Ark., and 257.8 miles above the 
mouth. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 

Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) - $94, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contributions 0 

Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 94, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 $. 484. 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 3, 315, 000 : 
Appropriations to date 7, 799, 000 8 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ie Se See 6, 100, 000 15 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 196! ‘ ala : 80, 701, 000 5 ” 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 70 feet above streambed. 
Length: 2,569 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 1,200,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Power and dead storage: 500,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation: 
Presently planned: 4 units at 31,000 kilowatts; 124,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 4 units at 31,000 kilowatts; 124,000 kilowatts. 
Gross head with normal full power pool: 48 feet. 
Lock: 
Type: Single chamber, single lift, with miter gates. 
Size: 110 feet wide by 600 feet long. 
Normal lift: 54 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 
BS TICE wa cncnnnseccereesace — psi aa Seem adguianees scehn 
Acquisition of reservoir area_ - i stint ekameeroias cesta’ 7 
Acquisition of damsite, work area, quarry area, and access roads 100 


Construction of left abutment and initial portion of navigation lock. 


Entire project. ...... 7 F: ace a ee ct cies ear deco aca ck  oa es June 1970 

Land acquisition. .....-- ne es caine Renee estes ae Re sale oe i June 1964 

Relocations_- — Raita Stacie mara a ade ta tale a neni _ ad a March 1964 

OS ee anh keligeiaent iweominets 5 accadeieteialachinte ee July 1964 

ower ON ile 

: Ist unit ree aria a oincpaee aaa iets hate ea ica dave ttaainiala le tccnalaes act asiee eb October 1964 
2d unit ase ini Sie ein atigtak oe al gceaue evaaaanee po aids acahcenrsean eesani alan eee ee March 1965. 
$d unit oes sas iimMibsdivacabeokwne Ee. August 1965. 
4 u t 


ack con js 7 Sinn ae dae yaa January 1966 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Dardanelle lock and dam is a unit of the overall comprehensive plan of 
development of the lower Arkansas River Basin and provides for navigation and 
generation of hydroelectric power. The navigation plan for the Arkansas Rive1 
will provide a dependable waterway for transportation of iron and steel products, 
general commerce, and will open commercial navigation to one of the most im- 
portant regions in the United States for the production, processing, and shipment 
of petroleum and its products. Many existing industries are being relocated and 
numerous new industries are being established in the tributary area. The power- 
generating Capacity of the Dardanelle lock and dam will total 124,000 kilowatts, 
all of which would be installed initially. All of the energy to be generated at this 
project can be economically absorbed by the Southwest Power Pool system and 
used in this area. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $6,100,000 will be applied to: 





Continue acquisition of land for reservoir area $1, 500, OOO 
Initiate relocation of Pope County roads 72, OOO 
Complete construction of left abutment and upper portion of lock 625, 000 
Continue construction of main dam and spillway 2, 230, 000 
Continue procurement of iain turbines 275, 0OO 
Initiate procurement of main generators 100, OO 
Initiate and complete operational road connecting left abutment id 

left bank aeeess road 16, 300 
Engineering and design S77, OOO 
Supervision and administration __- 104, 700 


Total 6, 100, OOO 
Completion ot Dardanelle loek and dam as scheduled is desirable ith order to 
realize prior to completion of navigation to Dardanelle, the maximum benefits 
from the degradation downstream expected to result from its construction. To 
meet this schedule, it is necessary that acquisition of lands in the reservoir ares 
and construction of the dam and navigation lock be continued in fiscal year 1961. 

Von-Fede ral costs. None. 

Status of local C00 pe ration. None required. 

Con parison of Federal cost estimates No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, detailed feature estimates hive been revised to 
reflect an inerease in price levels of $1,507,000, increases of $1,260,000 in lands 
and damages, $1,455,000 in relocations, and $420,000 in recreation facilities based 
on More detailed planning, a net reduction of $4,460,000 in other construction 
features based on favorable bids and more detailed planning, and a net reduction 
of $182,000 in engineerin 


g and design and in supervision and administration based 


on a reanalysis of requirements. 





Summary construction program 





Levee 

Pumping plants 

Recreation fa 

Buildings, gri d utilities 

Pe nent o ent 

Preaut rization s lies 

Engineering and desigt 

Supervision and administration 
Total applied cost (Corps 


of Engineers funds only 
Undistributed costs—construc- 
tion facilities 





Total proje 
of Engines 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost 
neers ft 


ndelivered order 


1 
Inds only 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations 


Unobligated carryover from 


prior year 


Total funds available 
iwation 


ions required 


Appropria 


94, 


197, 000 


§ 455, 000 


300, 000 | 


5YL, O00 
61, 000 


378. 000 


. 241, O00 


wh) 


148, 000 | 


126, 000 
93, OOO 
1400. OOO 


, 215, 000 


, 600, 000 | 


, 600, 000 


600, 000 
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(PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Total t 
une 3 
3 
S16 ) 
1, 404 
SO 
164, 
21, 5K 
Q 
5OW 
10 
LOO 
93, 000 


1, 539, 300 
200, 400 


2, 292, 400 | 


513, 800 | 


2, 806, 200 


2 806 
85, 700 


2, 891, 900 


4, 454, 000 


ent fi 
t iv 
4 

$1, 175, 700 
300 

169, 44 

2 12,70 
72. 200 
100 
l, ) 
”) 
1) 
699, 600 
231, 200 
4, 746, 500 
— 46, 700 
4, 699, 890 


4, 699, S00 
207, 300 

4, 907, 100 

3, 315, 000 

1, 592, 100 | 

4,907, 100 | 


———————_—_—. 
1 
paia eto 
ivet il nplete 
year l ter fiscal 
ear 1961 
( ) 
$1, 793, 
7) 
> 6 
9 rg 
j “ 
16, 4 
} 
1, 6 
j 
877, 000 
404, 700 
6, 439, 700 81, 121, 400 
‘67 > } 
+6, 0 | $20, 40 
6, 393, 000 80, 701, 000 
6, 393, 0 80, 701, 000 
293, 000 


8), TO1, OM 


6, 100, 000 i ), 701, 000 


Mr. Raravut. Give us details of this cost increase of $1,260,000 in 
land and damages and $1,455,000 on relocations. 
General Wuippue. [ will supply that for the record, sir. 
(The information requested follows:) 


The increased cost 


more detailed planning and sedimentation studies. 
additional land requirements and more extensive relocations in the upperreaches 
of the pool which will be subject to sediment ¢ 


GREERS FERRY 


Mr. Ranaut. Greers Ferry Reservoir, $14,143,000. 


101 throuch 106. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 
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$4, 765, 000 
8, 563, 000 
2, 189, 700 
10, 650, 900 
13, 504, 900 

32, OS4, 100 

44, 500 

376, 800 

1, 286, 600 
720, 000 
147, 400 
125, 700 

1, 374, 100 
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MuttipLe-Purposse Projects INCLUDING PowER 
Greers Ferry Reservorr, WuitTe River Basin, ARK. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The dam is located on the Little Red River, 79 miles above the 
mouth, in Cleburne County, Ark., 3 miles northeast of Heber Springs, Ark., and 
55 miles north of Little Rock, Ark. The reservoir will extend into Van Buren 
County, Ark. 

{uthorization.—1938 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost-ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| _ estimated 
| Federal cost 
ARNT ONT GONE ns = ssc ccd cencncecmeddncoeses= SLES See SOG SOO GOO Eisec cs ascc ce 
SRR OE CO ONO, CON oon win cen item macccnoncnsensencusecus od oc cacecend , 
Le NNR IRM. <5 nainainmsnnteecnnnnne mas aneemnn — Toianaeel DP ivnenechinn 
Other costs Rissteanmeren coe ten dala eo aeiae eal tacit $ aa 
Total estimated project cost___....------ Ppas anes aad eacawneeweueE | 50, 300, 000 | eaguongts 
RO ree GO. Ss Oe, FOOD oo so ow coin ncn ccosscccicas sila ee . 
i Appropriations for fiscal year 1060_..........................- Saeed SGU ONO Fic ca cmdkiommten : 
j Appropriations to date aioe eat again whee Bata eee 13, 988, 000 | 28 
Appropriations requested for fiscal vear 1961_..._-- sds eae cesar so en 14, 143, 000 | 56 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__....-.-..----.-------- cael Se OO Sikibe dae cae ckice 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
| Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 243 feet above streambed. 
Length: 1,749 feet. 
Auxiliary dikes, 2: 
Type: Earth embankment. 
Height: 95 feet maximum. 
Length: 7,600 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
a a a re ia eT eo ee 716, 000 
nena SCRE ss 950C eee ee PE A Ee ee ae 934, 000 
CTS I Sea So Fores ps ee cre So © Ley Oe NINE 1, 194, 000 
CN gs Se eee ee re a 2, 844, 000 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity: Maximum pool, 279,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power installation: 
Initial: two units at 48,000 kilowatts; 96,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: two units at 48,000 kilowatts; 96,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: two units at 48,000 kilowatts; 96,000 kilowatts. 
Gross head with normal full power pool: 184 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| Percent | Completion schedule 


Entire project 


I vn, Te enn RIC 5 Rn Fn A 2 15 
j Acquisition of damsite and reservoir area. _........--......-.--..-_-_-- 62 
RII eet eee ee ee a 7 
Construction of dam and appurtenant works.............-.-----------| 7 
Procurement of 2 66,300-horsepower turbines_.-..........-.---.-.-- ---- 5 
Entire a a a ed ss indiaces dati di eset aba honda June 1964, 
I MOURA a eas nl rc eB June 1962, 
SURNAM et ie ee SAS ee ade I oe ee eS December 1961. 
SU RICE cee ee ia orn Re SPS ee Be eed July 1961. 
Power on line: : 
By Uns an RU Sa ee August 1963. 
Se ses I ORS ae a Po ae Tt December 1963. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Greers Ferry Reservoir is the downstream unit in the approved plan of 
development for flood control and other purposes in the White River Basin. 
The basin plan provides for construction of five multiple-purpose projects in- 


cluding power, of which Greers Ferry is one, and four flood-control reservoirs, 
Greers Ferry Reservoir, upon completion, will provide 934,000 acre-feet of flood- 
control storage and 96,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. The project will 
regulate flows from 1,146 square miles of the drainage area of Littie Red River, 
which is one of the larger co ibutors of flood fl the White River. Res 

which is one of the larger contributors of flood flow to the nite ilver. Lec u- 
lation of flows from this area will benefit the 79-mile agricultural reach along Little 
Red fiver downstre: 


thorized reservoirs will 





from the dam and in conjunction with the other au- 
modify floods in the 182-mile reach of White River down- 
stream from the junction of Little Red River. It is estimated that about 26,000 
people reside in the flood plains of the two streams downstream from the Greers 
Ferry Dam site. About 886,000 acres of land and improvements, valued at more 
than $68 million, along the Little Red River and lower White River, 28 miles of 
Federal highways and 48 miles of railroad will be benefited by the 





flood-control 
features of the project. Approximately 18 percent of the flood losses prevented 
by the reservoir system on the lower White River downstream from the mouth 
of Little Red River will be attributed to the Greers Ferry project. The last 
major flood on the White River occurred during the period April-June 1957. 
It is estimated flood losses in the basin between Bull Shoals Dam and mile 49 
imounted to $2,782,000 with the existing flood control works in operation. Had 
the Greers Ferry project been in operation it would have prevented losses esti- 
mated at $633,000. These amounts approximate closely the losses that would 
be experienced and that could be prevented by the Greers Ferry project with 
a similar flood under current conditions. The demand for power in the area 
which will be served by the Greers Ferry project is increasing rapidly due to 
normal load growth and industrial expansion. The Federal Power Commission 
has indicated that the entire power output of the project, if available, could be 
absorbed into the area load within the next 2 or 3 years. The release of water 
incidental to power generation at Greers Ferry will improve flows during the dry 
season in Little Red River downstream from the damsite and in the White River 
for various water supply usages. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The request of $14,143,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_ a a ee $350, 000 
Continue contracts for relocation of roads and utilities______-_ _. 8, 240, 000 
Initiate reservoir clearing _- Z eta aaa oe tee L, OOO, O00 


Continue construction of main dam and appurtenant works --- 6, 213, 000 
Continue construction of auxiliary dams eee 900, 000 
Initiate construction of powerhouse ie ; 50, 000 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, transformers, acces- 

sory and miscellaneous electrical equipment_-_- 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


: 3 1, 240, 000 
Shida ee ieee 90, 000 
~sew: » 0) OG8, tem 


I a Ned Se a ae a 14, 143, 000 


The earliest possible completion of the Greers Ferry project is essential in 
meeting forecasted power requirements in the southwestern area. The funds re- 
quested for fiscal year 1961 are required to continue acquisition of reservoir lands, 
relocations, construction of the dam, procurement of turbines, generators, trans- 
formers, and other accessory and miscellaneous electrical equipment at currently 
scheduled rates in order to avoid increased construction costs and to meet the 
scheduled power-on-line dates. 

Non-F ederal costs. None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$50,300,000 is a decrease of $5,800,000 from the latest estimate ($56,100,000 
presented to Congress. This reduction includes decreases of $588,000 for lands 
and damages based on cost to date and a restudy of remaining requirements, 
$6,287,000 for the dam and powerplant due to favorable bids, and $777,000 in 
supervision and administration based on a reanalysis of requirements. These 
reductions were partially offset by increases of $206,000 due to higher price levels, 
$1,157,000 for reservoirs due to increased requirements for clearing, $288,000 for 
additional recreation facilities based on reanalysis of requirements, and $201,000 
in other features based on more detailed planning. 


er 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
plan of 


Basin, 













> | Balance to 
ects In- Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
servoirs, estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 fter fiscal 
if flood- i | year 1961 
ect will (1 (2) (3) (4) 5 (6) 
d River, — q = ‘ | b Be, 
Regu- | 
oe Lands and damages . $4,300,000 | $1,633,600 | $2, 000, 000 | $363, 700 | $302, 700 
ig Little Relocations 5, 378, 400 | 221, 000 | 1, 427, 900 3, 241, 900 | 487, 600 
her au- Reser voit 1, 518, 300 | 1, 100 2, 100 1, 001, 500 | 513, 600 
em Dams = 2 Kon 20, 392, 200 822. 000 3, 409, 600 7,699, 100 | 8, 461, 500 
: down. Powerpl int. . 11, 885, 300 | 28, SOO 508, 100 | 1, 338, 700 | 10, 009, 700 
t 26,000 Roads 52, 000 cu b 100 | 100 | 51, 800 
> Greers Recreation facilities_- 570, 000 | 4100 eG ied | 570, 000 
‘ . Buildings, grounds, and utilities 221, 200 | 200 | 200 200 220, 600 
at more P¢ nt operating equipment | 107, 100 100 | 100 | 100 106, 800 
miles of Pr \orization studies__- 69, 400 69, 400 : 2s sd 
-control | 1eering and design 2, 561, 200 1, 968, 300 435, 000 | 90, 000 67, 900 
evented Supervision and administration 3, 244, 900 204, 400 | $21, 900 | 1, 093, 100 | 1, 435, 500 
» mouth Total applied costs (Fed- | 
he last eral funds only 50, 300, 000 5, 039, 300 | 8, 204, 600 | 14, 828, 400 22, 227, 700 
Re Undistributed costs, construc: | | | 
ie 1957 listribu ’ | ‘a Saal wis 
. , tion facilities : - inks aaa 97, 100 —19, 400 19, 400 —58, 300 
mile 49 ee 
1. Had Total project costs (Fed- | | | 
ses esti- eral funds only 50, 300, 000 5, 136, 400 | 8,185,200 | 14,809, 000 22, 169, 400 
{ on uld j Pending adjustments. ee —200 | 200 . 
Oo | 5 = sit 
‘et with | Total costs (Federal funds 
he area ' only - ‘ 50, 300, 000 5, 136, 200 | 8, 185, 400 | 14, 809, 000 | 22. 169, 400 
lu to Undelivered orders - $80, 400 314, 400 166, 000 | 
; e ie aiuina } | a 
imission Total obligations . 50, 300, 000 5, 616, 600 7,871,000 | 14, 643, 000 | 22, 169, 400 
. u 5 | | | 
f = METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Of water | } 
the dry Appropriations_-_--__- 2 pit teret a 5, 987, 600 | 8, 000, 000 | | a 
= la Unobligated carryover from | | 
te River prior year a | 371, 000 500, 000 aaeiae 
Total funds available for | 
obligation A er caitainebatced 5, 987, 600 | CT BO feeaaknbshcencteaeauees 
350, 000 Appropriations required_ ies ; Biseta 14, 143, 000 | 22, 169, 400 
240, 000 = Scan caa ie an aaan Se ze a 
O00, 000 
912 . 2 e ml ; : : : ron 213 a 
oo re Mr. Ranaut. They had a reduction in cost of $6 million and a nice 
900, : ; oe : po ee 
50. 000 increase in the benefit-cost ratio. 
240, 000 TABLE ROCK RESERVOIR, MISSOURI AND ARKANSAS 


90, 000 


060, 000 Mr. Ranaut. “Table Rock Reservoir,’ $600,000. 
143.000 | Insert pages 108 through 112. 

ss et (The pages referred to follow:) 
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— 


TaBLE Rock ReEsERVvoIR, WHITE River Basin, Mo. anp ARK. 
(CONTINUING) 


_ Location.—The dam is located on the White River, 529 miles above the mouth, 
in Taney and Stone Counties, 40 miles south of Springfield, Mo., 8 miles upstream 
from Branson, Mo. The reservoir will extend into Barry County, Mo.; and 


————EE 


imate of 


100,000) Boone, Carroll, and Benton Counties, Ark. 
ror lands | Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
rementh Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





AY nulated 

A mou! percent of 

ted 

I i il cost 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation sions Bk SOD GOO 1. cwicicwn mereiotatl 
Estimated non-Federal cost aba ; : D levuccsnwesanseae 
Cash contribution iahpiacaaal ‘ sata nsebans a ; 0 esi 
Other costs = all ae te a ee ae kak ahh dada hcdiglis vine i  Lemeem seman 
Total estimated project cost J ae cs = 66, 100, 000 amet 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 ona ieieciataa pete 62, 865, 000 wil 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_....-.-.-- egie pata . ne 11,850,000 |..-.- on biemewiin 
Appropriations to date , ke eons iccnaeaaes 64, 715, 000 98 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_........--- 600, 000 90 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_- 785, 000 





1 Excludes permanent transfer of $100,000 from project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity and earth embankment. 
Height: 252 feet above streambed. 
Length: 1,602 feet (concrete section) ; 4,821 feet (embankment section). 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
I Is 1, 932, 000 
St iinba pean ek mente tener it nme ne nianae rs - 760, 000 


INO RN SSN EN a Fe Nt 770, 000 
I ae a eh 3, 462, 000 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 569,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 
Initial: 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts; 200,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts; 200,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts; 200,000 kilowatts. 
Gross head with normal full power pool: 207 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) Percent 
DRUID ee Os ee to Smoke amantaam cuca Eis 94 
Acquisition of damsite and reservoir area_-.----------------+------ aoe 98 
Relocations____.....-- a naa eee wee 92 
Construction of dam and ‘appurte ine 100 
DRIIE MENNO  en nee oe 100 


Procurement of 4 68,000- horsepowe r turbines, 4 50,000-kilowatt generators, 
main transformers, and associated accessory electric and miscellaneous 


powerplant equipment --—--__- SP caine Paces 5 85 
Construction of powerhouse, including installation of embedded turbine 

parts for units Nos. 1 and 2, penstocks, and other items_________-_--- 100 
Rneeneen Gr AN NOS. o ABU So oe ee eee cc nncnwecuceenuns 9 


III =e as ee an Cree ecunnawes June 1961. 
EE ORI AILS OORT Lea ee March 1960. 
I a8 eg a ie Shee etre June 1960, 
Denne ener ne ene eee See wanes Complete. 
Power on line: 
I re PU I gs ves wie _. June 1959. 
IE 1D I OW OIND) oo ore ce ceccawneoccceucceue Do. 
en REE ONLI OOWTBAD © oes emcee nnesnce _... January 1961. 
Sat it AOU ROWER) — oe eee ncn cet ence _. April 1961. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is one of a system of nine reservoirs authorized for flood control 
and hydroelectrie power production in the White River Basin. The expansion of 
the aluminum industry in Arkansas during the Korean emergency diverted 
150,000 kilowatts of capacity from Bull Shoals which had previously been com- 
mitted to fulfill in part the rapidly growing demands for rural electricity. The 
power needs in the area are expanding at a rapid rate and there will be a need for 
substantially more power by the time the project is completed than the project will 
make available. The power from the project can be fully integrated into the 
power supply of the area. The project will provide flood protection to the towns 
of Branson and Hollister, Mo., and will provide flood-control benefits to about 
1,064,100 acres of land and 25 towns along the White River downstream from Bull 
Shoals Dam. The last major flood on the White River occurred during the period 
April-June 1957. It is estimated that flood losses amounting to $2,782,000 were 
sustained between Bull Shoals Dam and mile 49 with existing fiood control projects 
in operation. The Table Rock project, while not completed for flood control 
operation, acted as a detention reservoir and prevented losses estimated at 
$1,473,000. Had the Table Rock project not been in partial operation, Bull 
Shoals Reservoir would have spilled and damages in the basin downstream from 
Bull Shoals would have been substantially greater. Approximately the same losses 
would be experienced and could be prevented by the Table Rock project with a 
recurrence of that flood under current conditions. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to— 


Complete construction of powerhouse and installation of equipment__._ $5, 000 


Complete procurement Of generators... <<. cccnccincnoec cn ce nce wenn 18, 700 
ORSLTUCU ORErauIONe PONE. 50 oe So ce So iseecnLaLwusecuous 10, 000 
Complete recreation facilities. -.................- 2 me 
Complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities...._._._.___.-_ 188, 300 
Complete procurement of permanent operating equipment- ---- woowen, 2, 000 
HME INOGTE HINT CUSIEI Oe oe oe a eh ae cco S Woes Ss 9, 500 
Supervision ANG ACmMIMINUabION.~ «oo 2-4 5 co cee ec ccn a cede nckcn 124, 800 

WANE sa eaten en eee eer Bi eo a Sa a ee 600, 000 


The earliest possible completion of the Table Rock project is essential in meet- 
ing present power deficits and the forecasted power requirements in the south- 
western area. With funds requested for fiscal vear 1961, the project will be 
completed except for final disposition made by the court for the Arkansas & 
Ozarks Railway. 

Non-F ederal costs —None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$66,100,000 is a decrease of $600,000 from the latest estimate ($66,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $32,000 resulted from price level changes, 
and an increase of $390,000 was made in the estimate for additional recreation 
facilities based on reanalysis of requirements. These increases were offset by a 
decrease of $1,022,000 due to favorable bids, savings on completed work, and 
reduction in contingencies as the project approaches completion. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
Balance to 
Total to Current fis- fiscal complete 
June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 1961 after fiscal 


year 1961 


Lands and a < $5, 390, 000 $5, 245, 500 

Relocations 9, 683, 200 8, 826, 800 

Reservoir... 1,621, 100 1, 551, 800 na) $3, 100 
Dam 24, 385, 400 24, 267, 900 it} 51, 300 
Powerplant ‘ 16, 520, 900 12, 683, 700 7, WOO 
Roads c ” 10, 200 100 100 
Recreation facilities 835, O00 110, 500 55, 268, 700 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 147, 600 7, 800 38, 300 
Permanent operating equipment 101, 600 29, 200 7. 5, 200 
Preauthorization studies___.—-- 31, 000 31, 000 on 
Engineering and design 3, 556, 200 3, 488, 700 58, 9, 500 
Supervision and administration. 3, 817, 800 3, 409, 400 283, SOO 


Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds only = 66, 100, ) 59, 652, 400 900 
Undistributed cost........---- a 183, 300 - ss GOO 
Stores... santa Sereleda (27, 200) . 
Construction facilities_ __- (156, 100 a 900 
Total project costs (Fed- } 
eral funds only xgaad 66, 100, 000 59, 835, 700 | 000 
Pending adjustments. --.-.---- a 100 | 


Total costs (Federal funds | 
only) hilt acaba 59, 835, 800 , 351, 1, 100, 000 
Undelivered orders sdatieniealiesaial taal 901, 900 


Total obligations- ; —_ ; 60, 737, 700 7, 1, 100, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


A ppropriations- -- 62, 865, 000 


Unobligated carryover from | | | 
prior year aul 5 = 2 cs . . . = i. 4 O00 


Total funds avilable for | 
obligation —- ioe c a 977 
Appropriations required _-_------- ae isis . a a 00, 000 


1 Excludes permanent transfer of $100,000 from project. 
RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Rasavut. What are the details on the recreation facilities which 
you are increasing from $445,000 to $835,000? 

General Wurrpte. The recreation facilities on Table Rock are of 
much more than usual interest. This area is one which is a tourist 
area already. The reservoir will have approximately 800 miles of 
length at the shoreline, and we are providing 24 areas around that 
shoreline for public use and access. 

Mr. Rasavut. Are you building campsites? 

General Wurpe.e. Relatively little. Most of the work we have 
been doing is providing access roads, launching ramps, and parking 
areas. 

Mr. Rasavut. What will it cost to maintain the areas and who 
will pay the cost? 

General Wurrrte. Ten of these areas have already been licensed 
to public bodies who will pay the cost of operation and maintenance in 
full. 

These include the State of Missouri and various municipalities. 

Mr. Rapavr. You said 10. How many others, 24? 

General Wuippie. Ten already out of twenty-four. 
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Mr. Rasaur. You are try ing to get the rest of them under the same 
sort of status? 


nce to ‘ - r e ° r 
plete General WuiprLe. Yes, sir; that is our policy. 
— Mr. Rasautr. How about some revenue from these licenses? Do 





you think we can get revenue from them? 
General WuirpLe. Those licensed to public bodies will give us no 
revenue. 
Mr. Rasavur. Are States getting revenue? 
General Wurppue. If the State is making revenue it is keeping it. 
On the other hand—— 


Mr. Rasaur. Uncle Sam spent the money and the State gets the 
>” 
moneyv:! 






$662, 500 














— General WurprLe. It is not a moneymaking proposition. The 
money they spend will be much more than they ever get out of this, 
in my opinion. 


EUFAULA RESERVOIR, OKLA. 






Mr. Rasaur. Eufaula Reservoir, $20,700,000. 
through 119. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


Insert pages 114 




















812, 500 
—27, 50 Muv.LtIPpLE-PurRpPOsE PRoJEcts INCLUDING POWER 
» . 
oe EuFAULA RESERVOIR, OKLA. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—On the Canadian River, 27 miles above the mouth, about 12 miles 
eee east of Eufaula, Okla. 
Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 
Boe Onn Benefit-rost ratio.—1.1 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
430, WW 


Basin). 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 







; which ; 





Estimated Federal cost 






a eisibie ae Eck ea anihance Cumanicae aici, ba aldindeatees ef | ee 
are of OY a a a ee Ocinas pate 
. SE ARAN cir 5 an censure acdc enaunie en keoa eas Riccce. sical soneted 
tourist Sean IIR sa 22s eg ong raid onneranwanuncatesxeponauncesas=e mak Deen peek 
niles of Se ans Et eee a a ee 141,000,000 |-..-- : 


Appropriations to June 30, 1959-____- | 






sabe cain hivdnerdhnkipams webh anbaarenienae 12, 023, 000 

id that mn NE RR ARON OG TU ns oo oo 5 cee enoncaeanmeanne 9, 300, 000 |....... : 
Appropriations to date a ; Re og ee Pe ee .| 21, 323, 000 15 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_...........-..--.---- ae 20, 700, 000 30 


3alance to complete after fiscal year 1961-._....-_- bacacwuutie saewes 98, 977, 000 








re have 
parking 






PHYSICAL DATA 








Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 114 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 3,200 feet (including spillway and powerhouse intake). 


nd who 


licensed r , 
ES veservoir capacity: icre-feet 
nance amie 


a a a : 1, 481, OOO 
Flood control _ _- ob tans . ee 1 1, 470, 000 


otk : 897, 000 


Se 5 ; 3. 848. 000 









ities. Dead storage _ 
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Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin (11 40 by 32- 
foot tainter gates 
Design capacity: Maximum pool, 462,000 cubic feet per second. 


Power installation: Kilowatts 
Initial: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts________- cee ; 90. 000 
Ultimate: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts_ - 90, 000 
Present planned: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts... _...._- : _ 90. 000 


Gross head with normal full power pool: 98 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 
complete 





Entire project LP IE ORE, OT OA IRN dN Re RR AO ER STS 9 June 1965, 
Acquisition. __. Stic aaa inti di sieinwteein ineevedba 39 | June 1963. 
Relocations : _ . J - - is ~ = 0 June 1964 
Clearing reservoir .. ee ss 0 January 1964 
Embankment, spillway and power intake structure----......--- . 3 | February 1964. 
initiate closure ike tthe peooahch alee diostadiiacabons ; ata aaa aia : ii Do 
Complete closure er i a ne Do. 
Complete dam dl sacdcsdaahais oe kdeboutey aia iuchadanuckcneeswa June 1964. 
Access and service road : aaa deaed VER . 56 | June 1965 
Administr pi id maintenance building ---- ae ee oe 100 | 
Recreation fa ies a a me 0 |} Do. 
Powerhouse 7 So ar ah eed ee eee | 2 | February 1965. 


Power on line: 
Ist unit 30,000 kilowatts; July 1964. 
2d unit 30,000 kilowatts; September 1964. 


3d unit 39,000 kilowatts; November 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 
The Eufaula project is a multipurpose reservoir on the Canadian River, and is 
a key unit in the m iltiple -purpose plan for development of the Arkansas River 
for flood control, hydroelectric power, navigation, and ( ape’ conservation pur- 
poses. The benefited area from flood control consists of the ve rilow area Comm 
stream from the project comprising 12,000 acres in the Canadian River Valley 
and 800,000 acres in the Arkansas River Valley. The maximum flood of oa 
in the lower Canadian River and Arkansas River occurred in May 1943 and 
estimated flood damages in that area were about $21 million based on price level 
and conditions at the time of the flood. Based on present-day conditions and 
price levels, a flood of equal magnitude would cause damages estimated at two 
to three times this amount. The reservoir would have complete ly controlled 
this flood on the Canadian River, thereby greatly reducing the magnitude of the 
flood on the Arkansas River. The increasing need f or electric power in the south- 
western area will be partially satisfied by installation of the three ere kilowatt 
hip generating units, scheduled to go into operation during 1964. In addition 
to providing flood control, navigation and power benefits; construction of the 
project will provide a recreational area of great public benefit. 
Fiscal year 1961. The requested amount of $20, 700, 000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of land in the reservoir area__-- -- - accu =: De, eee 
Continue highway, railroad, and utility relocations 10, 307, 000 
Continue embankment, spillway, and power intake structure --. 4,433, 08 
Continue powerplant = : 55 Re 1, 650, 000 
Supervision and administration_ A ce iia ait 1, 200, 000 
Engineering and design___.------ ai : a Desist 400, 000 

I a a en Ss he sis eee eek oer ea wan o 20, 700 


Non-Federal costs. None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate of 
$141 million is a decrease of $16 million from the latest estimate ($157 mullion 
submitted to Congress. This decrease includes net reductions of $13,619,600 in 
relocations and $1,338,100 in other features, based primarily on more detailed 


Pe 


of ¢ 
of { 


on 


Ri 


ilowatts 
0, 000 
0, OOO 
0, 000 


hedule 


, and is 
s River 
on pufr- 
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f record 
143 and 
ice level 
Ons and 
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710, 000 
307, 000 
433, 000 
650, 000 
200, 000 
400, 000 


700, 000 


timate of 
7 mullion) 
119,600 in 
e de tailed 
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planning, and $1,042,300 in ‘Engineering and design’ and in ‘‘Supervision and 
administration,’ based on a reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Balance to 








| 
Item | Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
| | | year 1961 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| | 
| 
| 
Lands and damages. ...-....---- $13, 742, 000 $3, 655, 900 | $4, 000, 000 $2, 710, 000 $3, 376, 100 
Piscean canuites bamnocaues 64, 388, 600 | 14, 700 | 1, 496, 700 | 11, 217, 000 | 51, 660, 200 
I ae ae a | RUINED nc I Dieataa, 5, 600, 800 
Dam. é aanwaeccmanst') Sap eee | 252, 100 | 1, 780, 400 5, 500, 000 18, 993, 300 
Fish and wildlife. ....--.-----.-- Bg OU ra prccok ata nicinaen st ene BI ets 11, 200 
ee ee Dae a 13, 656, 500 |...... ee 820, 000 1, 750, 000 | 11, 086, 500 
Roads, ri silroads and bridges. | 1, 388, 100 722, 400 ar ers 610, 000 
Recreation facilities. _.__- . PM cise ex agin cocker anaes na 700, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 287, 000 237, 400 G00 t,o css 39, 800 
Perm ranent yperating ec yarpmens.| 156, 300 IE Mccsiciinitissshcahdlousionara oh ia ee 128, 800 
Preauthorization studies_.......- 153, 000 SN Rettsbetsetaraiccons  Socleen . Seis s 
Engineering and design_____- | 5, 799, 900 3, 303, 300 1, 600, 000 | 500, 000 396, 600 
Supervision and administr: ition - 8, 590, 800 509, 000 460, 000 1, 200, 700 6, 421, 100 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only)_..---- -| 141,000, 000 10, 222, 600 22, 877, 700 99, 024, 400 
Undistributed cost a eae ees —10, 000 —20, 000 — 47, 500 
Construction facilities.......... deg cians 77, 500) (—10, 000) 


—20, 0005 (—47, 500) 


Total project cost (Federal 
fonds Only):..<....... __| 141, 000, 000 8, 952, 800 | 10, 212, 600 22, 857, 700 98, 976, 900 
Pending adjustments iter ‘ 


Total cost (Federal funds | 


only a a 141, 000, 000 8, 952, 800 10, 212, 600 22, 857, 700 98, 976, 900 
Undelivered orders........--_.- ee es 1, 215, 000 942, 700 nS TET 906 132 . 
an Cree ees 10, 167, 800 11, 155, 300 20, 700, 000 98, 976, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Appropriation ed 12, 023, 100 9, 300, 000 iat Ee ee 
Unobligated “carryover from 
I I i aa aa eds be tad bali a hs i oli dade deca a ae 1, 855, 300 
Tot ut funds available for | | 
obl OU a ae a oe 12, 023, 100 | 11, 155, 300 |.... sind 
Appr wrtath aaa tonne RT| EE atbatigddinte dD anicasian sone oemal wutebmatcnce 20, 700, 000 98, 976, 900 


CANTON RESERVOIR, OKLA. 
Rasaut. “Canton Reservoir,” $7,500. Insert page 121. 
(The page referred to follows:) 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsiIGN, REHABILITATION ReEsERVoOIRS, [FLOOD 
CONTROL 
CANTON RESERVOIR, OKLA. 
[INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING] 

Location and description —Project is located appr ximately 2 miles northwest 
of Canton, Okla., on North Canadian River at mile 394.3, and 75 miles northwest 
of Ok ahi yma City, Okla. The rehabilitation provides for restoration of riprap 


on the upstream embankment slope which was damaged by heavy wave action. 
Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 


Summarized financial data 


Reconnaissance estimate 5 $525, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate _ 7, 500 
Appr. pEsatoone to June 30, 1960 0 
‘lanning allocation for fise: il year 1961 7, 500 


Balance is complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 0 
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pP esent condition Two test reaches have been rehabilitated and were com- 
pleted during fiscal vear 1958 and fiseal year 1959. The present condition of test 
reaches is satisfactory Benches have formed at various crest elevations that 


have occurred during storage of flood waters or permanent pool stages. The 
riprap rock cover and backing material have been displaced, exposing the earth 
fill. In the heavily damaged areas, some displacement of earth fill has taken 


place. The damage area is approximately 11,700 feet in length. 
J ustification.— Continual deferral of this work would result in acceleration of 
the damage at critical points, which will cause additional loss of protective cover 
7 in ii 


of stone and material from the embankment. Presently, the stability of the 
structure is not impaired; however, deferral will increase the cost of future repairs, 


In the event the proposed rehabilitation work is not performed, the stability of 
the dam embankment could, in time, be great! 


\ reduced. 

Mir. Ranaut. Please explain this rehabilitation project, 

Gene ral Wuiprp! K. This is One of the projects which, as the ehair- 
man knows, is being included as part of our budget as a separate item 
rather than as part of operation and maintenance. 

1948, was com- 
v well under the 
impact of the reservoir. The thickness and gradation were appar- 
ently insufficient to withstand the force of the waves. It has ma- 
terially deteriorated and some major I'¢ pair at this time is hecessary 


‘his particular reservoir, which was completed in 
pleted with riprap which has not stood up sufficient 


} 
i 
] 
1 


if we are to avoid further deterioration and damage to the dam 
structure itself. 

What we are asking at this time is an allocation of planning funds 
in order that this matter can be finally determined and a definite 


report as to the cost and desirability made to the committee next vear. 
OpPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARKANSAS-Wuitr-Rep Basin 


Mr. Rasavr. “Operation and maintenance,” $5,634,900. Insert 
pages 122 through 127. 


Phe pages ret rred to follow: 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaAL YEAR 196] 


1. Navigation 


(a Channels and harbors. The budget estimate of $759,000 provides ior 


essential maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named in the list 


which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists ol 
maintaining the navigation channels by dredging, and the repair of channel 


1 


stabilization works, al 


projects. 


us authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor 


Obl ‘gal ions 


i961 
f ( 
I ( ear Lt R I 
] eC 1959 esti- el rks 
nated l 
! i 
Ant! ‘ 
d 
ARE ANSA 
Arkansas River and tril $ R72 | $506,480 $340,000 $895,000 &H99, OO Repair channel 
ita ArKal ju 
Oklal i 
Red River bek Ful ( { 18, OT( on ( I 
] yt } ct any } 
rbors 7, 22 15 759 


‘OmM- 
test 
that 
The 
“arth 
aken 


yn of 
‘over 


F the 
MLITS, 
ty of 


yair- 
item 


com- 
r the 
ypar- 
ma- 
ssary 
dam 


funds 
finite 


vear, 
SIN 


[nsert 


les for 
the list 
ists of 
channel 
harbor 





narks 
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b) Lecks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $635,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, including the 
essential channel dredging and repairs. The amount requested recurring annu- 
ally is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of the project facilities; 
labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of 
the project. Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated under remarks. 


Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project vear 1959 esti- tenance Total, Re k 
uu i atl af 
epalrs r Lut 


Annual Peri 


ARKANSAS 

Juachita and Black Rivers.| $566, 349 | $503, 580 | $500,000 |$50, 000 [$85,000 | $635,000 | Repair project 
facilities, 

Total locks, dams, 
ind canals ai ), 349 503, 

rotal navigation. -- 923, 575 |1, 059, 030 





Bs _ i 635, 000 | 
1, 394. 000 | 


I ood control 


a) Reservoirs—The budget estimate of $1,424,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of 19 flood control reservoirs and scheduling of flood control reservoir 
yperations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
This estimate includes requirements for one project which will 
be placed in operation during budget year 1961. The amount requested for 
maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary mainte- 
ance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the 
lay-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic and 
ire indicated under remarks. 


quirements. 


one-time requirements 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiseal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project vear 1959 esti- tenance I K KS 
mated 1-t ( fis¢ 
re} rs ( 106] 
Annual Peri- 
odie 
ARKANSAS 
Blue Mountain Reservoir $62, 257 $68, 150 $64, 000 phd W) 
Nimrod Reservoir... 65, 442 70, 000 69, 000 69, 00 
OLORADO 
John Martin Reservoir__- 132,440 | 105,150 | 108,000 ; : 108, 00( 
FKFANSAS 
Fall River Reservoir a 72, 633 83, 050 85,000 | $2,000 . 88,000 . I r fa es 
Qn Redmond Reservoir 2, 000 saber aiceed 2, 000 
to Reservoi 5, 950 77, 280 91,000 |. 91, 000 
LOUISIANA 
Bayou Bodcau Reservoir... 16, 923 12, 280 15,000 | 11,000 = %. 000 | Re rt k ero- 
4 ( er 
ect faciii- 
r ‘ os . £E ' , - 
” e Lake Reser I 14,514 11 ( 14, 000 3, 000 17. On | ‘ 
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Obligations—Continued 8. 
| . " : mi 
| | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) - 
yr 
Wo a. hls est 
Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- | co 
Project year 1959 (esti- | tenance Total, Remarks 
| mated) ee fiscal Wl 
| | | repairs | year 1961 | for 
| | Annual | ae | te! 
| | | | da 
int 
MISSOURI | 
| | | | | 
Clearwater Reservoir_......| $69, 966 $68, 060 St Ee Rees $68, 000 ~~ 
j } 
NEW MEXICO | 
. 
Conchas Reservoir-_._.....- 76, 251 82, 300 $3,000 |.......- $9,000 | 92,000 | Water distribu. 
| | | tion system re- 
pairs. 
OKLAHOMA | | 
Canton Reservoir_......__- 116, 479 | 159, 890 | 98,000 | $4,000 |... _- | 102,000 | Operational 
| | | } studies due to 
| | | recent floods, anid 
Fort Supply Reservoir -_- 55,836 | 77,890 62, 000 oo 68,000 | Repair roads. 
Great Salt Plains Reservoir. 40,961 | 49,000 | 43,000 | 10,000 |_____.- 53,000 | Repair — project 
| facilities 
Heyburn Reservoir (Pole- 38,305 | 50,900 55,000 | 10,000 |_...---- |} 65,000 | Outlet channel Bla 
cat Creek) | | | | and roads re Vv 
| } | pairs. Bu 
Hulah Reservoir_......___- | 78, 049 103, 050 aa IR A 86, 000 
Oologah Reservoir__._..--- 4,304 | 29,550 ED Daca hie acute Raniceaninnts 36, Of Nai 
Wister Reservoir__._....__. | 67, 898 | 76, 240 | 72, 000 S600 t.- 81,000 | Repair project Nol 
facilities. 
TEXAS | | | 
Ferrells Bridge Dam (Lake | 98, 197 114, 660 TI Ecc acadoae aeditaehees 27, 000 i 
O’the Pines). | | sal 
Texarkana Dam _ (Lake 150, 342 138, 460 151,000 | 10,000 |_..-... 161,000 | Drift removal. 
Texarkana). | | 
Scheduling of flood control | 
reservoir operations -_--- 6, 920 Cn I ge 20, 000 De 
oR, eee ee OS  , ee eee 1, 424, 006 
(b) Channel work, inspections and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget esti- 
mate of $14,900 provides for the essential annual requirement of the local flood Ke 
protection project and inspection of completed works during the budget year. P¢ 
l¢ 
Obligations 
mies m 
| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| Race Ra ae ae 
| Fiscal year | | 
Project | year 1960 | Recurring main- | Total, | Remarks 
| 1959 (esti- | tenance 1-time fiscal | os 
mated) |__ Te _| repairs year 
| 1961 
| Annual |Periodic 
LOUISIANA | 
| | } | 
Bevou Picre............... | $27,688 $5, 360 | ee | $4,000 
Inspection of completed | 5, 562 | 6, 760 Pe tccwcnkntonmemmms 10, 900 as 
works, _ ' J wi 
Total, flood control, | 
channel work, in- | | | 
spcctions, and mis- m¢ 
cellaneous mainte- | 
NR pe ic coteuse | 33,250 of) ) ae SS. Seer 14, 900 


Total, flood control_-_-|1, 226, 917 |1, 396, 320 |....-..-.- |1, 438, 900 
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3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $2,802,000 for the operation and maintenance of 11 
multiple-purpose projects, having a total generation capacity of 571,000 kilowatts, 
provides the minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. This 
estimate provides for increased requirements of one project due to additional 
construction features placed in maintenance status and for two projects which 
will be placed in operation during budgeted year 1961. The amount requested 
for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary main- 
tenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the 
day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic and one-time requirements are 
indicated under remarks. 



























Obligations 
| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal | ek 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) a l-time | fiscal | 


repairs | year 1961 | 
| Annual | Peri- 
| | odic 





ARKANSAS | | j 




















Blakely Mountain Reser- | $234,828 | $269,680 | $257,000 |$38, 000 A $295,000 | Project facilities 
voir | repairs. 
Bull Shoals Reservoir-_.-.-- 353, 839 | 328, 570 345,000 | 29,000 |-------- | $74,000 | Repair project 
| | facilities. 
Narrows Reservoir.-_.-..--- | 204, 381 195,190 | 209,000 | 14,000 ; és 223, 000 Do. 
Norfork Reservoir_........-| 225,590 | 262,280 | 263,000 | 26, 000 $26,000 | 315,000 | Repair project 


facilities and 


| replacements. 
MISSOURI 








Table Rock Reservoir-...- 7 279, 820 | 





BO I hoa tentnns 





OKLAHOMA 












Denison Dam (Lake Tex- | 


oma 


564, 810 





494,000 | 69,000 |102,000 | 665,000 | Repair project 
facilities; rip- 
| rap and bank 









| | | repairs. 
Eufaula Reservoir..........]-...------| semis SMD Aatecacecliccumcent! 12,000 
Fort Gibson Reservoir_....| 309, 233 309, 900 335,000 | 16,000 |-.------ | 351,000 | Equipment re- 

| | | | | placement and 
> | | | | | gate repairs. 
Keystone Reservoir__.__.- g — BOO Nidan ccunkinceseks 13, 000 
Pensacola Reservoir_._- 3, 578 | 5, 250 7, 000 ees 7, 000 
Tenkiller Ferry Reservoir..| 206, 804 185, 360 200, 000 | 27,000 |------ ; 227,000 | Project facilities 


| | | repairs, 






Total, multiple-pur- |2, 168,394 |2, 400, 860 |....-....-|_------ _..---|2, 802, 000 
pose projects. | 

Grand total, Arkansas- |4, 318, 886 |4, 856, 210 |_.-.----- 
White-Red Basin. | | 






Se eae ..--|5, 634, 900 








Mr. Ranaut. I have no questions. 

Questions, gentlemen? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Cannon. The subcommittee will not meet tomorrow morning 
as there will be a meeting of the full committee to consider two bills 
which are being reported out. 

We will reconvene tomorrow afternoon at 2 o’clock and Monday 
morning at 10 o’clock. 





Fripay, Fepruary 19, 1960. 


RIO GRANDE AND GULF BASIN 
WITNESS 


BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM WHIPPLE, DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTH- 
WESTERN DIVISION 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will come to order. 
A quorum is present. 


We will take up the Rio Grande and Gulf Basin. 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. On ‘General investigations’ you are asking for 
$602,400. 

We will insert pages 3 and 4. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
 £ Ss 4rveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $58,500 is requested for prosecution of 
three studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
two reports and progress on one other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Total Allocation Tentative A dditional to 
Study estimated prior to illocation, omplete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 
Louisiana 
Calcasieu River Salt barrier.........-.-.-.-- $33, 300 | $8, 800 | $24, 500 0 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Louisiana | 
MSIE NII os 107, 300 | 98, 300 | 9, 000 0 
Texas: Sabine-Neches Waterway. -.-...--------- 35, 000 | 25, 000 $10, 000 
IE diknstaieciny bnlsdinuiesneweeet peace 175, 600 | 107, 100 58, 500 | 10, 000 


(b) Flood control studies.—The amount of $175,900 is requested for prosecution 
of seven studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
three reports and progress on four others. Tentative allocations by studies 
follow: 

Rio GRANDE AND GULF 


APPROPRIATION TITLE: GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1961 





Total Allocation Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior to alloeation, mplete after 
Federal il year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 | 1961 1961 
$s | el . | — —|—— — 
| 
New Mexico: 
Alamagordo--..-- a oh a itl | $60, 000 | $35, 900 $24, 100 0 
Rio Grande Las Cruces.._..-.----------- 80, 700 | 64, 700 16, 000 0 
7 | | | 
Jalhoun-Victoria Soil Conservation Dis- | 
trict...... a ; 97, 900 | 50, 400 | 30, 000 $17, 500 
Clear Fork Bra 1Z0S River : 100, 000 74, 200 | 25, 800 0 
El Paso oe aa . 75, 000 19, 500 | 20, O00 | 35, 500 
Neches River... 2 ; 320, 000 57, 300 20, 000 242, 700 
Sabine River-.--_-- sia ae oe 335, 000 42 100 40, 000 252, 900 
ee 1, 068, 600 344, 100 175, 800 548, 600 
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c) Special studies.—The amount of $368,000 is requested for prosecution of 
two studies during fiscal vear 1961. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 








Total | Allocation | Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior to | allocation, |complete after 
Federal | fiscal year fiscal year fiscal vear 
| cost 1961 | 1961 1¥61 
H. igpiahaiaaisiceNebericeietteapetchebeuimacatte lanes siesshad 
Or iieMMie $500, 000 | $123, 000 | $118. 000 $259, 000 
FON RI aro dna cic ws eaninss oan aie ale 696, 000 344, 000 250, 000 102, 000 
a 1. 196, 000 7 167, 000 7 368, 000 | 361. 000 
GROG ROG diniicesesenciteneiadesuwheece 2, 440, 200 918, 200 602, 400 919, 600 
Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about the navigation studies you 
have programed here. 
for 
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY 
General WuiprLe. We have studied the Sabine-Neches Waterway, 
which is a study with a view to increasing the depth of the Sabine- 
yn. of Neches Waterway to 40 feet. 
n of Mr. Cannon. What is the current depth? 
Ws General Wuiprie. Thirty-six, and some variations, but approxi- 
mately 36 feet. 
a Mr. Cannon. Forty feet throughout? 


year General Wuirp.te. The study will have to develop that, sir. It is 
a. the desire of local interests and the request for authorizations is that 
we study this deepending and also certain allied problems pertaining 


0 to the disposition of spoil and questions about the banks through 
0 Port Arthur that are not very clearly defined but we are requested 
10, 000 to study them as well. That is a new survey start this year and the 
10, 000 money requested would substantially complete it. 
wile GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA. AND TEX. 
on of - 
udies General Wuirprte. We have two other studies here, the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway, La. and Tex. That is a study that has been 
going on for some time. It has been found necessary to revise it. 
The question is widening and deepening the Intracoastal Waterway. 
il Discussions with navigation interests have brought out their dissatis- 
ional to faction with the preliminary findings, their desire to submit addi- 
oe tional data. As a consequence, it has been necessary to extend that 
Wil study another year and request the $9,000 for consideration of these 
— additional aspects. 
: Mr. Cannon. You are covering a large amount of mileage. 
0 General WHIPPLE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. How far is it down to the border? 
$17, 500 General WurppLe. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, La. and Tex., 
_35, 500 stretches from Brownsville, Tex., on the Mexican border the entire 
a length of the Texas coast and eastward to New Orleans. It is 
ae something in the neighborhood of approximately 800 miles. 
ae Mr. Cannon. That is a tremendous undertaking. What do you 


anticipate it will cost? 
General Wuipreie. I cannot say, sir, because the purpose of this 


study report is to determine the cost of the feasibility. I am not 
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aware. I do not recall the preliminary studies, which have not in any 
event been finalized, because we do not know whether it will be neces- 
sary to deepen it as well as to widen it. 

Mr. Cannon. To both deepen and widen the waterway that length 
would certainly be a very expensive proposition. Approximately at 
a minimum, what would it cost? 

General WuipreLe. It would be a sum of—well, it would be a sum 
of a good many millions of dollars to do it certainly, sir, although it is 
much less expensive than you might think because this is relatively 
simple land to excavate. It is excavating sandy bottoms of the gulf 
coast. It would certainly be well up in the millions of dollars. | 
cannot say how much. 

Mr. Cannon. How long would it take, approximately? 

General Wuipp.e. Sir, it would depend on the amount of excava- 
tion. It would take several years to complete a widening and deep- 
ening of this. 

Mr. Cannon. Having widened and deepened it, how permanent 
would that be? 

Would the silt move in and fill it again? 

General Wutppie. No, sir. There is very little silt that reaches 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterw ay today because of the locks and tide 
gates that have been constructed adjacent to the principal streams. 
There would not be much more silt that would enter the canal if it 
were widened and deepened somewhat over and above its present 
width and depth. 

Mr. Cannon. The purpose of this is solely for navigation? 

General Wuippie. The purpose is solely navigation and solely to 
increase the facility of use. There are approxmately 18 million tons 
of commerce that use this waterway today. It is a very, very heavily 
used waterway and the allegation of navigation interests is that they 
would save sufficient in costs in transportation of the many products 
that use this throughout its length to warrant the necessary increase. 


TRAFFIC OVER INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


Mr. Cannon. What volume of traffic passes over that waterway 
at the present time? 

General Wuiprpue. It is approximately 18 million tons a year, sir, 
but I would like to introduce more evidence. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


The traffic that passed over the waterway in 1958 between the Sabine River 
and the Mexican border is as follows: 


Tons 
San A re NUTTIN OED PI ccc lewen 20, 698, 161 
PRN AITE OCR AD LACUS UR is a cst wads amie cele 7, 830, 734 
[pores anirsets BO RUGKIORI: DOPAOL jk en encenncucecawa 1 025, 268 
a a a a a a ae ld worst 29, 554, 163 


Mr. Cannon. Do you anticipate increasing that volume as a result 
of these improvements or would you just handle the same amount of 
traffic with a little greater facility? 

General Wurrp.e. I would say there would be some increase. It 
would be mostly a question of facilitating the movement of existing 
traffic, reducing time for passing. I myself have seen tows of traffic 
in there that were so heavilv laden that they were kicking up the silt 
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as they went along because they were heavy towboats and very heavy 

deep barges. ‘They could undoubtedly move much cheaper and much 
faster in a canal that was both deeper and wider. It is one of the 
most heavily traveled inland waterways in the United States today. 


COST OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. It occurs to me that over an area of 800 miles that 
this might approximate a cost of something like a hundred million 
doll: ils. 

General WurprLe. No, sir. It depends on how much widening 
and how much deepening. I do not have the figures. It would be 
more in the nature of the order of $10 or $15 million. It is not a 
tremendous undertaking that we are considering. It is large magni- 
tude and we have had to study it. We are taking more time because 
of the fact that it is a large undertaking. We are not prepared to 
make recommendations to the Congress at this time. 

Mr. Cannon. It would involve principally the removal of silt or 
soil or rock? 

General WurppLe. There is relatively little rock within these depths. 
It is clays, sands, silts, and some shell banks that would have to be 
cut through. 

Mr. Cannon. And this excavated material would be thrown outside 
on the bank? 

General Wurppie. There are a large number of marshy and sandy 
areas and bay areas “adjacent to the waterway which would take the 
majority of the spoil disposal. 

Local interests would be required to find suitable spoil disposal 
areas and where they could not find any other places they would have 
to purchase areas of land adjacent to the canal on which this spoil 
could be placed. 

LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. What other cooperation would you have from local 
interests? 

General Wurrpue. I do not believe they would have any, other than 
the normal requirement of insuring the United States against damages, 
and furnishing lands, easements, and rights-of-way. 


RIO GRANDE LAS CRUCES 


Mr. Cannon. On the Rio Grande Las Cruces, we have the usual 
situation. I emphasize “usual.” It was supposed to be completed 
this year, but here you are again asking for more money, as is 
customary. 

General WuirppLe. We do have to ask for more money in this. 
We are requesting an increase in cost here. One of the primary 
reasons is the construction of the new highway. 


NECHES AND SABINE RIVERS 


Mr. Cannon. The Neches and Sabine River studies apparently 
will be expensive, both of them. 

These rivers have been studied for flood control prior to this time? 
Don’t you have some studies on them? 
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General WuiprrLe. Yes, sir; we have some old studies covering the 
Neches watershed and one authorized project that has not yet been 
completed, which was constructed partly for flood control. The 
Sabine River has been less studied but | believe there is a report 
covering the Sabine, as well. 

Mr. Cannon. You have surveyed them before. You have some 
information on them. 

General Wurprp_e. Yes, sil 

Mr. Cannon. Have you done any flood control work on either of 
these rivers heretofore? 

General WuippLe. Yes, sir, we have. The Neches-Angelina is 
essentially one watershed and on the Angelina, which is the sister 
tributary with the Neches, we have under construction a new dam 
which involves flood control, concerning which this chairman is, I am 
sure, familiar. 


Mr. Cannon. That work has been effective, has it? 








M’GEE 


General WuippLe. McGee Bend Dam is not yet finished. We 
have constructed a smaller dam on it but it is not primarily for flood 
control. 

Mr. Cannon. The McGee Bend Dam has been under both con- 
sideration and criticism for some time. What progress are you making 
there? 

General WuippLe. We are making quite reasonable progress, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the percentage of completion? 

General Wuippie. As of January 1 the project was 19 percent 
physically complete. 

Mr. Cannon. Approximately what amount of money will be re- 
quired to complete it? 

General Wnripete. To complete it, the total estimated cost. is 
$60,400,000, including the non-Federal contributions. ra have a 
budget request for $6 million for fiscal year 1961 and $35,523,000 is 
estimated to be required to complete it after that time. 


BEND DAM 








STUDY COMMISSION FOR TEXAS 





Mr. Cannon. What is your relation with the Study Commission for 
iy ‘xas? Are you cooperating with them or are you duplicating any 

f their work? 

General Wuippeie. I am a member of the U.S. Study Commission 
for Texas, sir. We have reached very satisfactory joint procedures 
within that ageney, which I took a part in drafting, I am pleased to 
say, which have been adopted by the Commission. This results in 
very thorough coordination of our work with that of the Study Com- 
mission. 

Mr. Cannon. You are — ating with them? 

General Wuippie. Yes, si 

Mr. Cannon. Your ai am and their program 

General Wuippie. Is very closely integrated in all respects. 

Mr. CANNON. W ill their work save us any expense in connection 
with our program? 


General Wutpee. Yes, sir; it will. It is impossible to say exactly 
how much, but if the work of the Commission is completed as now 
























exal 


fluo 
sam 
in a 
anti 
ZOO! 
mis: 
lim| 

\ 
it h 

C 
fact 
fou 
tha 
tha 


o the 
been 
The 

eport 


some 


er of 


1a is 
sister 
dam 
I am 


We 


flood 


con- 
iking 


Ir. 

recent 
e Te- 
st Is 


ive a 
100 is 


mn. for 
‘any 


ssion 
lures 
ed to 
Its in 
~~ 

Jom- 


ction 


act ly 
now 


469 


projected, I believe that it would contribute toward the costs, for 
example, of studying the Neches River Basin and the Colorado River 
basins. 

Mia. Cannon. What is the life of the Texas commission? 

General Wuippe. It is slated to go out of existence, as I reeall. 
6 months after the date on which they complete and submit their 
report. 

Mr. Cannon. When will the report be completed? 

General Wurppie. They have an estimate, but it is an estimate in 
which I personally do not have too much confidence. It would be in 
June of 1961. I believe myself it will be slightly later than that, but 
in any event, the Commission’s anticipated life is somewhere between 
approximately 2 to 25 vears. 

Mr. Cannon. How serviceable has that commission been? Would 
you say that Commission has been needed and is doing needed work? 
Or is it rather superfluous? 

General Wurppie. I certainly would not characterize it as super- 
fluous. I do not believe there is any State that was in exactly the 
sume situation as Texas. Perhaps there was another solution, but 
in anv event, it is a way. It is so far promising better than I had 
anticipated when it was created. I believe that it is going to do a 
good job and result in a properly coordinated piece of work for sub- 
mission to the Congress. I realize that I am going out on a long 
limb in making such a prediction, but that is my present impression. 

Mr. Cannon. It is rather a pleasant surprise to some to find that 
it has served a useful purpose. 

General Wuippeie. | would say, sir, that that is entirely due to the 
fact that the members on this Commission, State and Federal, have 
found it possible to get together and work harmoniously to an extent 
that I have not previously seen paralleled in interagency enterprises 
that Thave been associated with. 

Mr. Cannon. I fail to see, General, why you couldn’t have had 
the same sort of cooperation without the Commission. You wouldn’t 
say it has been supernumerary? 

General Wurppte. Well, sir, I believe that I am hardly in a position 
to give a summary judgment in one adjective about the Commission. 

Mr. Cannon. The cost of that Commission will be in excess of $2 
million by the end of fiscal year 1961. Couldn’t we have gone along 
with this work without the expenditure of that $2 million? 

General Wurppte. Certainly, sir, there is no real barrier to inter- 
agency cooperation to solve these problems and it happens that in 
the State of Texas we already had a very fine climate of interagency 
cooperation, without which the Commission would not have. I am 
sure, found it possible to do its work. 

However, there is one major factor in favor of the Commission that 
I'believe is its only excuse for existence and that is that although all 
of the studies of the Corps of Engineers, and most of the other 
agencies, including the State, have considered the streams of ‘Texas 
one after the other as individual projects, the principal proposal that 
the Commission is attempting to work out is the feasibility of diver- 
sions from the eastern areas of Texas, which have substantially excess 
water supplies to the western areas of Texas, which have a tremendous 
searcity of water, and whether or not these diversions in one overall 
scheme will produce more water more cheaply for the State as a whole 





than would be obtained by developing the individual watersheds 
separately. 

As I say, we haven’t determined definitely that that will be the 
answer, but the only agency which had the authority or the mandate 
from Congress to study this overall diversion of water from east to 
west in Texas was the Bureau of Reclamation. They had so far 
apparently been unable to bring that enterprise to fruition vets of 
the great number of other interests concerned, whic h the Commission 
as a whole, with all of its members, is finding it’s capable of bringing 
to a focus more readily than the Bureau had been able to do at that 
time, at least. So the Commission does have a real mission that it 
can perform that might have been performed some other way, but 
at least it hadn’t been. 


SOUTHEAST STUDY COMMISSIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Do you have a similar agency in any other State? 

General Wurpr_e. Yes, sir. There is an agency for the South- 
eastern Atlantic, the U.S. Study Commission, Southeast United 
States, I think it is called. 

Mr. Cannon. That covers several States. 

General WuiprLe. Which covers several States, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. It is still in existence? 

General WuippLe. Yes, sir. It was created at about the same 
time. It is chaired by Mr. Jim Woodruff. 

Mr. Cannon. It was set up simultaneously with the Texas com- 
mission? 

General Wuipp.e. Yes, sir, though not in the same piece of legis- 
lation. 

Mr. Taser. I wonder, could I ask a question on that Sabine- 
Neches study? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. 


SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY 


Mr. Taser. That is $25,000 for 1961 and $10,000 afterward. It 
would seem kind of funny to be appropriating those two amounts. It 
would seem as if we ought to be able to leave those out. Those 
amounts are not big enough separately so they can get in and get 
started and do a job. They might better go together. These other 
items I haven’t had a chance to go over the way I would like to. Are 
these authorized projects, or are they just surveys and anticipations? 

General WurprLe. They are surveys and anticipations, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Of authorizations? 

General Wurppte. Of authorization or not as the survey may deter- 
mine advisable. 

Mr. Taser. Yes; but they are not authorized as yet? 

General WuippLe. No, sir. Nothing in this is authorized. 


COST OF SURVEYS 


Mr. Taper. There is a million dollars in there on those two pages. 

General Wurppue. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. It would seem like that is quite a lot of money to be 
putting out in anticipation of authorizations when we all know that 
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the average time it takes to go from authorization to appropriations 
is 3 or 4 years, at least. 
JENSEN. Five on an average. 

Mr. Taner. I guess 5 years on an average. It seems like we are 
building up a whale of a big picture of expenditures without any real 
justification for it. 

If you divide the request by five, assuming the average run will be 
5 years, you would be getting as much as the Congress would possibly 
provide construction funds for. Isn’t that right? 

General Wuippue. If I might make a comment, sir, this area is one 
of tremendous present economic growth and tremendous change. in 
the water resources picture. In the first place, the population, com- 
merce and industry, are growing extremely rapidly in this Texas area, 
but in addition to that, there has been a great anee because of the 
interest in water supply that has grown up in this ar 

We have municipalities that are going out in some cases and build- 
ing reservoirs with their own funds, costing as much as $50 and $60 
million, not Federal developments, but locally owned developments 
where water supply only and not flood control and water supply is 
the picture. 


LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY 





FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Taner. You know, up in my country our localities take care 
of all their water supply. 

General Wurppue. Yes, sir; but I do not believe that——— 

Mr. Taner. We expect to pay for it. 

General Wurppue. I do not believe that the water supply require- 
ments of New York have anything like the difficulty and the rate of 
change in these newly developed areas, with the tremendous volume 
of activity in that field that is going on. 

Mr. Taner. The trouble is you have gotten them into a habit of 
thinking that way. That is where the trouble comes. 

General Wuipp.e. This is their money I was talking about. 

Mr. Taser. Well, it is our money that goes into this construction 
where you make the plans and get up the original preliminary plans 
to base an authorization on. 

General WuippLe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. We haven’t a single municipality in New York State, 
but what has spent enormous sums of money to get the kind of water 
supply it needs. It seems kind of funny when other parts of the 
country seem to feel that the Federal Government should do it. 

General Wuipp.e. Sir, the point I wanted to make was that these 
private developments, municipal and State developments, are going 
at just as rapid a pace and perhaps a more rapid pace than the Federal 
investigations and developments in the same ares 

It is not an area in which they are dependent exc ‘lusive lv on Federal 
developments, but the rapid growth of population and industry in 
these valleys and along these streams means that there really is a 
tremendous necessity for finding out what the long-range potential 
of these streams is and getting plans. We have at the present time in 
Texas tremendously bitter and vindictive battles between groups of 
cities. For example, Dallas and Fort Worth on a one side and 
Houston on the other are getting together publicly to fight about 
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what the proper plan of development is of a certain watershed and 
which one will have the privilege of building which reservoir. They 


ure both of them appealing to the Federal Government for assistance 
in*outlining whe the proper development is and how to relate navi- 

ation and flood control to these water sup ply developments that they 
are trving to push through. They will build their own reservoirs or 
they will participate in the development of Federal reservoirs, but 
above all they are looking to us who have the initiative in drawing 
up water supply plans that we draw up plans that they can integrate 
seni planning with. That is the reason we are comit ig before vou 
with so much money in this area. It is not purely a Federal activity, 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, it is very natural that the people in any 
area where they have controversy over water supply or anything 
pertaining to something that the Federal Government might enter 
into call on the Federal Government to make a determination on just 
what the Federal Government will expect the local people to do. 

Now, General, I would not be surprised but what if the Federal 
Government and the Corps of Engineers would kind of drag their feet 
a little and not enter into matters of this nature that the local people 
might finally get together and say, “Well, it looks like the Federal 
Government is not going to do anything here. We had better do it 
with our own funds.’ Don’t vou think there = times that we step 
in before we should, and, as the chairman, Mr. Cannon, has said, that 
1e Army engineers do go out and encourage pe 4 people to let the 

Federal Government take ¢ rare of a lot of these things the local people 
should take care of? 

With reference to this colloquy I am inclined to think in this instance 
the taxpayers of America would save a good many hundreds of millions 
of dollars by letting those folks know that we expect them to get 
together and take care of their own problems. After all, the State of 
Texas is a very wealthy State. I cannot think of a State that would 
be better able to take care of their own water problems than the State 
of Texas. 

General Wurppie. They are asking us, however, sir, to outline flood 
control and navigation fee atures. 

Mr. Jensen. That is very ni atural. Sure they will ask you. They 
will say, ‘After all, Uncle Sam has a responsibility here,’? but we do 
not have to jump in and say, “Allright. You fellows can just pull the 
purse strings on your own pocket books. Uncle Sam will open up 
and let all the taxpayers of America open up their purse and dump 
the money in here out of their own pockets.”’ We are about at the 
end of this dumping business out of the taxpayers’ pocketbook. You 
know there is not a town nor a section in America, nor a political 
subdivision, General, that is better able financially to take care of 
their own problems than is the Federal Government today. I wish 
you had heard the Secretary of the Treasury when he appeared before 
the full Appropriations Committee about a month ago explaining to 
us what a problem we had in keeping the American dollar stable ‘and 
keeping that dollar of ours from becoming so devalued, so terribly 
devalued, that even the foreign countries are beginning to WOITY ¢ about 
our dollar becoming worthless. 

So I think the time has come when we are just going to have to 
expect the people all over America to take care of their own problems 
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as much as they possibly can. We are about at the end of the road 
in appropri ating all of these millions and billions of dollars as we have 
been doing in the past. I know I have been doing my share of the 
spending, but I have also been doing my share of the saving where | 
thought the spending could not be justified. 

As | said before, I think that we had best let those folks down in 
this area as well as in other areas of the country figure out some 
method by which they can take care of their own problems. Then 
if we see that that is impossible, maybe then we can step in but from 
what I have heard in this hearing today, it appears to me that we have 
stepped in too fast, too quic k. Let them do some more figuring. 
Let them do some more arguing. Let them do some more scrapping 
over this thing to see who is going to pay the bill down there instead 
of letting Uncle Sam pay the entire cost. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. Do you have any answer to that, 
General? 

General WurppeLe. Well, sir, naturally, the committee has to make 
the decision and take the national point of view. I only feel that we 
have not jumped in prematurely in these matters. We have taken 
as conservative a point of view as we can, particularly because the 
State of Texas is very proud of their State sove reignty and their 
ability to handle their own affairs. I do not really feel that we have 
jumped in prematurely on this or that these studies that we are 
making are doing anything but keeping up with the Federal activities 
proportionate to what the State agencies and municipalities are 
doing on the matters of their own responsibility. 

Mr. Cannon. I do not think we can emphasize too strongly the 
situation to which Mr. Jensen has just called attention. Of all the 
many wise things I have heard him say in his long service here, in the 
House, I think that is one of the most self-evident. He has outlined 
one of the most significant developments of our time and it is one that 
is going to be called very forcibly to the attention of the American 
people and the spending interests of the American people in the very 
near future. All departments of Government should take what he 
has said very much to heart. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 











MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TEXAS 
Mr. Cannon. Matagorda Ship Channel, Texas. Insert here pages 
band 7 


(The pages referred to follow:) 









ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 








MaATAGORDA Suip CHANNEL (38- AND 36-Foor PRosEcT 


(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 





Location and description.—The project is located through Pass Cavallo, a 
natural outlet on the Texas coast about 79 miles southwest of Freeport, Tex., 
thence across Matagorda and Lavaca Bays to Point Comfort, Tex. The plan 
of improvement provides for an entrance channel, 38 feet deep and 300 feet wide 
and about 6 miles long, from the Gulf of Mexico through Pass Cavallo; an inner 
channel, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, and about 22 miles long; a turning basin at 
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Point Comfort, 36 feet deep and 1,000 feet square; and dual jetties at the entrance 
in the Guif of Mexico. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial statement 


Estimated (Corps of Engineers) Federal cost _.-. $12, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal costs (U.S. Coast Guard) --_- 350, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost____--_-_-_- i sa a a ca oe 9, 400, 000 

Cash contribution Eee eae sea eee ae ; 9, 158, 000 

Other costs _-___- oe es ees : ms 242, 000 
Total estimated project cost _ rs 21, 750, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate ; 650, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_- - 1 179, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 __- 266, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning : after fiscal year r 1961__ 205, 000 


1 Includes $33,000 preauthorization studies. 


Justification.—The project will provide a safe, dependable navigation channel 
from Matagorda Bay to the Gulf of Mexico, and would afford material benefits 
to established and prospective navigation from a savings in transportation costs, 
an increase in catch of seafood, and reduction in hazards to navigation. The 
project is essential to the maintenance of the seafood industry on Matagorda 
Bay, and would materially affect the economy of the whole bay area. The 
benefits from the deep-draft channel would accrue mainly to a single interest by 
savings in cost of transporting bauxite ore to the plant site at Point Comfort. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $9,400,000, as shown below. Future 
maintenance of the project will be at Federal expense. 

Contribution (cash) _-__ $9, 158, 000 
Relocations (pipelines) 242, 000 


Total 9, 400, 000 


Status of local cooperation.— Local interests have furnished resolutions agreeing 
to furnish the required items of local cooperation. The principal user of the 
deep-draft channel, Aluminum Co. of America, has entered into a franchise 
agreement with local interests for certain areas and services and has agreed to 
pay wharfage fees sufficient to amortize the cash contribution local interests must 
furnish for the project. Local interests urgently desire that the project be 
completed at the earliest possible date and are willing to furnish promptly all 
items of local cooperation. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate (Corps of 
Engineers) of $12 million is an increase of $700,000 over the latest estimate 
($11,300,000) submitted to Congress. Of the $700,000 increase, $500,000 is due 
to higher price levels and the remainder ($200,000) is due to a reanalysis of 
engineering and design requirements. 

Mr. Cannon. There is a very peculiar thing about this Matagorda 
ship channel. It seems to have been built for the use and benefit of 
one corporation. 

General WuippLe. Which channel? 

Mr. Cannon. That is the Matagorda ship channel. It seems as if 
it has been built entirely at the initiative and for the use of the 
Aluminum Co. of America. Has anyone else found it of any particular 
service or made any continuous use of it? 

General Wuippte. The Matagorda ship channel has been in use for 
some time for inland water nav igation and is desired for a more reliable 
outlet for the fishing industry in that part of Texas, but the chairman 
is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. But it has been used principally by the Aluminum 
Co. of America? 

General Wurrpte. Yes, sir. They are at the present time bringing 
in their material by barge and not by the waterway, but the primary 
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traffic is that of the Aluminum Co. of America and the future traffic 
wil! be, also. 
LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. How is their share of the local contribution deter- 
mined? 

General Wuippte. As in the case of other substantially ‘single-user 
waterways, it is determined to be 50 percent of the net cost of providing 
that waterway over and above the cost of the shallow draft waterway 
which would be required to take care of the fishermen. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


DEPTH OF CHANNEL 


Mr. Cannon. Back on the record. 

What are the dimensions of the present channel? 

General WuippLe. The controlling depth, sir, is the entrance 
channel itself. Most of the area of the waterway and all of the traffic 
that comes in reliably comes by the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway which 
has a depth of 12 feet. 

Mr. Cannon. That is uniform throughout the canal. 

General WuippLe. Yes, a reliable depth of 12 feet and the Pass 
Cavallo, which is the pass directly out has at times greater depths 
than this and sometimes less. The controlling depth there is at times 
less than 12 feet. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. The year before last we had considerable discussion 
of this subject and at that time I got the impression that we were just 
about to receive funds from the beneficiaries of this work. Now, 
since you are asking for it in this budget, could not some such funds 
be accepted to carry on the work provided instead of putting it in the 
1961 budget? 

General Wuirpie. That, sir, I believe would be a matter for the 
committee to determine. My understanding was that at one time 
the local interests had requested that they be allowed as a part of 
their contribution to put up the money to initiate the planning or 
even the construction of this project. 

Mr. Cannon. That was discussed here in the committee and my 
dim recollection is that we had some kind of a tacit understanding 
that is what would be done, but they have advanced no money at all. 

Now, you are coming in and asking the Government to do this 
work. Couldn’t we resort now to the suggestion made at that time 
and eliminate this item in the 1961 budget? 

General WurppLe. Well, sir, the loc al interests were never given a 
final answer on this question. I certainly have no immediately pend- 
ing offer that I could reply to the chairman’s statement with any pre- 
cision at this time. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a good deal like Mark Twain’s remark about the 
weather, ““There is a good deal of talk about it, but nobody does any- 
thing about it.” 


General Wuippie. If the committee would indicate their willing- 


ness to accept local contributions to start this, I am of the impression 
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that it would be forthcoming, but I am not—I do not have the offer 
in my pocket. 

Mr. Cannon. It occurs to me that the committee might reluctantly 
consent to let the beneficiaries of this work bear at least a portion of 
the expenses. 

General Wuippwe. Sir, in 1958 the Calhoun County Navigation 
District offered to advance funds in an amount not to exceed $200,000 
to permit preconstruction planning to be initiated in that fiscal vear, 
which is fiscal year 1959; such advance of funds to constitute a portion 
of their cash contribution toward the project. 

Mr. Cannon. And that proffer still stands? 

General Wutprie. As far as I know, it still stands. 

Mr. Prution. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Priuion. A point of personal privilege, I think. Yesterday I 
made some remarks in connection with the Pine Creek project. | 
would like to state here that I intend to delete some of that material, 
most of it from the record. I would like the general to know that. 
I think I unfairly reflected upon the U.S. Army Engineers. 

General WuippLe. Thank you, Mr. Pillion. I deeply appreciate 
that. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. I just want to compliment the gentleman, Mr. 
Pillion. He has shown the mark of a big man when, after he dis- 
covered in his own own mind that he had unduly criticized the Army 
Engineers, he was big enough to make an apology for it and he did it 
at the earliest possible time. 

I have always contended that there was no time better than the 
first possible time for one American to say to another one, ‘‘T made a 
mistake and I admit it.’””. That is in my opinion the mark of a fine, 
big, good American, Mr. Pillion. 

I have, of course, criticized the Army Engineers too, but I have aiso 
complimented them. I have had many people criticize me. I have 
had many people compliment me. That is one of the great privileges 
we have here in this great country of ours, if our heart is in the right 
place, we are critical of the things we think are wrong and we compli- 
ment when we think the other fellow is right. I am always happy to 
see anything happen as just happened a minute ago. It is not too 
often, that a man with great responsibilities, as Mr. Pillion has, will 
say, “I made a mistake and I want vou to know that.”’ I know you 
appreciate it. 

General WutepLe. We do. We make our mistakes and we deserve 
to have been caught up on them when we do. I have had several 
previous experiences before the committee. It is always a great 
experience to appear before the committee and to go through their 
examination. I certainly feel a lot better about the things that we 
were justifiably criticized for when something of this sort is exchanged; 
it puts the whole thing in a very fine perspective as far as J am 
concerned. 

Mr. JeENsEN. You know, Mr. Chairman, as we go woe in this world 
and you mee t some of your a friends they will say, ‘How is the world 
treating you?” My answer is, “Well, T think it. is treating me better 
than [ deserve,” and | calinee that isa fact. I think we are generally 
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weated a little better than we deserve, as much as we may try to be 
nght. 
“Mr. Pinuion. I might say to the gentleman to your left and the 
gentleman at your right, thev were the persons who called my attention 
to my errors. 
Mir. Cannon. My experience is there aren’t too many of them. 
Mr. Prtuion. L have my share. 


SOCORRO DIVERSION CHANNEL 


Mr. Cannon. Socorro Diversion Channel, $157,000 to complete. 

| trust that means what it says, to complete it. 

We will insert pages 9 through 11. There are no questions on that. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


{\pvVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN—LocAL PROTECTION (FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECTS) 


Socorro DIVERSION CHANNEL, Rio GRANDE, N. MEx. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—The project is located on the tributary arroyos 
vhich enter the Rio Grande from the west at and in the vicinity of Socorro, 
\.Mex. The project consists of three major elements: (1) a modification of 
the existing Arroyo de la Matanza Diversion, (2) a diversion channel extending 
northward from lower Socorro Canyon to a point on Nogal Canyon about 2,000 
feet west of U.S. Highway 60-85, and (3) an outfall channel on Nogal Canyon 
from the lower end of the diversion channel to the Rio Grande. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost__..__-__--~- re ee Sag Se oie A aires _ $3, 510, 000 
es arenes kc shape ae oe Ss 310, 000 
Cash contribution ; 57, 000 
Other costs ____.- See ee eee : 253, 000 
lotal estimated project cost E ai 3, 820, OOU 
Preconstruction planning estimate - - __ 310, 000 


\ppropriations to June 30, 1960__ Po ot i es te ee 7 1 153, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961__ ; : 157, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal year 1961 0 


Includes $35,000 preauthorization studies cost. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Practically the entire city of Socorro and its environs are subject to flooding 
from the tributary arroyos which enter the Rio Grande from the west at and 
lear the city. The tributary arroyos flow only at infrequent intervals, but at 
those times flooding almost always occurs. With the exception of Arroyo de la 
Matanza, none has a direct outlet to the Rio Grande and therefore the irrigation 
irainage system must be depended upon for conveyance of runoff through the 
valley. Since the drains were designed primarily to accommodate subsurface 
uflow, they become overloaded when there is appreciable surface runoff, and 
the excess water breaks out at various points, spreads over the terrain, and ponds 
low areas or behind obstructions until capacity in the drains becomes adequate 
lor its removal. 

When there is a flood on any one of the arroyos, it is usually accompanied by 

flood on one or more of the other arroyos. The area subject to flooding is a 
omposite of the areas which would be inundated by floods of standard project 
lagnitude from the three principal flood sources: Park City Arroyo (including 
Socorro Canyon), Blue Canyon, and Nogal Canyon. It comprises about 7 
quare miles in and adjacent to the city of Socorro. Improvements in the flood 
lain include residences, business and industrial establishments, public buildings, 
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schools, and fermsteads. Transportation facilities in the flood plain are U‘S, 
Highways 60 and 85, the A.T. & S.F. Ry., city streets, and county roads. The 
city sewage disposal plant is also located in the area, and is subject to damage, 
It is estimated that flood discharges of the magnitude of the standard project 
flood, depending upon the rainfall pattern, would inundate several hundred 
acres of urban, suburban, and agricultural lands to 2 maximum depth of about 
7 feet, and would cause damages of as much as $3 million on Park City Arroyo, 
$2 million for Socorro and Nogal Canyons, and $1,500,000 for Nogal Canyon. 

Non-Federal costs.— The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $310,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way Eaiaichincads ernie ci pie estore igs ear ae Se : $23, 000 
Relocation of roads and utilities_- ae ne 194, 000 
EN ES Se ee ee 20, 000 
OT PE TS a a eee 16, 000 
Cash contribution =. os écwccucccc- oi Sees atte: 57, 000 


NAD es tne: Ba a a -. 1310, 000 


11.6 percent of the estimated construction cost. 


Local interests are required to maintain end operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacement will total $17,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Several public meetings and conferences have been 
held concerning the flood problem at Sorocco. The most recent contact with the 
local interests was made in December 1958, at the time of initiating fieldwork in 
connection with preconstruction planning. At that time, a representative of 
the Albuquerque district met with the mayor of Sorocco and thoroughly ex- 
plained the local cooperation requirements of the project. The Soroceo City 
Council had previously agreed that the city would undertake to cooperate with 
the Corps of Engineers and meet the requirements of local cooperation. Formal 
assurances of local cooperation will be requested upon completion of definite 
project studies. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,510,000 is an increase of $180,000 over the latest estimate ($3,330,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase includes $168,000 due to higher price levels 
and $12,000 based on reanalysis of requirements for enginereing and design. 


Mr. JANSEN. I may say, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I am quite familiar 
with this problem. 

Mr. Cannon. Socorro? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Knowing what I do about it, I feel that it isa 
justified request. They have a terrific problem down there, as is 
explained here in the justifications. I knew about this problem and so 
i made a special personal investigation of it. | agree perfectly with 
the Army Engineers in their request for funds for this purpose. 


PECOS, TEX., FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. The Pecos River, Pecos Tex., project, $51,000 to 
complete. Insert pages 13 and 14. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Desicn, Locat PRoTEcTION (FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECTS) 


Pecos, Trex., Froop Controu PrRoJEcT 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is at Pecos, Reeves County, Tex., on 
the streams and minor tributaries which enter the Pecos River in that vicinity. 
Pecos, Tex., is located at about river mile 312 on the Pecos River. The project 
consists of a combination of diversions, floodways, and levees to protect the city 
and agricultural lands in the vicinity from floods originating on Hurd’s Well 
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US. Draw, Cottonwood Creek, Nine Mile Draw, and Salt Draw. Also included is a 
The levee to protect the northern environs of the city from overflows of the Pecos River. 
amage, Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
project Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
undred 
rT about Summarized financial data 
Arroyo, NT CE oo oc ai cw utd wee REG ane nian en wake w $2, 660, 000 
Lyon, RR Tine MEIOTIE OONG oe che a ccc bnwe eo osbeaseuu 1, 540, 000 
ruction Seen OOIIIES So eect bo ceees oie ch Wea eet 0 
VS: REIS as oes oo. Ginn co Sens Reecubemescundon 1, 540, 000 
3 000 RN MENG BON OO. in nsw nen erenenkyssmennencesces 4, 200, 000 
94. 000 Preconstruction planning estimate. ------.---------------------- 160, 000 
20, 000 Appropriations to dune ou, 1900__- - .... .......-.-----2=-+--+--0- 1109, 000 
16. 000 Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__.....2....-...-.-.---... 51, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- 
1 Includes $10,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


57, 000 























310, 000 
JUSTIFICATION 
The project is a unit of the general comprehensive pian of development for 
comple- flood control and allied purposes in the Pecos River Basin, Tex., and N. Mex, 
enance, The project would prevent all damages on Hurd’s Well Draw, Cottonwood Creek, 
and Salt Draw from floods originating above the improvements. Floods origi- 
ve been nating in the mountains west of Pecos, Tex., are confined to narrow valleys be- 
vith the tween low hills; however, at the edge of the hills the floodwaters debouch onto 
“7 af the plain, and overbank flows diverge and spread in broad sheets of water following 
itive o 


the several broad and shallow water courses that extend eastward to the Pecos 
tiver, a distance of 20 to 30 miles. These floodwaters cause damage to crops, 
agricultural lands, highways, county and farm rouds, and railroads in the areas 
around Pecos, Tex., and contribute to serious flooding within the city. The 
northern and eastern environs of Pecos, Tex., are also subject to inundation from 
the Pecos River when floods of high state occur. The flood of June 1949 caused 
estimated damages of $837,000. A recurrence of this flood under present condi- 
tions of development would cause damages estimated at $1 million, of which 
$846,000 would be prevented by the project. 

Non-Federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,540,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way____- heehtee $1, 277, 200 
telocations, roads (including bridge cis cecal 5 ren eeeee 262, 800 


NO mas aod ws wb eee TG a we Spin wien, hee 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacement will total $7,300. 

Status of local cooperation.—Officials of Reeves C ounty and the city of Pecos, 
Tex., have given their approval of the project and indicated that they would 
assume the responsibilities of local cooperation at the proper time. However, it 
appears that local interests will not be able to comply with the requirements of 
local cooperation for a part of the project. Accordingly, the project is being 
planned with a view to eliminating that part. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,660,000 is an increase of $110,000 over the latest estimate ($2,550,090) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase includes $102,000 due to higher price levels 
and $8,900 based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and 
supervision and administration. 
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Mr. Cannon. You told us last vear that you would probably reduce 
the scope of this project. Have vou been able to carry out your tacit 
promise to the committee in that respect? 

General Wutprete. The matter is progressing in that direction and 
we have prepared a revised plan along the lines that I discussed with 
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the committee last year, which would reduce the estimated cost by 
over a million dollars. 

Mr. Cannon. And still achieve the purpose originally intended? 

General Wuipp_e. Not entirely. This agricultural area would be 
interfered with too much and the rights-of-way would cost too much 
and therefore it would be omitted from the protection. This revised 
plan has now been worked out and has been presented to the local 
interests for their consideration in the latter part of December. We 
have not vet completed our discussions of that with them. We do, 
however, believe that that revised plan will be the one that will be 
recommended, but until we finalize the discussion with local interests, 
we maintain the higher cost estimate merely because it is the last one 
that was approved. 

Mr. Cannon. If this proposed revision is carried out, what reduction 
will that make in your total cost approximately? 

General Wuippie. It would make the reduction, instead of costing 
$2,660,000, the modified plan would cost $1,990,000. 

Mr. Cannon. And what effect will that revision have on your 
benefit-cost ratio? 

General Wuippie. It would be approximately 1.1 to 1, on the new 
revised plan. It is listed as 1.2 to 1, on the current plan. It would 
be 1.1 to 1, under the revised plan. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. You have some assurance that the local interests 
will cooperate with you on this project? 

General Wutppie. We think they will, because the revised plan was 
prepared at their request, but they have not formally accepted it as yet. 

Mr. Cannon. The proposed change, which now seems to be tenta- 
tively agreed upon, would make what reduction in their proposed 
contribution? 

General Wuirpie. Their contribution, which has actually had to 
be increased under the present justification sheet to $1,540,000, would 
be reduced by this to $750,000. It would be slightly less than half 
than under the authorized plan. This, of course, is one of the reasons 
why they did not like the original plan, was the high cost of obtaining 
the necessary rights-of-way and the interference with the irrigation 
systems that the original plan would cause. 

Mr. Cannon. And they are ready to eer 

General Wuirrie. They haven’t said so, sir. We believe that 
they will be. This project is still in the tl stage and this is an 
orderly procedure. 

We have not vet come to the final stage. We will finalize that mat- 
ter as we complete the planning process. 


SOMERVILLE RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. “Somerville Reservoir,” $100,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 16 and 17. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 
SOMERVILLE R&sERVoIR, TEX. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located at river mile 20 on Yegua 
Creek, a tributary of the Brazos River, about 2 miles south of Somerville in 
Burleson and Washington Counties, Tex, The plan of improvement provides 
for the construction of a roll-fill earth embankment with a gate controlled broad 
crested type spillway. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 

Estimated Federal cost : cane ia .. 1 $15, 900, 000 
Fstimated non-Federal cost_. : ‘ (*) 
Total estimated project cost ee 15, 900, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate Seana aot : 280, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_ = : < 2180, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year BONS. sors : 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

OR hk ie ee octet is Ohm eh Cicer = we Ae aes we OE ae siaam 0 

1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply 
storage, over & period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement re- 
quired has not been determined. 

2 Includes $22,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection to about 9,000 acres of land along 
Yegua Creek and will assist materially in reducing flood damages to 887,000 
acres of land along the Brazos River below the mouth of Yegua Creek. The 
project is an important unit in the system of reservoirs authorized on the Brazos 
River. ‘The last serious flood occurred during April-May 1957 and caused 
damages amounting to approximately $8,192,000 in the area benefited by the 
reservoir, most of which occurred along the Brazos River below the mouth of 
Yegua Creek. A recurrence of this flood under present conditions of development 
would cause damages estimated at $12,370,000, of which $4,061,000 would be 
prevented by the project. The project will also provide conservation storage 
for municipal and industrial uses. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the costs allocated to water supply storage, over a period not to 
exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. The reimbursement 
required has not been determined. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brazos River Authority, a State ageney, has 
indicated its willingness to cooperate fully in the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,900,000 is an inerease of $1,600,000 over the latest estimate ($14,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. Of this increase, $1,292,000 is due to higher price levels. 
Lands and damages have increased $284,000, based on a reanalysis of require- 
ments. The remaining increase of $24,000 is due to minor adjustments in other 


features. 
Mr. Cannon. Why are both the cost and the benefit-to-cost ratio 
higher on this project than as heretofore submitted to this committee? 
Ge neral WHIPPLE. It is due primarily to an increase in flood control 


benefits. There has been increased development in the flood plain 
downstream from this project site. 


Mr. Cannon. You are increasing capacity? 

General Wuippie. It is mainly a question of development of the 
flood plain, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. There are more and more people coming in settling 
in the flood plain who will be in position to take advantage of it? 

General Wuirete. Yes, sir, and the new evaluation—the new sur- 
vey of flood damages was made bringing the old data up to date. That 
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indicated that the flood damages increased very largely. The water 
conservation benefit has been increased proportionately a very small 
amount. 
Mr. Cannon. It is entirely agricultural? 
General Wuippie. The area? It is primarily an agricultural area, 
yes. 
WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to make your final decision 
about incorporating the water supply in this project? What will be 
the cost to the local interests who will be served by this project? 

General Wurpp.e. In this case the authorized project included 
yrovision for 38,000 acre-feet of water supply. The discussions with 
ocal interests have led to the preliminary intent to utilize possibly 
over 200,000 acre-feet of water supply under the Water Supply Act 
of 1958. This requires us to go back in and make revised estimates 
of increasing the height of the dam 10 feet to provide the additional 
storage. 

We have not yet completed that negotiation with local interests to 
determine exactly how much water supply they will utilize and can 
pay for. 

Mr. Cannon. It is important that we have some fairly definite idea 
about what this increased water supply will cost. As we have found 
from sad experience, it is not wise at this time to name a definite figure. 
Too often when we name some definite figure and later on it is aban- 
doned and we come to negotiate with these people as to the local 
contribution, then they can go back to our records and cite where we 
named a specific figure at that time. So I can understand that any 
suggestions as to the probable cost should be tentative. 

General Wurrp.e. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This far in advance, at least. 

General Wuipp.Le. Yes. 


COST OF WATER SUPPLY STORAGE 


Mr. Jensen. General, here is another case where you are almost 
through with your advance planning, and you tell us that the amount 
to be “paid by local interests has not been determined yet. Is that 
right? 

General Wurpptz. That is right, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. How soon do you suppose you can come up W ith such 
a determint ition if the committee took the position, “no determina- 
tion, no money’? Would that get some action by the local people 
as to just how much they would contribute? 

General Wuiprin. I am not sure that we have given them the 
necessary information. 

Mr. Jmnsen. As yet? 

General Wriprie. As yet. The reason is that there are two differ: 
ent types of reservoirs involved, and they will have to pay for the 
storage—38,000 acre-feet of water or 200,000 acre-feet of water. 
There have to be two completely separate designs and cost estimates 
for the project. I do not belie ve we have yet given them firm cost 
information on the basis of which they could make a sound economic 
decision. 

Mr. Jensen. Of the amount which they will contribute? 
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General Wurppue. Yes, sir, because we have to compute the amount 
on the basis of a structure of a given size. If there were just a few 
thousand acre-feet involved, we might be able to make some adjust- 
ment in flood control or sediment pool. 

Mr. JeNseN. You must have some idea. They must have given 
you some idea of the amount they will contribute toward the cost of 
this almost $16 million project. Have they not? 

General Wutppie. Yes, sir. In the first place, if I may say so, we 
have to go first to the State board of water engineers and request 
their instructions as to which agency we should properly deal with for 
the disposition of this water in view of State laws and water rights 
and allocations. That has been done, and the Brazos River Authority 
has been designated as the : agency. They have considered the avail- 
able information on the cost, and the author izing documents, and they 
have stated that tentatively they would like a larger r amount of water, 
possibly up to 250,000 acre-feet, but that would require a larger dam 
and a new cost estimate. 


PERIOD OF PAYMENT FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Jensen. May I ask this question for the record? I think I 
know ri answer pretty well. You are anticipating a higher dam in 


order to have a sufficient reservoir of water from which the local 
interests can take water. Over a period of how many years will they 
have to pay for that indebtedness which they incur? 


General Water. They will pay for it over a period of 50 years 
under the provisions of the act of 1958. 

Mr. Jensen. You do not have to extend the payment over a period 
of 50 years. I think the law says that the period of repayment shall 
not be in excess of 50 vears, as I remember the law. 

General Wuippur. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Junsen. If, for instance the local interests are called upon to 
pay, say, $5 million, just taking a figure out of the sky, as the local 
contribution and for the benefits which they receive from taking a 

supply of water out of this reservoir, what kind of contract would you 
recommend as to the period of paying that back to the Federal 
Government? 

General WuippLe. Based on what we have done in similar cases, 
we probably would end up with a contract of 50 years. 

Mr. JensEN. A total of 50 years? 

General Wuippue. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I hark back to about 15 years ago 
when the Bureau of Reclamation told us, as we knew, that many 
irrigation districts would like to pay the cost of a project which was 
assessed to them in much less time than the contract provided. 
So the committee went on record, and so stated in the report, that 
wherever any irrigation district ws anted to pay back their indebted- 
hess sooner than the contract called for, we urge that that be done. 

Mr. Cannon. I believe this indebtedness is usu: ally in the form of 
bonds with terms of maturity. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you answer that? 

General WuippLe. They will have to sell bonds in order—— 

Mr. Cannon. The holders of the bonds usually refuse to accept 
payment prior to their maturity. 








to 
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Mr. Jensen. That is right. But, Mr. Chairman, the point is that 
before you issue those bonds, the Army Engineers, acting as Uncle 
Sam, have full authority to determine the number of years that 
bond shall live, not to exceed 50 years. 

Here is the position the committee took when we urged that the 
irrigators should pay back sooner than the full extent of the time 
allowed in the contract: Henceforth, they should make these con- 
tracts for less than 50 years, and by so doing the project could be 
paid off faster, just as much money would come into the Federal 
‘Treasury over a period of reduced years as would come in over a 
longer period of years. It was done, and it pleased the people who 
had the bill to pay. In fact, I was out in the State of Washington, 
I think in 1947 or 1948, and the committee talked to a number of 
people in the irrigation districts in the interest of the Federal Govern- 
ment, because we were appropriating money for their irrigation 
district. They said: ‘‘We would like to pay it off in 5 years. We 
have the potential income to pay this thing off in 5 years.” That 
opened our eyes. 

{ am bringing this up, Mr. Chairman, because I think it important. 

Mr. Cannon. You know, Mr. Jensen, regardless of the dates of 
maturity of the bonds, the district has it entirely within its power, 
and without any trouble at all, to establish a sinking fund and pay it 
into the sinking fund. 

Mr. Jensen. But that sinking fund is just left in escrow in a bank, 
and is not covered into the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Cannon. But it relieves the landowner. 

Mr. JENSEN. But it does not help the Treasury of the United 
States one iota. 

Mr. Pinion. Is the gentleman suggesting that the U.S. Engineers 
adopt a policy that it shorten the maturity of these repayments? 

Mr. JeNsEN. That is right. 

Mr. Pruiion. Based upon the ability of the community to pay? 

Mr. JENSEN. Right. 

Mr. Pituron. General, has any thought been given to the idea 
that perhaps it might be well to insist upon a shorter repayment 
period? Why has not a policy been considered along those lines? 
We just take 50 years as the standard because it is the maximum. 

General WuirpLre. We do not automatically take the 50 years. 
I believe in one of the contracts the period of time is less than 40 
years. I was trying to recall. We have not made any systematic 
attempt to establish a policy to pay off in less time than the act 
requires because the local people, who have copies of the act as we have, 
are under the impression at least that they were supposed to have the 
benefit of that length of time. I do not believe a policy of the Chief 
of Engineers setting up stricter standards than had been cited in the 
act of Congress—even though it did say not in excess of 50 years, 
with the lack of any definitive congressional policy, I believe we would 
be subject to severe criticism if we 

Mr. Jensen. How could you be subject to criticism if you would 
bring the matter up to the governing body with whom you deal in 4 
matter of this nature before you signed the contract, and explained 
to them that they may determine whether they want the full 50 years 
or whether they would like to pay it off in 20 years or 25 years? | I 
think you would be surprised to find that most organizations which 
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represent a people, a political subdivision, would take the position that 
the generation now which would reap the benefit from such an ex- 
penditure should pay at least most of the bill, instead of extending it 
into the future to their children and possibly their gt randchildren to 
ay. 

I believe I know human nature well enough to say that most boards 
which represent a political subdivision—I care not where that sub- 
division may be—would take the position that they w — to pay it off 
just as fast as their potential finances would jus stify. General, I think 
this committee should insist that you advance that argument every 
time and in every case that Uncle Sam enters into a contract with one 
American citizen or a thousand or a million. 

General Wurppie. I shall be very glad to do that, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I think the report should be very 
clear that we urge that that be done. I think you will find that it 
will save a lot of money, will put money back into the Treasury much 
quicker than the method which is being used now, and surely the 
quicker we get money back into the Federal Treasury now, which 
surely is needing it badly, the quicker and the more sure we are of 
keeping our American dollar stable. That is the big problem we have 
today. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, you must take into consideration the fact 
that if they are required to pay more and if that additional payment 
is made at the expense of the improvements which they otherwise 
would make on the project and the individual farmer would make on 
his own farm, the loss to the country and to the Federal Treasury in 
the end would be more than anticipated. There should be enough 
margin after he makes his payment to the Government for him to 
make the needed and necessary improvements. 

Mr. Jensen. Surely. I agree perfectly, Mr. Chairman. But I am 
basing my position on the statement and on the position the Interior 
Subcommittee on Appropriations took many years ago, which proved 
to be very popular with the people who had the bill to pay. We hurt 
noone. In fact, we helped them. 

Mr. Cannon. If they receive enough profit. But at the present 
rate of prices of agric ‘ultural products, I think they would have a hard 
time paying it out in 50 years. 

Mr. Jensen. We are going to correct that. 

Mr. Cannon. If the gentleman will bring in a bill which will guar- 
antee the farmer as fair a price for what he produces as he must pay 
for what he buys, I shall be glad to support it. 

Mr. Jensen. I have already introduced a bill to aid the farmer, 
Mr. Chairman, and you are going to hear a lot about it. 

Mr. Cannon. I certainly will be glad to support the gentleman on 
such a proposition. 

TEXAS CITY, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Texas City, for which $169,000 is required to come 
plete. Insert here pages 19 and 20. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsiGan, Locat Protection ProJEcts (FLoop 
CONTROL) 


Texas Criry, Tex., HurricaNne-FLoop PROTECTION 
, ’ 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—The project is located within the city limits of Texas 
City, Tex., on the southwest shore of Galveston Bay. The authorized plan of 
improvement provides for modification of the existing concrete seawall and for 
construction of: a concrete seawall adjoining the south end of the existing seawall: 
earth levees extending from the north and south ends of the modified and extended 
concrete seawall to high ground; closure structures at highway and railroad cross- 
ings of the levee; and, a gated concrete tidal control structure through the levee 
at the entrance to Moses Lake. The plan also provides for an interior drainage 
system that includes sump areas, gate-controlled culverts, and pumping plants, 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
le a ___ $6, 280, 000 


Pannen NOG OEOral COBL wc ee eee enc ecw ese 2, 890, 000 
So UDINE Sot ee eS ne Sem Sk ata 1, 920, 000 
SR es ee ae id a bie ee 970, 000 

Res IR ROIIIOOG MONG os i Se ecb acewccow cane esce 9, 170, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate__..........-.....----------- 340, 000 

BONO nTa Ans 20 Ue 0. 1060... 2s oo eke ees wc e enue 1 171, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__________~- wi ee rd 169, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- 0 


1 Includes $49,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project would provide flood protection from hurricane storm tides for a 
highly industrialized area and community of about 28,000 persons. A recurrence 
of the hurricane of 1900 would cause extensive destruction and damages to 
residential, business, and industrial properties estimated (1956) at $43,776,000, 
resulting from high water, waves, and scour, and exclusive of wind and rain 
damages. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $2,890,000, based on the requirement 
that local interests contribute 30 percent of the first cost of the project including 
the cost of lands, easements, and right-of-way, and contribute at their option the 
additional cost of providing ramps in lieu of closure structures. The estimate of 
cost to local interests is broken down as follows: 


eRe ene Re Re ee TT $970, 000 
Cash contribution __ 1, 920, 000 


se ai dln. tei sce tain ia sa ails ip kf a cae p's ls 2, 890, 000 


WR 5 oe 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate all works of the project 
upon completion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for 
maintenance, operation, and replacement will total $33,300. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have indicated a willingness to 
comply with all items of local cooperation when and as required. Non-Federal 
costs will be defrayed initially from a $1,500,000 bond issue voted by the taxpayers 
of Galveston County in 1947. The balance of funds required to meet all cash 
contributions and other local cooperation requirements will be provided from 4 
second bond issue voted by Galveston County taxpayers on November 14, 1959. 
Acquisition of lands required for the project will be initiated in fiscal year 1960 
as soon as surveys under preconstruction planning have determined the seawall 
alinement. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,280,000 is an increase of $40,000 over the latest estimate ($6,240,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels. 


acr 
mi 
ter 


F Loop 


Texas 
alan of 
ind for 
eawall: 
tended 
1 cross- 
e levee 
rainage 
plants. 


80, 000 
90, 000 
20, 000 
70, 000 
170, 000 
340, 000 
171, 000 
169, 000 

0 


es for 4 
‘urrence 
ages to 
776,000, 


nd rain 


truction 
irement 
cluding 
tion the 
imate of 


970, 000 
920, 000 


890, 000 


» project 
ture for 


oness to 
-Federal 
axpayelrs 
all cash 
1 from 4a 
14, 1959. 
ear 1960 
» seawall 


imate of 
ibmitted 


487 


HURRICANE STUDY 


Mir. Cannon. Tell¥us something about the Texas City project. 
What is the nature of it and what results can be e xpected? 

General WuipeLe. T his i is one of the new hurricane studies. Texas 
wae is best known to most people as the site of the terrific explosion 
of a ship some years ago which caused a fantastic disaster. 

Mr. Cannon. The city has recovered? 

General Wurpp.e. It is a very prosperous city with a large and 
important development of petroleum and petrochemical industries, 
and a very rapidly rising population. It is on the north shore of the 
Galveston Bay area, and has the advantage which Galveston lacks— 
a large enough area into which it can expand its industry. On the 
other hand, it is very low. The highest land in the city is approxi- 
mately 15 feet above sea level, and would be inundated by a hurricane 
such as the hurricane of 1900, which practically destroyed the city of 
Galveston. At the time, of course, Texas City was an uninhabited 
area. 

The area has been hit by numerous hurricanes which raised the 
tides up to about the maximum of approximately 15 feet. In that 
area, that would be about the maximum limit. Most of the areas of 
the city. the business and industrial areas, are in lands predominantly 
7 to 15 feet above sea level. ‘This particular occurrence is approxi- 
mately the one we should design any hurricane protec tion against, 
It is a good many miles across land even lower than this to get back 
to any high land or any way to escape from that area in the event of 
a sudden hurricane off the culf coast. 

We do think that this is one of the more vulnerable areas, and it is 
also an area in which protection is feasible because development has 
not been sufficiently widespread. It is possible to lay out a system 
of strong levees without taking too much valuable property. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think the amount provided here will com- 
plete the planning? 

General Wuippie. It will complete the planning. 
Off the record.) 
CONSTRUCTION 


BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX, 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up construction now. The Brazos 
Isl; and ] larbor, Tex., $100,000 - complete. Insert pages 22 to 26, 
I pa 
The pages referred to follow: 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 
Brazos IstanD Harspor, Tex. (36-Foor ProJect) 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Brazos Santiago Pass 
across Laguna Madre to terminals at Brownsville, Tex., a distance of about 18.4 
miles, and a channel extending from the Brownsville Channel at Long Island to a 
terminal at Port Isabel, a distance of about 1.7 miles. 

Luthorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 3.3 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
| Federal (Corps 
| 2 of Engin eee 





Estimated Federal cost Corps Tn a a ee ee ae | 4, 760, 000 sida shit so aubodvbiiaealin ee 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)._._-___-__- st En ee "38, 000 Bo oe 
Estimated non-Federal cost. -..........--.--- Se ele ee ne etal | ee Nuncwnachienadinaee 
EN TS RN ee eee 12 caeae 
Other costs___- Ne are hae ae eS ee tS PR i ew ae 
Tots il estimated project ¢ c ost Seca eseedee aprile ecclesia Vocckanen ichgi ots tasnioacce tons a 6: O68 Gee lancncctcsumeann 
nD 00 PUNE Rr Ba doco ceccansdoccunndcdesccuceasuskunecs ink RS re 
Aporopraatoons tor faecal year 1060. ... . 2. ieee cence cancun ; 11, 684, 000 ashssemiseraaal 
Appropriations to date id Mitac aeding noah ae iain lnabdeapilaa ncn caine anak 4, 660, 000 | 98 
Appropri ations requested for fiscal ye: ar 1961 ae ere ah, Palsclne wisled cocoa 100, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __.......--...........---- an D lcncnsaseeuucabee 
| 
1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $221,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

Entrance channel (Brazos Santiago Pass), 38 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 1 mile 

long 

g. 


Channel across Laguna Madre, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 3.1 miles long. 
Channel to Port Isabel, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.2 miles long. 
Connecting Wye, junction Brownsville and Port Isabel Channels, 36 feet deep, 
200 feet wide, 0.5 mile long. 
Channel to Brownsville, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 12.4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Port Isabel, 36 feet deep, 200 feet to 1,000 feet by 2,900 feet. 
Brownsville, 36 feet deep, 300 feet to 1,000 feet by 1.9 miles. 
Passing basins: 
Boca Chica, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1,000 long. 
Goose Island, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1,000 feet long. 
Status (January 1, 1960) —36-foot project, 80 percent complete. 
Completion schedule.—36-foot project, July 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Brazos Island Harbor is a deepwater navigation project serving the needs of 
seagoing commerce from Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. In 1958 a total of 
1,402,110 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products of the area tributary to the waterway are citrus fruits, 
vegetables, cotton, feed crops, and petroleum. Principal industries consist of 
the processing of vegetables and fruits, manufacture of clothing, brick, and tile, 
and the producing and refining of petroleum and petroleum products. Metal 
and metal concentrates, (such as manganese, lead, and zinc), and bananas, 
products of Mexico, are shipped via this waterway. 

Improvement of the waterway to 36-foot depth, plus widening, will materially 
benefit existing commerce and encourage the growth of industries. The present 
restricted improvement (32 feet) results in partial loading of cargo vessels and 
tankers to prevent groundings as well as in-transit visits to other ports to complete 
loadings, all of which add to the cost of the cargo movements. The lack of 
channel dimensions comparable to other Texas ports has discouraged the location 
of new industries and the expansion of existing industries in this area. Enlarge- 
ment of the project will remove these obstacles to the growth of seagoing com- 
merce in the Rio Grande Valley, and will reduce the danger of collisions through 
relief of traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $100,000 will be used to complete 
improvement of Brazos Island Harbor under the modification, as follows: 
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The funds requested will complete the widening and deepening of Brownsville 
Channel, which completes the 36-foot modification except for the smaill-boat 
basin, Which is deferred for restudy. 

Completed modifications —Work completed consists of a north jetty 5,330 feet 
long, a south jetty 5,092 feet long, and a 32-foot channel extending from the 
Gulf of Mexico to Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. The cost of this completed 
work is $4,710,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—Construction of a small-boat basin, 12 
feet deep, and 3800 by 1,500 feet in extent, with an estimated Federal cost of 
$217,000 is deferred for restudy. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 36-foot 
project for Brazos Island Harbor is $43,000, which consists of payments for lands 
and damages. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $1,980,000 including cash contributions 
totaling $1,683,300, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for 
previous work on the Brazos Island Harbor project. 

In addition, local interests have advised that approximately $6 million has 
been invested in public harbor facilities at Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brownsville Navigation District on May 16, 
1952 and the Port Isabel-San Benito Navigation District on June 22, 1952 
adopted resolutions assuring the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation would be fulfilled in their respective districts. Local interests have 
acquired all needed rights-of-way and spoil-disposal easements for the entire 
project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate 
Corps of Engineers) of $4,760,000 is a decrease of $1,060,000 from the latest 
estimate ($5,820,000) submitted to Congress. The decrease resulted from savings 
of $843,000 on completed work and favorable bids received for work placed 
under contract, and from placing the small-boat basin, with an estimated cost 
of $217,000, in the “deferred for restudy”’ category. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
(continuing) 


‘ | i | - Balance to 
Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 


| year 1961 


j 
| 
| 
| 


i 2 3 4 5) 6 
Channels—channel (36 to 38 feet), 
turning basins (36 feet)....-..- $4, 442, 000 | $2, 817, 000 $1, 535, 000 $90, 000 
Preauthorization studies_...__._- 7, 000 | 7, 000 i eccdueavineenciers Sigh el ic acd hich destichciniiac iain ees aan onal 
Engineering and design_-. 31, 000 26, 100 | | . 
supervision and administration. 280, 000 112, 700 | 157, 700 9, 600 ee 


Total applied cost (Corps 

of Engineers funds only) 4, 760, 000 2, 962, 800 1, 697. 600 99, 600 
RUMI E IR GaneE nN kn 
Total project cost (Corps | 

of Engineers funds only)- 4, 760, 000 | 2, 962, 800 1, 697, 600 99, 600 
Pending adjustments. 





Total cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only)-_----..- 4, 760, 000 2, 962, 800 | 1, 697, 600 99, 600 setehchien 
Undelivered orders. _---- Es a great +200 | —200 ‘ 
Total obligations. ._....-- ‘ a 2, 963, 000 | 1, 697, 400 DU SO lence cae cne 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| 
. | 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
Appropriation I Se | 2, 976, 400 Be ira eae epircailticas Sch ccc ecaceaeiatiaieel 
Unobligated carryover from 
NE a a id ns Salaries delish nisi hs wele-inin eee ee 13, 400 ss ag ek inp tvs davai asinine 
Total funds available for | | 
OreNaNO. ne cutccons eI dl nied | Ro SR ls nena enna igubieclaumensee cect: 


Includes permanent transfer of $221,000 to project. 
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FREEPORT HARBOR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Freeport Harbor, $899,000 to complete. Insert pages 
28 through 32. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 


FREEPORT Harpor, Trex. (38- aNp 36-Foot PrRoJEctT 
AND ENTRANCE REALINEMENT) 
(NEW) 
Location.—Channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via a jettied entrance to 
terminals at Freeport, Tex., a distance of about 7.6 miles. 


Authorization. 1950 and 1958 River and Harbor Acts. 
Benefit/cost ratio.—8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

| percent of 

Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
| of Engineers) 
cost 
7 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --..............---.....---- S000; G00 | icccccccsunanee 


Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) --...........-----...--.-..-- 1008 Tiwiweicwck cee 
In nrtnn/ UIE NN iia ne end Samosa ainnieaihs D hss tcnuikeeueail 

Cash contribution.........._.. a il a AD | cena 

J eer ices leaps wilival-cly-ainatsninaseencieietgiarastnabis D i caunonunuaaen 
EE LEE ESOL ee 8 ee 
EU ESRIIED: GP UNIS IIE, BI ances eenidind ccnecuuiincocaceennseensons i 2k ME Acenesannswensision 
Pee OIRERIID OE MEIN IT RIDUD on cc wcwmeamenenseneccenwnaenia Dt. osacesnannehee 
Appropriations to date a aa aa atic aia a hailed oan cciaia aes ci ascsscublanh 21, 000 | 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal RE cotihaguebinnaibincinosie an wéchied | 899, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __.............-......-.---....- Ol noscncusenanell 








1 Preauthorization study costs only. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel, 38 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 3.3 miles long. 
Jetty channel and channel to Brazosport turning basin, 36 feet deep, 200 feet 
wide, 2 miles long. 
Channel, Brazosport turning basin to upper turning basin, 36 feet deep 
375 feet wide, 1.4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Brazosport: 36 feet deep, 700 by 700 feet. 
Upper: 36 feet deep, 600 by 600 feet. 
Status (January. 1, 1960).—38- and 36-foot project (including entrance realine- 
ment): 
Not started. 
Completion schedule-—May 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Freeport Harbor is a deep-water navigation project serving the needs of seagoing 
commerce from Freeport, Tex. In 1958, a total of 4,018,183 tons of commerce 
moved over this waterway. 

The principal products of the area tributary to the waterway are sulfur, petro- 
leum, grain, and livestock. The principal industries consist of producing and 
refining of petroleum and petroleum products, refining and grinding crude sulfur, 
and production of basic industrial and commercial chemicals. Petroleum, 
petroleum products, chemicals, and seashells are the major commodities moving 
over the waterway. 

Improvement of the waterway to 36-foot depth will benefit existing commerce 
materially. The restrictive depths have been a major factor in delaying develop- 
ment of the port to its full potential. Traffic must be limited to smaller eargo 
vessels and tankers. Shippers must resort to partial loadings and movements 
during favorable tides when larger vessels call at the port. Lack of channel depths 
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comparable to other Texas ports has discouraged the location of new industries 
in this ares. Pe ‘ - res 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $899,000 will be used to initiate 
and complete improvement of Freeport Harbor under the modifications, as 
follows: 


Initiate and complete 36-foot inside channels-_-_-_-------- ._.. $534, 000 

Initiate and complete 38-foot realined entrance channel 1 and 36- foot 
Itty COORG oon cnc cncncsvwensenncestanetnesnescnessentbenms 274, 000 
ner CRI aoe ie oa pam eo een ne es nk seenNnes 19, 000 
Supervision and SaamNIIER RUMP TRIE NP og he a ngs wcsbie 72, 000 
RI a i ch cl cate i a Nt oe 899, 000 


Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of a north jetty 4,708 feet 
long, a south jetty 5,018 feet long, a 32-foot channel extending from the Gulf 
of Mexico through the upper turning basin at Freeport, Tex., and the Brazos 
liver diversion channel and dam. The cost of this completed work is $1,218,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.— None. 

Non-Federal costs —None. The rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas for this 
modification were acquired under previous authorizations. 

Local interests have ineurred costs of $1,306,600, including cash contributions 
of $758,000 and a work contribution of $215,800 for dredging e the Brazos Harbor 
entrance channel and basin in complying with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion for previous ace omplished work on the project. 

In addition, local interests have advised that public harbor facilities have been 
constructed at Freeport, Tex., at a cost of approximately $2,350,000. 

Status of local coope ration.—The Brazos River Harbor N: avigation District has 
acquired rights-of-way and spoil-disposal easements under prior authorization 
which, with minor adjustments, will be adequate for this modification. The 
assurances required by the acts of 1950 and 1958 have not been furnished. Local 
interests have indicated that the required assurances will be 
quested. 

Comparison of Fed: ral cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $920,000 is an increase of $34,000 over the total of the latest 
estimate ($886,000) submitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price 
levels. 


furnished when re- 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (new) 











| | 
| | Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal| complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 | vear 1961 | after fiseal 
| | | year 1961 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) | (4 (5) (6) 
} | | 
a “a | | S i a B 
Channels (38-36 feet and en- | 
trance realinement).-_ .....--- | GU loti chee umstoccn mid ecenmn OUR ORT to askn bse cawe 
Preauthorization studies. ...---- 21, 000 21, 000 Gtonna coas ttemueem mead De eee: 
Engineering and design. .....--- REG aos avonasonanen pabaeesns iC t e 
Supervision and administration - | 72, 000 | Lis tindwantiiee 


| Pie terres rab ee ee | 42,000, | 


| inate ee 


Total applied cost (Corps | 


of Engineers funds only) - 20, 000 ED tenth nadireseds 899, 000 | 
Undistributed cost ne 








Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only) - 920, 000 
Pending adjustments 


910001 ..2.5.-2 899,000 |... _- 


neers funds only) --.--.-- 920, 000 
Undelivered orders 


ce a 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





j j } | 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
Appropriation.............-- isan sas poges 21, 000 | Sia ayn atenre iii hes aa Reems 
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Total funds available for | 
Appropriat ian WN Sn Nes a eae a aang 
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Ua 


NEW START 





Mr. Cannon. Here we have a new start, General. Tell us some- 
thing about this project. 

General Wuippir. Freeport is another prosperous gulf coast area, 
I visited the city recently. It is growing very fast. It has major 
petroleum and petrochemical industries. It is marked by the fact 
that it is growing so fast that approximately half the pe ople who work 
in the city can find no homes in it and have to commute. The com- 
merce is Se rapidly. 

The channel in to the town has a controlling depth of 32 feet at 
this time. There is authorization for a 36-foot channel with a 38-foot 
outer section as it passes over the jetties and out into the bar. 

The benefit/cost ratio is extremely high because, this harbor being 
adjacent to the gulf, there is not much work to do to complete it 
down to a depth of 36 feet. 

The total cost of the improvement is $920,000, and the appropria- 
tion recommended for this year not only 1 woul l start the project but 
would complete it. The benefit/cost r atio is computed to be 8 to_1. 


CHANNEL DEPTHS 

Mr. Cannon. I note the justifications call attention to the fact 
that the lack of channel depth comparable to other Texas ports has 
discouraged the location of new industries in this area. In that con- 
nection, I would like to ask if this is a good reason for doing the job. 
Why don’t the local beneficiaries do the work themselves, if they want 
to compete? Why call on Uncle Sam to construct this project? 

General Wuiprpte. I think it would be considered comparable to 
other improvements to navigation and harbors which the Federal 
Government has undertaken and paid for. There is no suggestion 
that this is a single-purpose beneficiary. There are industries se rving 
the entire United States, in fact, such as Dow Chemical Co., which 
have plants here. The commerce is international as well as national. 
It is so similar to other projects that the Federal Government has 
paid for traditionally for many years, that I think they feel they are 
entitled to this. 

Mr. Cannon. I thoroughly agree. If the Government by helping 
other cities has increased the odds against the industries which this 
project would help, they should be helped in the same degree as the 
others. 

Mr. Priutton. General, is not 32 feet a pretty good depth for present 
ocean traffic? 

General Wurrrte. No, sir. Most of the ports are getting on a 36- 
foot ego where general cargoes and chemicals are involved. 

_ Pruuion. I read in the report somewhere that a great deal of 
the ca iffie up the Chesapeake Bay up to Philadelphia averaged some- 
where between 22 and 28 feet, ocean traffic. af 

General Wuiprte. Yes, sir. There is a good deal of traffic with 
depths such as that in this particular harbor. I have some data on 
that 

Mr. Prnui0on. Certainly seashells would not require a draft of 36 
feet. I note seashells is one of the industries here. 

General WuipeLe. That would probably move by barge. 
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Mr. Pituron. Or livestock. Sulfur is not a very heavy product. 
None of these things require anything like 36 feet draft, do they? 

General Wurprie. Yes, sir. The petroleum products moved out of 
here were over half the total tonnage, 2,600,000 tons, and that usually 
moves in tankers which are getting now to be even greater than 36 
feet. 

We have large amounts of industrial chemicals here, some of which 
do move in larger bottoms, particularly shipments to the east coast 
coming up to the Dow Chemical plant. 

Mr. Pittion. What chemicals, for example, would require more 
than 32-foot draft ships? 

General Wuiprie. Individually, I do not believe they would, but 
they do move in deep-draft shipping. They do have deep-draft 
shipping piers. 

Mr. Priuion. Is it not pretty well limited to tankers? 

Mr. Taner. No. You would get phosphate, aluminum, all sorts 
of stuff like that. Oil would be the major item in tankers. The 
other items would be just as big. 

Mr. Pruuion. An 8-to-1 benefit-cost ratio, with no local contribu- 
tion whatever. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


General Wurppte. I feel quite sure if the local interests were con- 
vinced the Federal Government were not going to build this, they 
would build it themselves. 

Mr. Taser. Do you not think, Mr. Chairman, that this is a case 
where we ought to intimate to the heavy users of this territory who 
want the 36-foot channel that there should be a local contribution 

Mr. Cannon. I do not see any objection to putting it in the report. 
I would be willing to insist on that. 

Mr. Taper. I think we should. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, here is the justification for it. As the 
chairman has just called to our attention, here is the justification in 
about 15 words: 

Lack of a channel depth comparable to other Texas ports has discouraged the 
location of new industries in this area. 

There is its. It is spelled out there. You do not have to read 
any further, gentlemen. The fact is that desire of the local interests 
for a competitive harbor is the primary justification. 

General Wuipr.Le. There are three sentences 

Mr. JENSEN. These people want to be on a competitive basis so 
far as water channel is concerned, so they can compete with their 
neighbors. That is it, General, is it not? 

General Wuippie. That is that sentence. However, the other 
sentence, I think, is equally if not more valid, that 

Shippers must resort to partial loadings and movements during favorable tides 
when larger vessels call at the port. 

[t is a very definite handicap to existing shipments not to be able to 
use the full loadings which are characteristic of other ports at which 
these ships call. 

Mr. JENSEN. The tide ebbs and flows twice in 24 hours, does it not? 

General Wuipp.e. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. Are you trying to say to this committee that they 
cannot wait a few hours until the tide flows to bring in their ships? 

General Wuipp.e. They can, of course, wait, sir. They are coming 
in. It costs them something to delay a ship of that size for a favorable 
tide or to make a partial unloading prior to port of call. 


INCREASE IN SIZE OF SHIPS 


Mr. JENSEN. Here is what bothers this committee. It bothers me 
and I know it bothers other me mbers. As time goes on, the big 
shipbuilders and big companies using the waterways and seaways 
build larger and larger ships which require more depth than the 
channels and the port can now accommodate. But what do they do? 
They do not come to the Congress and say, ‘‘Will you appropriate the 
money to dredge these harbors and deepe n these channels?” No. 
They just go ahead and build the ships bigger and bigger and bigger. 
Then they come to us and say, “Our ships are so big that we have to 
have deeper channels and deeper ports.’’ So they intimate, and have 
been getting by with it, that the taxpayers of America must pay the 
bill for deepening the channel and the harbor. That costs money, 
and a pile of it. 

I have mentioned this every year for several years. One of these 
fine days when we run out of money—and we are running out fast— 
this committee and the Congress are going to say, ‘‘All right, we are 
not spending any more money for deepening harbors and channels. 
You go ahead and build your ships bigger and bigger if you want to, 
but you will just have to leave your ships out at sea, and then you will 
have to barge your loads in from the ships to the harbor.’”’ So far as 
the channels are concerned, you just will not be able to get your ships 
up the channel one of these fine days, because C ongress will refuse to 
deepe n these channels. That time is coming just as sure as we are 
sitting here. 

Mr. Pinion. I think the general made a most significant statement 
here when he said that this project has such a favorable benefit-cost 
ratio that, if the U.S. Government did not build it, the industries 
would build it themselves. I think we ought to keep that in mind 
when we consider this project. 


GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Galveston Harbor and Channel, Tex., $2 million. 


Insert pages 34 through 38. 
(The pages refer red to follow: 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 
GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TEX. (GALVESTON SEAWALL) 
(CONTINUING) 


Tex., extending westerly 16,300 linear feet 





Location. 


from 61st Street in * Galv eaton along the Gulf of Mexico side of Galveston Island. 
Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio. 
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Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
| 
iii atin MNNNRN NOONE re heed ter oe et QO 500000 aS recy 
AEE TAMIR RU Oo eas cc kciebnn unis ge aarmidobumeom 3, 470, 000 |________ ieee 
a eae SOE Ecce cue woman 
0 ES NEE SEES REALE SEE EE sbotene eee Oe eee te 
I ar cs enw eS wanaicen Se CE Biicde cbcn nko 
pee SO ere ee eee ae RE ng 
Appropriations ee a NN nti aeanaannicas, ‘Tee ee 
1 ee Ba ea eae badacseaon 3, 240, 000 35 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_........-..-.--.---.-.-...-- 2, 700, 000 64 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. ......---------- PE race sa weinia ees 











1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $296,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Seawall: Concrete gravity section constructed on treated timber piles and a 
reinforced concrete sheetpile cutoff wall on the seaward side, with stone toe 
protection, and backed by a landward embankment. 

Length: 16,300 linear feet. 

Jase width: 20 feet. 

Top width: 3 feet. 

Height: 15.6 feet above mean sea level. 

Status (January 1, 1960.— 23 percent complete.! 

Completion schedule.—June 1962. 

1 Federal portion only. Approximately 1 mile of seawall was completed in 1953 with funds contributed 
by Galveston County. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Galveston seawall extension southwesterly of 61st Street will protect an 
area of about 4,528 acres containing, in addition to residences, the Galveston 
Municipal Airport, industries, railroads, schools, warehouses, and miscellaneous 
business properties, all of which have a current estimated value in excess of $100 
million. Without this protection, a recurrence of the 1900 or 1915 hurricane 
would cause damage in the unprotected area estimated at $29 million, excluding 
damage directly due to wind. The seawall extension will prevent estimated 
average annual storm damage of $650,000. In addition, the seawall will reduce 
the danger of the storm breaching the island. Such a breach would cause shoaling 
in the Federal waterways in the Galveston Bay area, might interrupt rail and 
highway traffic into Galveston, and could damage the city water supply lines from 
mainland wells. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,700,000 will be used as follows: 


Continued construction of seawall_____________-_-_- $2, 535, 000 
Supervision and administration___--- ~~~ --- 165, 000 
RUNIEDoihe ats tenth at ade ee se Red a os amtnk : 2, 700, 000 


The funds requested will continue construction on 6,900 feet of seawall initiated 
under two continuing contracts awarded in fiscal year 1960. 

Completed modifications.— Work completed consists of 2 north jetty 25,907 feet 
ong and a south jetty 35,900 feet long (constructed under previous project 
authorizations): an entrance channel 36-34 feet deep and 800 feet wide; an 
inner channel 34 feet deep and 1,200 feet wide from the entrance channel to 43d 
Street and 30 feet deep and 1,200 feet wide thence to 46th Street; 13,162 feet of 
seawall along the gulf front of Galveston from 6th Street to the south jetty; and 
13 groins to protect the seawall between 12th and 61st Streets in Galveston. 
The Federal cost of this completed work is $6,828,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—The 1948 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized deepening the entrance channel to 38-36 feet and deepening the inner 
channel to 36 feet from Bolivar Roads to 43d Street. The entrance channel 
deepening was completed in 1950 at a cost of $176,000. The estimated (Corps of 
Envineers) cost of work remaining to be accomplished is $1,264,000. 

The 1958 River and Harbor Act authorized deepening the entrance channel to 
42-40 feet. No work under the modification has been started. The estimated 
(Corps of Engineers) cost of work under the modification is $2,690,000. 
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Completion of the 30-foot depth channel from 43d to 57th Streets, ineluding 
widening from 1,000 to 1,200 feet between 46th and 5lst Streets, authorized by 
the 1902, 1907, and 1910 River and Harbor Acts, and deepening to 32 feet depth 
from 43d to 57th Streets as authorized by the 1927 River and Harbor Act, 
have been deferred for restudy. The estimated cost of this deferred work is 
$516,000 (1954 prices 


Von-Federal cost The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
Galveston seawall is $3,470,000. This cost to loeal interests consists of a eash 


contribution of $2,870,000 and payments for lands and damaves, $600,000. 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $785,000 including eash 
contributions totaling $710,000, in complying with the requirements of local 
cooperation for previous work on the Galveston harbor and channel project. 

In addition, local interests have constructed 20,393 feet of seawall at a cost of 
$2,836,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Galveston County on May 17, 1950, adopted a 
resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired rights-of-way for work completed 
or under contract between mile 0 and mile 1.8. Rights-of-way from mile 1.8 to 
3.0 will be furnished in fiseal year 1960 prior to award of the last two contracts 
under the modification in that fiscal year. The required cash contribution has 
been made. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $9,230,000 is unchanged from the latest estimate submitted to 


Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 


Balance to 

Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| | year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 (6) 
: 
Seawall, Galveston, Tex- ---| $11, 193,000 $3, 787,200 | $1,782,200 | $2, 535,000 | $3, 088, 600 
Preauthorization studies___------| 16, 000 | 16,000 j..-.-.. | netead ssa tadatalataale 
Engineering and design_- | 130, 600 | 79, 100 51, 500 | eee 
Supervision and administration 760, 400 | 274, 500 119, 500 | 165, 000 | 201, 400 


eral funds and _ non- 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 
Federal contributions) __. 12, 100, 000 | 


4. 156, 800 1,953,200 | 2, 700, 000 | 3, 290, 00 


Undistributed cost eereneakent soon +1, 500 | —1, 500 |-- sosuigd ; 
Total project cost (Federal | | 
funds and non-Federal | 


contributions) _-- 12, 100, 000 | 4, 158, 300 1, 951, 700 | 2, 700, 000 | 3, 290, 000 

Pending adjustments__---.------- | sea Soca : iieanie 

Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal con- 








tributions pias eteoare 12, 100, 000 4, 158, 300 2, 700, 000 3, 290, 000 
Undelivered orders__-------.---- eons +275, 300 | Lebebed eile 
Total obligations_-.--..-.--- | | 4, 433, 600 | 2, 700, 000 3, 290, 000 
Federal funds: | 
Total cost wiccatiniod 9, 230, 000 | 1, 288, 300 | 2, 700, 000 | 3, 290, 000 
Undelivered orders __-------- | +275, 300 | ; a! cite 
Total obligations. -....__.. : seid 1, 563, 600 1, 676, 400 2, 700, 000 3, 290, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | | | 
OU OND. 0a 2c os ed siwenn | 2, 870, 000 2, 870, 000 | --- — pn ~---20" 
Undelivered orders -_-_--------|----- on 
Total obligations eee 2, 870, 000 | 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Federal funds: | | 
Appropriation | 1, 586,000 | ' 1,654, 000 slice 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
prior year ~“ 22, 400 
Total funds available for | | | 
obligation | nal 1, 586, 000 1,676, 400 | ae --- 
Appropriation required_. ..--} , l--«0 2, 700, 000 | 3, 290, 000 
Non-Federal contributions | ; | 2, 870, 000 | -- Lanties |-------2--2-"" 
| | | 





1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $296,000. 
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GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—CHANNEL TO PORT MANSFIELD, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Guadalupe River 
channel to Port Mansfield, Tex., $1,600,000. Insert pages 40 through 
45. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HarsBors (NAVIGATION 


GuLr INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (GALVESTON District), TEx. CHANNEL TO 
Port MANSFIELD, TEX. (16 Frret—14 FEET) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Port Mansfield is located on the southern coast of Texas about 93 
miles south of Corpus Christi, Tex., and 38 miles north of Port Isabel, Tex. The 
port is a shallow draft harbor en the mainland side of Laguna Madre, a body of 
water about 115 miles long and 9 miles wide in th e vicinity of Port Mansfield. 
guna Madre is separated from the Gulf of Mexico by Padre Island, a narrow 
shore bar formation varying in width from 0.5 to 2 miles and in elevation from 
2 to 6 feet. 

luthorization.—Publie Law 248, 86th Congress, approved September 9, 1959. 

Be nefit-cost ratio. 2 tek. 









Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
| | percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers 








cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - .-.....-.......-...-------- BOs Fe OO licnlcsnan mune 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -............--..--.-.-..-.-- | POON Es ccceca, dee 
Estimated non- Federal cost: 
nn on ee tec edueibaeeees amined ean Te Ecc anamacenierwmnaas 
Other costs lt ne Re ee 2 ie ae aoa cored acta ete mshi beheetn ob dv ace el Sacre . 
Total estimated project cost = < a 5 Na ica re ca Te a 3, 762, 000 ee ara ee 
SRGOEIRIRIINE 015 SEO Gt, SUNN a aise aninemiunencaacueeul | AGE Iccengnwenagssene 
soon en et SD RN Se nnn ce tentneineepasecmen aul | DO Bs ce 
Appropriations to date oe saciaemac aaa aie eae 161, 000 4 
Appropriation requested for fiscal y WOME AOBL S 1 c.s2ce Bees a alin cinco 1, 600, 000 47 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. -......-.......--.---.-.....---- 1, 979, 000 





1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel, 16 feet by 250 feet by 0.4 mile. 
Inside channel, 14 feet by 100 feet to 125 fe -et by 9.6 miles. 
Jetties: Parallel rubble-mound, 2,190 feet and 2,300 feet long. 
furning basins: 
Main basin, 14 feet deep, 400 by 1,200 feet with irregular extension having 
1,000 feet maximum width. 
Shrimp boat basin, 12 feet deep, 350 by 1,450 feet. 
Small eraft basin, 8 feet deep, 160 by 800 feet 


Status (construction not started) 
Completion sbhedule 
Channels i. Eee Spe ie? . ; _ March 1962. 
Jetties ‘ eed } 9 hoes fs June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston district portion) serves the needs 
of barge commerce and small craft between Orange, Tex., and the Mexican border. 
In 1958, the commerce moved in the sections of the waterway in Texas totaled 
29,554,163 tons. 
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The construction of a dependable entrance from the Gulf of Mexico to Port 
Mansfield and enlargement of navigation improvements constructed by local 
interests at the port would comprise an integral part of the navigation facilities, 
including the gulf Intracoastal Waterway, which now serves the south Texas area. 
Improvement of the project would result in an increase in the catch of seafoods, 
a saving in the cost of transportation of tropical fruit, a saving in the cost of 
operating fishing and oil development vessels, and a reduction in hazards to 
navigation. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,600,000 will be used as follows: 


Continue sonswueion ol jetties... . ...........-...-25..-.---.-- $1, 484, 000 
I Ni a eis Gras aes 24, 000 
Buierein Bod Sumimisiwewon...... wi cc cto 92, 000 

Sa eet dana cia meek 1, 600, 000 


Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of a main channel, 12 feet 
deep and 125 feet wide, from near Orange, Tex., to the Mexican border; a railroad 
bridge across the main channel at High Island; Port Bolivar dike; Brazos River 
floodgates; Colorado River locks; Port O’Connor jetties; tributary channels 9 feet 
deep to Palacios, Aransas Pass, and Rockport; tributary channel 12 feet deep to 
Port Mansfield; shallow-draft channels 6 and 12 feet deep at Port Isabel; a 
tributary channel 9 feet deep in the lower 26 miles of the San Bernard River; 
a 12-foot channel in the Arroyo Colorado from the main channel to 5 miles below 
Harlingen; and widening of the Aransas Pass tributary channel from 100 feet to 
125 feet, with a depth of 12 feet. The cost of this completed work is $24,729,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—The 1938 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized a 9-foot by 100-foot tributary in the Colorado River from Matagorda up- 
stream a distance of 17 miles. Construction is scheduled to start in fiseal year 
1960 and to be completed in fiseal year 1961. The estimated Federal (Corps of 
Engineers) cost of werk under this modification is £1,400,000. 

The 1945 River and Harbor Act authorized a 9-foot by 100-foot tributary in 
the Guadalupe River extending from the main channel in San Antonio Bay to 
near Victoria, Tex., a distance of 35 miles. The estimated Federal (Corps of 
Engineers) cost of work under this modification is $8,240,000. Construction of 
the lower 14-mile reach except for the westerly wye connection at the main channel 
was completed by local interests in June 1955 under Department of the Army 
permit. Construction by the Federal Government, initiated in April 1958, is 
scheduled for completion in January 1965. 

The 1946 River and Harbor Act authorized realinement of the main channel 
along the north shore of Aransas Bay from Rockport, Tex., via the town of Aransas 
Pass, Tex., to Corpus Christi Bay, a distance of about 17.2 miles. The estimated 
Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of work under this modification is $3,085,000. 
Construction commenced in fiscal year 1958 and is scheduled for completion in 
fiscal year 1960. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act authorized a harbor of refuge at Seadrift, Tex., 
9 feet deep, 200 feet by 1,000 feet, and a 9-foot approach channel, at an estimated 
cost of $91,000 (1956 prices). This improvement has been deferred for restudy. 

Construction of the upper 3'4 miles of the 9-foot tributary in the San Bernard 
River, as authorized in the 1938 River and Harbor Act, and the upper 5 miles of 
the 12-foot channel to Harlingen and a 6-foot channel into Barroom Bay near 
Port O’Connor, as authorized in the 1945 River and Harbor Act, has been deferred 
forrestudy. The estimated cost of this deferred work is $2,045,000 (1954 prices). 

Non-Federal cost.—There are no costs to local interests in complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation. All lands required for the project have been 
acquired by local interests in their development of the port. In 1952, local 
interests extended the turning basin at a cost of $34,000, and in 1957 completed 
construction of public facilities and other improvements at a cost of $1,559,000. 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $4,500,000 in complying 
with the requirements of local cooperation for previous work on the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Willacy County Navigation District representing 
local interests has indicated it will promptly furnish all required items of local 
cooperation. The navigation district has acquired all lands needed for the project 
and has constructed terminal facilities adequate for existing commerce. Other 
than to convey rights-of-way and spoil easements to the Federal Government and 
to furnish “‘ hold and save”’ assurances no local cooperation remains to be furnished. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $3,740,000 is an increase of $294,000 over the latest estimate 
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($3, 446,000, May 1958) submitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily 
to higher price levels. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 





| Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year1961 | after fiscal 
year 1961 





ar | | 

(1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6) 
a eniscangnininonanaae — —_ ——-| ita aged a = = 
Channels—(16 foot-14 foot). _..-- SO i oc acncocnmen tA eet BARA Ss 5 Zee bed $477, 200 
Jetties...- Jamie suka i) ae $58, 000 $1, 484, 000 1, 386, 300 
Preauthorization studies_.....--- 15, 000 $15, 000 |-.--- Ei Scere ionic acing eee teeereecineen 
Engineering and design--..-- aaa SIR RU OB iich icktiescescccceed ~ 80, 000 | DG hi neecies 
Supervision and administration BP cht cceeenwene 8, 000 92, 000 115, 500 





Total applied cost (Corps | | | 
of Engineers funds only) -} 3, 740, 000 15, 000 146, 000 1, 600, 000 1, 979, 000 
Undistributed cost....-....--... 


Total project cost (Corps | 





of Engineers funds only). 3. 740, 000 15, 000 146, 000 | 1, 600, 000 1, 979, 000 

PR, RI a onnanulivandacceneene Licccvieeacunenelincwedeusmwcnn Ss aveaeepin cess adtiemcineneineee aaa 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | 

neers funds only)-------- 3, 740, 000 | 15, 000 146, 000 | 1, 600, 000 | 1, 979, 000 

Ce eee Diep Soo ee ee a at Ne Ae ae 

Total obligations. ......... ace ates esd | 15, 000 | 146, 000 | 1, 600, 000 | & 979, 000 





o. E P ‘ 7 | 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 





Corps of Engineers funds: 
Anpropristvion.......<.-<<... Lcvemaienene 15, 000 146, 000 | 
Unobligated carryover from | | 

prior year 


Total funds available for | 
I Dina acieacnaehcesbnntieeiess Pte tele 146, 000 | 








STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr, Cannon. This project has not been started yet, lias it, General? 

General Wuipp_e. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about it. Have you yet com- 
pleted your design memorandum? 
General Wutppeie. That is scheduled for completion next month, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The memorandum will be completed? 

General WuiprLte. The general design memorandum on_ this; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Until it is completed, you cannot say definitely that 
your costs are firm? 

General WuiprLe. There is always that chance, although in this 


type of structure we have, I think, a reasonable cost estimate at this 
time. 


OTHER ACCESS TO INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


Mr, Cannon. In order to get some idea about the importance of 
this and the advisability of making this appropriation, how far north 
of Port Mansfield and how far south of Port Mansfield is the nearest 
gulf entrance to the Intracoastal Waterway? In other words, do you 
alre: udy have access to the Intracoastal Waterway which will obviate 
the necessity of spending much more money on this one? 
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General WuipprLe. There is access. ‘The nearest to the north is 
Corpus Christi. The nearest to the south is Port Isabel. The exact 
mileages I do not have. | might furnish them for the record. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will. 

rl os ° , a Te 

(The information requested follows: 

The nearest gulf entrances north and south of Port Mansfield to the Intracoastal 
Waterway is north, Corpus Christi about 87 miles; and south, Port Isabel about 
40 miles. 


Mr. Cannon. It should serve a considerable area in order to 
justify the expenditure of this amount of money. 

Since direct access to the gulf at this point is to be only 14 feet 
deep—we have just been talking here about the necessity for a deeper 
draft for larger ships—what traffic will use it which cannot just as 
easily enter the Intracoastal Waterway at other points and proceed 
direct to Port Mansfield? 

General Wuipete. The primary traffic, sir, is the moving of the 
fishing boats and shrimp boats back and forth to the gulf and certain 
operating petroleum equipment which is moving back and forth to 
the gulf in connection with drilling operations. There is also the 
projected movement into the area of that part of the coast of tropical 
fruits from the Mexican coast which would come up in relatively 
shallow-draft vessels. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not have any deep-sea commerce her 

General WuiprLe. No deep-sea commerce 

Mr. Cannon. Fourteen feet would be a comparatively small draft. 

General WHIPPLE. Small coastal Darees cah come up that Way fron 
Mexico, but that would be the largest item that could come in 
LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. What about local cooperation here? 

General Wuirrie. There will be no question about the local co- 
operation. ‘The local people are terribly anxious to have this started 

Mr. Cannon. They are ready to make an adequate contribution? 

General Wutrp.e. In effect, sir, they have invested considerable 
money in this already. They went to the extent of dredging the 
channel and building jetties at their own expense, and they have 


already sunk a large sum of money in this investment. As Mr. 
Pillion suggested in the previous project, they actu: did undertake 
construction at their own expense. U ufortunate ‘ly, they did not have 


the funds to build it very solidly. It was almost ob xe ‘tely destroyed 
by storms. They are in very severe financial straits. 

Mr. Cannon. But they are ready to cooperate? 

General WuirrLe. They will provide the necessary cooperation; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We are always ready to assist those who are willing 
to assist themselves. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, Port Mansfield is now served by the 
Intracoastal Waterway constructed at a cost of some $25 million. 
Is that right, General? 

General Wurrpte. I believe that is approximately correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Who paid that bill? 

General Wuippie. The Federal authority. 
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Mr. JENSEN. That is what | thought. Why is it now necessary to 
provide a shortcut channel to the Gulf of Mexico at Federal expense? 
I ask that because your justifications say estimated non-Federal cost, 
zero; cash contribution, zero. Here is a case where it is all local 
benefit. Yet, according to your justification of the project, the local 
contribution is zero. 

After we have taken the position that a project which benefits the 
local people materially must be supported by a substantial contribu- 
tion by the local people, how can this committee then even consider 
spending a dime on this project? Your benefit-cost ratio is shown 
here to be only 1.2 tol. If there was a 4-percent interest charge on it, 
it would be less than unity. There are too many zeros in this project, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Can you justify this project on the basis of what you show here on 
this sheet? 

General Wurrpie. Although the local interests are listed as making 
no contribution, they would in fact turn over the rights-of-way, which 
would cost them nothing because they already own the rights-of-way 
of the previous defunct channel which they have built. 

Mr. JENSEN. But it is all local benefit. It is entirely for local 
benefit; is it not? 

General Wuippte. It is largely local, although there shippers, such 
as the fruit shippers, who benefit in other areas. In a navigation 
project when we have found it is a multiple-user project for a com- 
munity rather than for a single service, I know of no policy of requiring 
local contributions. 

Mr. JENSEN. You say you know of no policy? 

General Wurprte. Not in navigation projects, no. These par- 
ticular people—— 

Mr. Jensen. I think we had better start to get local contributions, 
even on navigation projects, where they benefit only the local area. 

General Wuippie. These particular people are financially so hard 
up as a result of their previous enterprise that they are in desperate 
financial straits and would be in very poor position to make any 
contribution. 

Mr. Jensen. Are they shippers? 

General Wuirrie. No, sir. The community 

Mr. Jensen. I am not talking about the community. Why not 
let the shippers pay a little? 

General WuiprLe. The community will be the sponsoring area, sir, 
asa whole. This gulf entrance is their livelihood and the only means 
that the town has, really, for its existence. They are very deeply 
committed economically to try to get an outlet to the gulf. As 
result of their previous attempt at the enterprise—attempting to 
finance this themselves rather than waiting—they put themselves in 
extremely serious financial straits. We can talk about Texas com- 
munities being prosperous, and most of them are, but this is one which 
isreally hard up. ‘They have no other means of existence other than 
what they can get out of the gulf. 

Mr. Jensen. The t: xxpayers of America are pretty hard up, too, at 
the present time. That is about the only answer I can give to that. 

(Off the record.) 
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GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY REALINEMENT—COLORADO RIVER 
CHANNEL, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. “Gulf Intracoastal Waterway realinement, Colorado 
River Channel, Tex.,’”’ $956,000 to complete. 

Insert pages 47 through 51. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HarpBors (NAVIGATION 


GuLF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (GALVESTON District), Tex., CoLoRADO RIver 
CHANNEL, Tex. (9 Foor 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Colorado River channel extends from the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway Main channel at Matagorda, Tex., upstream in the Colorado River a 
distance of 17 miles to vicinity of Bay City, Tex. 

Authorization.—1938 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized fi nancial data 


Accumulated 

Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_.......-..-- ee Fat ae as Se ee $1, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ............-.- al Se alt La 412, 000 

Cash contribution._.............-- = a ee 0) 

Other costs I aL Se aa 412, 000 
Total estimated project CE SR ee SR oe ee ee ene TNR eD 1, $12, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_...........-- ue saan habobeat 54, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. .................-.--- A ; ER 390, 000 ae 
Appropriations to date. -__- - a Nie a ee | 444, 000 | 32 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961..........-.-- | 956, 000 10 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 - - | 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels.—From Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to vicinity of Bay City, 9 feet 
deep, 100 feet wide, and 17 miles long. 

Turning basins.—9 feet deep, 400 by 500 feet. 

Status (January 1, 1960).—Colorado River Channel—Not started. 

Completion schedule.—June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston District portion) serves the needs 
of barge commerce and small craft between Orange, Tex., and the Mexican 
border. In 1958, the commerce moved in the sections of the waterway in Texas 
totaled 29,554,163 tons. 

The Colorado River Channel will provide a feeder to the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway for shipment by barge of petroleum and its products, sea shells, rice, 
and oil well exploration and drilling supplies used or produced in the Matagorda- 
Bay City area. In 1958, 103,000 tons of commerce moved over the unimproved 
channel to the town of Matagorda, Tex. The immediate prospective additional 
commerce on the waterway is estimated (January 1959) at 412,000 tons. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $956,000 will be used as follows: 


Complete construction of Colorado River Channel__-_----------- _. $891, 000 
Supervision and administration._........------------ ed caice ene 65, 000 


ce EO Rs a 956, (000 
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Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of a main channel, 12 feet 
deep and 125 feet wide, from near Orange, Tex., to the Mexican border; a railroad 
bridge across Mud Bayou at High Island; Port Bolivar dike; Brazos River 
floodgates; Colorado River locks; Port O’Connor jetties; tributary channels 
9 feet deep to Palacios, Aransas Pass, and Rockport; tributary channel 12 feet 
deep to Port Mansfield; shallow-draft channels 6 and 12 feet deep at Port Isabel; 
a tributary channel 9 feet deep in the lower 26 miles of the San Bernard River; 
a 12-foot channel in the Arroyo Colorado from the main channel to 5 miles below 
Harlingen; and widening of the Aransas Pass tributary channel from 100 feet to 
125 feet, with a depth of 12 feet. The cost of this completed work is $24,729,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications—The 1945 River and Harbor Aet 
authorized a 9- by 100-foot tributary in the Guadalupe River extending from the 
main channel in San Antonio Bay to near Victoria, Tex., a distance of 35 miles. 
The estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of work under this modification 
is $8,240,000. Construction of the lower 14-mile reach except for the westerly 
wye connection at the main channel was completed by local interests in June 
1955 under Department of the Army permit. Construction by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, initiated in April 1958, is scheduled for completion in January 1965. 

The 1946 Rivers and Harbor Act authorized realinement of the main channel 
along the north shore of Aransas Bay from Rockport, Tex., via the town of Aransas 
Pass, Tex., to Corpus Christi Bay, a distance of about 17.2 miles. The estimated 
Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of work under this modification is $3,085,000. 
Construction commenced in fiscal year 1958 and is scheduled for completion in 
fiscal year 1960. 

The 1954 Rivers and Harbor Act authorized a harbor of refuge at Seadrift, Tex., 
9 feet deep, 200 feet by 1,000 feet, and a 9-foot approach channel, at an estimated 
cost of $91,000 (1956 prices). This improvement has been deferred for restudy. 

Construction of the upper 3% miles of the 9-foot tributary in the San Bernard 
tiver, as authorized in the 1938 Rivers and Harbor Act, and the upper 5 miles of 
the 12-foot channel to Harlingen and a 6-foot channel into Barroom Bay near 
Port O’Connor, as authorized in the 1945 Rivers and Harbor Act, has been de- 
ferred for restudy. The estimated cost of this deferred work is $2,045,000 (1954 
prices). 

Construction of the channel to Port Mansfield, Tex. (16—14 feet) project wus 
authorized by Public Law 248, 86th Congress. The estimated Federal (Corps of 
Engineers) cost of work under the modification is $3,740,000. Construction is 
scheduled to be started in fiscal year 1960 and completed in fiscal year 1962. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation is $412,000 consisting of $288,000 for lands and damages, 
$70,000 for relocations, and $54,000 for terminal facilities and a highway connec- 
won, 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $4,500,000 in complying 
with the requirements of local cooperation for previous work on the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway project. 

Status of local cooperation.— Matagorda County, Tex., representing local inter- 
ests, furnished a resolution dated April 29, 1950, assuring the United States that 
the local cooperation requirements would be fulfilled. A highway bridge at mile 
8, which required alteration at local interests’ expense at the time the project was 
authorized, is to be removed and replaced by a new structure with adequate navi- 
gation clearances, now under construction at about mile 10. Surveys of all lands 
required for the project have been completed. Acquisition of such lands will be 
initiated and completed in fiscal year 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,400,000 is an increase of $90,000 over the latest estimate ($1,310,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 


| 
Balance to 

Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 

| | year 1961 


a 


| 
a 2 3 | (4 (5) | (6) 

| 
CII ee wh a BF 908 00 Yaga esc cece $50, 000 $i; 101: 6001... 
Preauthorization studies aoa: 4,000 asain eee 
Engineering and design 65. 000 45, 700 REMI Biatiiactictacmuesas tae 
Supervision and administration 90, 000 | 2, 900 22, 100 65, 000 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only) ---__._-- 1, 400, 000 52, 600 91. 400 1. 256, 000 
Undistributed cost --_- 


Total project cost (Fed- | | } 


eral funds only) -~.-._.._- 1, 400, 000 52, 600 91, 400 | 5 BGR, O00 to nncisteuthen 
coe Sr a siepmbenn aubid] sdamemnaeee eda ieeaninemndemantesnsnaimisbinel 
Total cost (Federal funds | | | 
NR oat area ee sat 1, 400, 000 | 52, 600 | 91, 400 1, 256, 000 |..-: ei 
Undelivered orders........ ST Mt acl oe ale 5 toe a ag kn os | +300, 000 —300, 000 et 
gion Us, er _| 52, 600 391, 400 956, 000 a 
METHOD OF FINANCIN‘ | 
| 
I | 54, 000 | Of i 5 
Unobligated carryover from | | j | 
i ea ot 8 a a et 1, 400 =~ . 


Total funds available for Fr | 
obligation 391, 400 | 
Appropriations required 





956, 000 0 


Mr. Cannon. Construction has not yet started on this channel. 
We would be glad if you would explain this project and its relation 
to the Matagorda ship channel and the Colorado River flood control 
study. It seems to fit in with both. Tell us something about what 
you propose to do here, and what the benefit would be. 

General Wutpp.e. This is a small navigation project which would 
lead from the Intracoastal Waterway up the Colorado River to the 
vicinity of Bay City. We have appropriations this year to initiate 
construction in the amount of $390,000, and the amount requested 
will complete the work. 

The benefit-cost ratio is approximately 1.5 to 1, and the anticipated 
commerce to move on this would be the movement of petroleum and 
petroleum products, seashells, rice, and some of the oil well explora- 
tion and drilling equipment used in this area. It will connect to the 
Intracoastal Waterway, and most of the commerce cited will move 
to the northern end of the canal in the vicinity of Bay City. This is 
essentially a feeder branch to the Intracoastal Waterway. 


NEED FOR DEEPER CHANNEL 


Mr. Rapavt (presiding). The tonnage on this project is only 103,000 
tons now. 

General Wap PLE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Why is it so urgent to dredge this channel 2 feet 
deeper—whic ‘ cannot add much traffic? 

General Wurrrpte. It is because it will then allow a connection 
with the Intracoastal Waterway and be of more nearly the same 
depth as that waterway. 
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Mr. Rasaur. It will fit into the pattern. 

General WuippLe. It will fit into the pattern. It is anticipated it 
will about quadruple the traffic by making navigation available to 
the vicinity of Bay City. Most of the traffic moves only a short 
distance up the waterway at the present time. 

Mr. Rasaut. Do you see any limit to the channel development 
work the Federal Government will be asked to do in the rivers running 
into the Intracoastal Waterway and the gulf? 

General Wurrpue. I cannot state exactly what that limit is, sir, 
because this traffic has grown continuously over so many years, and 
the industry is growing so fast in that are: 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you not any idea about a limit on it at all? 

General Wurppie. I would say it is growing less rapidly now than 
it was some time back, but I cannot tell what the limit of economic 
development of Texas is on which these other aspects depend. 

Mr. Taser. That is the one where the Intracoastal is 12 feet and 
it is proposed to dig this from 9 feet to 12 feet? 

Mr. Rasaur. It has a good benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Taser. Why would you want to deepen the channel to 9 feet, 
17 miles long, when the Intracoastal Waterway which they are sup- 
posed to connect with is down to 12 feet? It does not seem that it 
is a well-thought-out job. It appears to have a good benefit-cost 
ratio. 

General Wuippue. I can only say, sir, that I believe the 12-foot 
channel was considered and found ‘to be too expensive to maintain 
in that river, and this much of the traffic will move out on the 9-foot 
channel. 

Mr. Taser. There is a lot of silt all the time in that river; is there 
not? Silt is a big problem. 

General Wutpepie. There is a good deal of silt in the Colorado and, 
if we dug the deeper channel, it would unquestionably have more of 
a tendency to silt up. 

Mr. Taner. How much depth do you have in it now? 

General WuippLe. At low water, we have only a very few feet of 
depth in it. It is not navigable up as far as Bay C ity. 

Mr. Taser. It is not navigable up to Bay City? 

General Wurrrte. Not by any substantial traffic, no, sir. I would 
estimate not more than 2 to 4 feet at low water, as far as reliable depth. 
Mr. Taper. It seems that we are embarking on something new. 

General WutppeLe. The Colorado is a fairly large river, sir, and we 
believe we will be able to maintain the 9 feet. 


GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TEX, 
Mr. Ranaut. Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, channel to Victoria, 


$1,400,000. Insert pages 53 through 58. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


GuuF InTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (GALVESTON District), Tex. (GUADALUPE 
RivER, CHANNEL TO VicToriA, TEx.) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The channel to Victoria extends from Intracoastal Waterway main 
channel in San Antonio Bay to near Victoria, Tex., a distance of about 35 miles, 
with a connecting side channel to Seadrift at mile 6.5. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit/cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers) 











cost 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ............-.........------ OR 960 GOO tha ccesacsensue 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). ..--............-.....--...- 4 | Pe... 
I ROR Gee 1.20sccceneeuee 

I a stalk ci etipkicamcbommaue Dl. ccecotaseue 

ae ee eo te pansniotieetiaebanaaka 6, = 45, 5, 000 asi coat aeliiaiictaaiaane 
a I a a wae eomumandmomenn omens 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959__......-.-...-.-.-.--- i atin ig oa | 1. 30" — ss CS 
Appreorinteons for fecal yoor 1000... <<... 3.220 cc ewccccocecccccceccusses i a: 
I a Sc caidsbaniginineiiiaiialimaahies Genta 1, 990, 000 24 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year | RS as See ee 1, 400, 000 41 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__....-.-.-.....-.-.---------.-- OOD 000 1 ncccccssc kee 





1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $75,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Victoria, 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and 35 miles long. 
Seadrift, 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and 2.3 miles long. 
Turning basins: ! 
Seadrift, 10 feet deep, 300 by 500 feet. 
Victoria, 10 feet deep, 400 by 650 feet to 1,150 feet. 


1 To be constructed by local interests. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





! 
Percent Completion schedule 
| | 
Bide charmed to Gontrift... .....ccccccncocccccnsce | SN ns ac bonecaneeen 
I TO Oe el | 16 percent complete Se | January 1965. 


1 Local interests under a Department of the Army permit completed the lower 14-mile reach in June 1955 
except for the westerly connecting channel at the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway main channel in San An- 
tonio Bay. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston district portion) serves the needs 
of barge commerce and small craft between Orange, Tex., and the Mexican 
border. In 1958, the commerce moving in the sections of the waterway in 
Texas totaled 29,554,163 tons. 

The Guadelupe River, Channel to Victoria, is an important feeder channel to 
the Gulf Intracoastal Ww aterway and furnishes an outlet for barge commerce 
originating at Seadrift, Victoria, and points on the Guadelupe River. Industrial 
plants of Du Pont and the Union Carbide & Chemicals Corp. are located on 
the channel. Additional commerce which will originate on the channel is esti- 
mated at 2,170,000 tons, and consists of petroleum products, shell, gravel, sand, 
oil well supplies, and petrochemical intermediates. In 1958, 180,457 tons of 
commerce moved over the completed lower 14-mile reach of the channel. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be used as follows: 
Continue construction of channel to Victoria___._....-.._--------- $1, 257, 000 


aa IR ARES OEE COON a re ere ac mininte mies ae 49, 000 
Geer vidhetl. BNE GGURIRIITANIOR. 5 ok oi i in eee eceunwnncsce 94, 000 
PEE cn uidhs WeRGeaN Wha ntninnaneinnaignbnulin cian emee 1, 400, 000 


Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of a main channel, 12 feet 
deep and 125 feet wide, from near Orange, Tex., to the Mexican border; a railroad 
bridge across Mud Bayou at High Island; Port Bolivar dike; Brazos River flood- 
gates; Colorado River locks; Port O’Connor jetties; tributary channels 9 feet 
deep to Palacios, Aransas Pass, and Rockport; tributary channel 12 feet deep to 
Port Mansfield; shallow-draft channels 6 and 12 feet deep at Port Isabel; a 
tributary channel 9 feet deep in the lower 26 miles of the San Bernard River; 
a 12-foot channel in the Arroyo Colorado from the main channel to 5 miles below 
Harlingen; and widening of the Aransas Pass tributary channel from 100 feet to 
125 feet, with a depth of 12 feet. The cost of this completed work is $24,729,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—The 1938 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized a 9-foot by 100-foot tributary in the Colorado River from Matagorda up- 
stream a distance of 17 miles. The estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost 
of work under this modification is $1,400,000. Construction is to be started in 
fiscal year 1960 and to be completed in fiscal year 1961. 

The 1946 River and Harbor Act authorized realinement of the main channel 
along the north shore of Aransas Bay from Rockport, Tex., via the town of Aransas 
Pass, Tex. to Corpus Christi Bay, a distance of about 17.2 miles The estimated 
Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of work under this modification is $3,085,000. 
Construction commenced in fiscal year 1958 will be completed in fiscal year 1960. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act authorized a harbor of refuge at Seadrift, Tex., 
9 feet deep, 200 feet by 1,000 feet, and a 9-foot approach channel, at an estimated 
cost of $91,000 (1956 prices). This improvement has been deferred for restudy. 

Construction of the upper 3% miles of the 9-foot tributary in the San Bernard 
River, as authorized in the 1938 River and Harbor Act, and the upper 5 miles of 
the 12-foot channel to Harlingen and a 6-foot channel into Barroom Bay near Port 
0’Connor, as authorized in the 1945 River and Harbor Act, have been deferred 
forrestudy. The estimated cost of this deferred work is $2,045,000 (1954 prices). 

Public Law 248, 86th Congress, Ist session, enacted September 1959, authorized 
construction of a 16- to 14-foot channel to Port Mansfield, Tex. The estimated 
Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of work under this modification is $3,740,000. 
Funds in the amount of $146,000 were appropriated in fiscal year 1960 to initiate 
construction. Completion of the work is scheduled for fiscal year 1962. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is $6,955,000, 
consisting of $2,138,000 for construction, $975,000 for payments for lands and 
damages, and $3,842,000 for relocations. In addition, local interests are required 
to maintain the Victoria and Seadrift turning basins and other elements of the 
channel to Victoria, at an estimated annual cost of $64,000. 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $4,500,000 in complying 
with the requirements of local cooperation for previous work on the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway project. 

Status of local cooperation—The Victoria and West Side Calhoun County 
Navigation Districts on August 22, 1956, jointly adopted a resolution assuring 
the United States that the requirements of local cooperation would be fulfilled. 
Local interests have acquired approximately 70 percent of the lands needed for 
the entire project. All lands required for work to be started in fiscal year 1960 
and continued with the fiscal year 1961 budget request and for work to be started 
with the fiscal year 1961 budget request have been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases of $172,000 due to higher price levels and $253,000 
based on a reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and for super- 
vision and administration were offset by savings on completed work, favorable 
bids on work placed under contract, and changed requirements on uncommitted 
work based on more detailed planning. 








Item 


(1) 


Completed, 9-foot sid¢ 
to Seadrift 
Channels, 9-foot to Victoria.._- 
Preauthorizations studies_- 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total applied cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only 
Undistributed cost- 
Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only 
Pending adjustments-- 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- 


' 
| Project cost 
estimate 


channel | 


$76, 000 


| 7, 073, 000 | 


| 21, 000 
| 540, 000 
530, 000 


, 240, 000 


oo 


240, 000 


8, 240, 000 
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Total to 
June 30, 1959 


(3) 


$76, 000 | 
501, 600 | 
21, 000 | 
318, 900 
, 300 


| 


47, 800 | 


967, 800 


Current fis- 


cal year 1960 


(4) 


$894, 200 


60, 400 
67, 200 


1,021, 800 | 


1, 021, 800 | 


Budget, fiscal| 


year 1961 


$1, 257, 300 | 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 


Jalance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 196] 


t 


$4, 419, 900 


48, 700 
94, 000 | 


1, 400, 000 


1, 400, 000 


1, 400, 000 


112, 000 
318, 500 
4, 850, 400 


4, 850, 400 








neers funds only) 967, 800 1, 021, 800 4, 850, 400 
Undelivered orders. - +108, 400 — 108, 400 : 
Total obligations - - a ‘nt 1, 076, 200 | 913, 400 1, 400, 000 : 4, 850, 400 
METHOD OF FINANCING | ea . | —? ie 
| | | 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
Appropriations I Sigma abies 1, 329, 600 PRE Encacncacticcnsdlscenwsmees eae 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year- -_. | 253, 400 
Total funds available for | | — * 
obligation | 913, 400 | 7 
Appropriations required-_-- . : | 1, 400, 000 | 4, 850, 400 
| | | | 
. 1 Includes permanent transfer of $75,000 to project. 
. Mr. Ranaut. We have no questions on that. 
; PORT ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI WATERWAY, TEX. 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., $1,500,000. Insert 


pages 60 through 65. 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 
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(The pages referred to follow:) 


WATERWAY, 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


(36-Foor ProJect 
REALINEMENT AT BascuLE BRIDGE) 


AND 


Location.—Main ehannel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Aransas Pass to 
terminals at Corpus Christi and Tule Lake, a distance of about 30.2 miles. 
Authorization.—1948 River and Harbor Act and 1954 River and Harbor Act. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of 

Amount | estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers) 









cost 
Mme ce 
Es WO tie 
Dsleenens MOR P OGtNEE CONG. 5 56k cicccescceccncdceicincene es | RR MR ta ces sa 
a nC nt hw emo cen a ee 
AER a a OO yA 
eae ena IE I on en ne nncbacecaecauoaccont | rf). 2 | kere 
Appropriations to a aE ne | 2, 174, 000 I 
RPTOUNNIAOTID 100 DRCRL YORE 1G n og icc cn cnetnnnecstececeverseesesnewat 1, 268, 000 | Peale Rist aia . 
ANE OR aon. noancancccanwandasnkepedaceesansenkeenais 3, 442, 000 54 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.......-.-.---.------------ 1, 500, 000 78 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _..........-...---.-.-.--------- 1, 378, 000 





Physical data 
Channels: 
Entrance channel (outer bar)—38 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 0.7 mile long. 
Jetty channel—38-36 feet deep, 700-600 feet wide, 1.9 miles long. 
Port Aransas to Corpus Christi Channel—36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 20.9 
miles long. 
Industrial Canal—36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.1 miles long. 
Tule Lake extension—36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Harbor Island—36 feet deep, 650 by 1,000 feet. 
Corpus Christi—36 feet deen, 1,000 by 5,500 feet. 
Avery Point—36 feet deep, 1,000 by 1,200 feet. 
Tule Lake—36 feet deep, 900 by 1,000 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—36-foot project and realinement at bascule bridge, 47 
percent complete. 
Completion schedule-—February 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is a deep-water project serving the 
needs of seagoing commerce from Port Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, 
Tex. In 1058, a total of 21,744,814 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Prin- 
cipal industries consist of the processing of agricultural products and the produc- 
ing and refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil 
production was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the 
location of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. 

Widening and deepening of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway to 36 
feet and realinement of the main channel at the Bascule Bridge will benefit 
commerce using this important waterway by reducing delays and damages from 
groundings, allowing greater navigating speed, allowing increased loading drafts, 
and reducing the danger of collisions through relief of traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be used as follows: 


Continue widening from Beacon 19 to La Quinta Channel and at 


Bascule Bridge ....-- $1, 300, 000 
Initiate widening from La Quinta Channel to Corpus Christi Break- 


ca ah rca a ak i ns hs aliens Shick in de bhi th fabian deat SD 78, 000 
NAG NINN ni a einai signee Wemmbinns ae 7, 800 
Orv INIOR mith BGMInINITOLION. ... 5 <n occ nes cdccscucsccscnns 114, 200 

aaa a ats aa pledea ha neeindasaacap manent 1, 500, 000 


The requested amount will permit continuation of improvement of the water- 
Way. 


Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of a north jetty 9,240 feet 
ong, and a south jetty 7,385 feet long at Aransas Pass; a 20,991-foot-long stone 
dike on St. Joseph Island; inner basin at Harbor Island 30 feet deep, 650 feet 
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wide by 1,000 feet long; a 12-foot channel from the inner basin to the town of 
Port Aransas; 34-foot channel from Port Aransas (Gulf of Mexico) to Tule Lake; 
and an anchorage basin 12 feet deep, 300 to 500 feet wide at Turtle Cove. The 
cost of this completed work is $7,754,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—The 1954 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized dredging a branch channel 32 feet deep and 150 feet wide extending northerly 
from the main channel near Port Ingleside along the north shore of Corpus Christi 
Bay to near La Quinta, Tex. The estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost 
of work under this modification is $911,000. 

During 1954 local interests completed a channel 32 feet deep and 125 feet wide 
at a cost of $1,207,000. Federal funds in the total amount of $535,000 were 
expended in fiscal years 1957 and 1958 which completed the improvement except 
for the westerly wye connection in Corpus Christi Bay. The estimated (Corps 
of Engineers) cost of work remaining to be accomplished (westerly wye connec- 
tion) is $365,000. 

The 1958 River and Harbor Act authorized: 

(a) Deepening La Quinta Channel to 36 feet plus widening to 200 feet. The 
estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost is $959,000. The 36-foot project 
was completed with contributed funds in July 1957. Reimbursement of $954,000 
to local interests was authorized by the act and will be made in fiscal vear 1960, 

(b) Deepening all deep-draft channels and basins except La Quinta Channel to 
40 feet. The estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost is $5,100,000. No 
work has been done under this modification. 

(c) Construction of a 40- by 200-foot channel from Tule Lake turning basin 
to and including a turning basin 900 feet wide by 1,000 feet long at Biola, Tex. 
The estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost is $1,610,000. No work has 
been done under this modification. 

(d) Enlargement of Jewel Fulton Canal to 12 feet by 100 feet with a turning 
basin 200 feet wide and 400 feet long. The estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) 
cost is $113,000. No work has been done under this modification. 

Non-Federal costs—Local interests have incurred estimated costs of $602,000 
in complying with the requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the au- 
thorizing legislation for the realinement at the bascule bridge. The necessary 
lands and relocations required for the 36-foot project were provided in connection 
with work under previous authorizations. 

Local interests have incurred, or will incur, costs of $8,260,600 in complying 
with the requirements of local cooperation for work accomplished or to be accom- 
plished on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. The total cost includes 
$4,453,000 contributed in cash for work performed on project modifications; 
$419,200 for lands and damages; $1,385,000 for relocations of pipelines and utilities; 
and $2,003,400 for other non-Federal costs. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,390,000 
for the construction of a grain elevator near Avery Point, of over $1,300,000 for 
the construction of a bulk materials (ore) dock on Tule Lake Channel, and of 
over $5 million for the construction of public harbor facilities. 

Status of local cooperation——The Nueces County Navigation District No. 1 
adopted a resolution on November 4, 1949, approved by the Secretary of the 
Army on January 9, 1950, assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation for the 36-foot project would be fulfilled. Assurances from the 
navigation district for the realinement at the bascule bridge were approved by 
the district engineer on November 5, 1958. Local interests have furnished or 
complied with all local cooperation requirements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $6,320,000 is an increase of $320,000 over the latest estimate 
($6 million) submitted to Congress; $220,000 of the increase is due to higher price 
levels. The remainder of the increase is due to quantity revisions based on more 
detailed surveys. 


M 


da 





511 





of Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
Ke; <2 _ = Z 
he | 
| Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
or- estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
rly year 1961 
Stl l | (2) } (3 (4 (5 (6 
ost | 
‘a lea % - | $5,835,000 | $1,830,500 | $1,352,500 | $1,378,000 | $1, 274, 000 
1d€ Preauthorization studies. .___ 17, 000 17, 000 | “3 eae oe 
ere Engineering and design 48, (06 28, 300 | 11, 900 Teg IY i setentices ee 
ept ipervision and administration 420, 000 83, 800 118, 000 | 114, 200 | 104, 000 
: ssccienenieonl oe 
rps } ‘otal pplied cost (Corps | 
lec- ' of Engineers funds only) _| 6, 320, 000 1, 959, 600 | 1, 482, 400 1, 500, 000 | 1, 378, 000 
| t t ited cost = inane a o a | o a = sins 
‘. rotal project cost (Corps | 
rhe of Encineers finds only) 6, 320, 000 1, 259, 600 1, 482, 400 | 1, 500, 000 1, 378, 000 
ject Pending udjustments_-__- | ée ----| . “— site siaitaniiiceaicd 
000 fotal cost (Corps of Engi- | 
60), neers funds only 6, 320, 000 1, 959, 600 | 1,482,400 | —- 1, 590, 000 1, 378, 000 
1 to i orders Petes +199,700 |  —199,700 |....--..-- 2... soles 
No 1 obligations 2. 159, 300 | 1, 282, 700 1, 500, 000 | 1, 378, 000 
asin OD OF FINANCING 
: 
Pex, ( I neers funds 
has | { ppropriation , 2, 174, 000 OO Oe ee Bet Be 
j l ted carryover from 





all- 





; rior ve 14, 700 
ung eR ; ; es ee a ee alate cn cisienest aba peepee ead 
eTs) Tot funds available for 
obligation ae tl paiee Ne PUM Cactins cacigsicheeninais RRS 
000 Appropriation required _----- Same PE oe eI ng ee , 500, 000 | 1, 378, 000 
) 


sary : 

tion Mr. Rasaut. I have no questions there. 

ving 5 St aR Ac ee ee aaa a 

an SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. 

udes Shee, . 5 ay Ske on 28. 
‘ons: Sabine-Neches Waterway, $1,800,000. Insert pages 67 through 71; 
ties; (The pages referred to follow:) 

000 i CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 


) for 
id of 


SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. (RECTIFICATION AND WIDENING) 


ro. l 

F the (CONTIN UING) 

< [ cation. Channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico via Sabine Pass to 
d by terminals at Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange, a distance of 
dor ubout 66.3 miles. 

: luthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

‘orps benefit-cost ratio. 1.3 to: i. 

mate 

price 

more 
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Summarized financial data 





ESE 


| Accumulated 
| percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (C orps 
of Engineers) 
cost 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --..............--..-.------ $11, 600, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -_-...-......._-...----.2 | 186, 000 
en ee SO <tc iets unnigcmn embenibwwanames 325, 000 
Cash contribution. 
Other costs i ieisacle ainsi ath deans nisin ces ss i doenesio 
Total estimated project cost 2 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 2, 572, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960- - --- : : we i Oe Io cokesacccmeenen 
Appropriations to date x Cee pemitveming Sede aienas 4, 035, 000 35 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye: ir 1961- 1, 800, 000 50 
F 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 765, 000 


—- ich wapdtien texted Ghiingee be a ieee elie areaisnad } 0 


mete clitmnm aint 325, 000 
2,111, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels 

Sabine Pass Channel: Realinement upstream from Sabine Pass anchorage. 

Port Arthur Canal: Widening of curve at entrance to Port Arthur turning 
basins. 

Sabine-Neches Canal: Realinement and widening at junction with Neches 
River widening to 200 feet from the mouth of the Neches River to the mouth 
of Sabine River. 

Turning basins 

IKnlarge Sabine Pass anchorage to 34 feet deep, 1,500 feet by 3,000 feet. 

Sabine River: Widening to 200 feet from mouth to upper end of project. 
Deepening to 30 feet from cutoff near Orange municipal slip to upper end of 
project, except in old channel around Harbor Island at Orange. lLnlargement 
of area at entrance to Orange municipal slip. 

Neches River: Widening at junction with Sabine-Neches Canal, cutoff and 
easing of bends upstream to Beaumont. 

Status (January 1, 1960).—Channel rectification plus widening, 29 percent 
complete. 

Completion schedule-—October 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Sabine-Neches waterway is a deepwater navigation project serving the 
needs of seagoing commerce from Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange, 
Tex. In 1958, a total of 60,674,062 tons of commerce were moved over this 
waterway. 

The area tributary to the waterway comprises large portions of eastern Texas, 
western Louisiana, southern Oklahoma, and Arkansas, producing chiefly timber, 
rice, cotton, vegetables, livestock, and petroleum. The principal industries 
consist of processing agricultural products, milling of rice, repairing and construc- 
tion of ships, fabricating of steel, production and refining of petroleum and 
petroleum products, including butadiene and synthetic rubber, and production 
of nylon salts. 

Excessive curvatures in the existing project channels to Port Arthur, Orange, 
and Beaumont, and inadequate anchorage facilities, are impediments to the safe 
and economical operation of the modern deep-draft vessels on this waterway. 
The authorized improvement will relieve these impediments and hazards. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 will be used to continue 
rectification, enlargement, and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway as 
follows: 


Complete Sabine Pass channel realinement - - --------------------- $484, 000 
Initiate improvement of Sabine River Channel, upper r Sabine-Neches 

(Canal, and «eranve turning basin. .............-.<c.-.<a na+e> 1, 174, 000 
Rane NACE EIR i enkecusckwkinuwmbamaie 16, 000 


Supervision and administration 126, 000 


—— 


1, 800, 000 
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Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of an east jetty 25,270 feet 
long and a west jetty 21,860 feet long; a 10,000-foot bulkhead on Sabine Lake 
in front of the city of Port Arthur; a 12-foot channel in Adams Bayou; a 13-foot 
channel in Cow Bayou; a 36-foot channel leading to Port Arthur and Beaumont, 
Tex.; and a 30-foot to 25-foot channel to Orange, Tex. The Federal cost of this 
completed work is $15,238,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for channel 
rectification and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway is $325,000. This 
cost to local interests consists of payment of lands and damages, $69,000, and 
relocations of pipelines, $256,000. 

Local interests also ineurred costs of $2,736,000, including $385,500 contributed 
in cash and work, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for 
previous work accomplished on the Sabine-Neches Waterway. It is estimated 

hat local interests have invested over $8 million in the construction of harbor 
terminal facilities at Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Beaumont Navigation District, by resolution 
adopted August 28, 1956, and amended by resolution dated October 31, 1956, 
and the Orange County Navigation and Port District, by resolution dated June 
25, 1956, assured the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Loeal interests have acquired all rights-of-way and spoil- 
disposal areas required in connection with two completed contracts, plus the 
contract for Sabine Pass Channel awarded November 12, 1959. The remaining 
nds required for the modification will be furnished as requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate Corps 
of Engineers) of 411,606,000 is an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate 
$11,200,000) submitted to Congress. ‘This increase is due to higher price levels. 








Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 


Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 


year 1961 


| (2 3 (4 5 (6 


ls: Canals, channels, and 





basins (30 and 36 feet).| $10,770,000 | $2, 372, 200 | $1, 393, 900 $1. 658, 000 | $5, 345, 900 
rization studies_. 25, 000 25, 000 | : 
ring and design_-. 105, 000 45, 300 | 25, 000 | 16, 000 | 18, 700 
St vision and administration... 700, 000 | 126, 400 46, 700 | 126, 000 | 400, 900 


Total applied cost (Corps | | 
of Engineers funds only) 11, 600, 000 2, 568, 900 | 1, 465, 600 
Undistributed cost 


, 800, 000 | 5, 765, 500 


Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only 11, 600, 000 2, 568, 900 1, 465, 600 1, 800, 000 5, 765, 500 


Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- 


. neers funds only 11, 600, 000 2, 568, 900 1, 465, 600 1, 800, 000 5, 765, 500 
Undelivered orders | 
Total obligations ; 2, 568, 900 1, 465, 600 1, 800, 000 5, 765, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING | j 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
I ee Ra Soe ees 2, 571, 500 1, 463, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year - -_ aa 2, 600 
Total funds available for 
obligation ; 1, 465, 600 
Appropriation required_.---- Sinan i 1, 800, 000 5, 765, 00 


_-_. 





Mr. Ranaut. No questions. 
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BRIDGE RELOCATION—CORPUS CHRISTI 


Bridge relocation, Corpus Christi, $512,000 to complete. Insert 
pages 73 through 76. 


(The pages referred to follow :) 
ALTERATION OF BripGEs (TrRuMAN-HosBs Act 


Brivncge ReLocation, Coreus Curisti, Tex. (Port ARANSAS-CorPus CHRISTI 
WaTeRWAY, TEX. 


(CONTINUING 


_ Location. \t the entrance to the main turning basin of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway, at ( orpus Christi, Tex. 
Authorization.— Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act 


as amended 
: ; . 
henetit-cost ratio. Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
} Amount percent of 


estimated 
| Federal cost 
ssaaetdalhdainatadeenieigienepe- inden aahareadimineamesbotapiciel Riel aipetinigic ; aaa 
Estimated Federal cost......_.. a a a a al | $4, 866, 000 ihe 


Estimated non-Federal cost ; aM oe 1, 834, 000 |__ 





Cash contribution. Sires as icine sico auirlaih Rie aare as eS _) a 
Other costs : LER ES REE Oe ie a cg a a 1, 834, 000 
RD, OURO NGG oo. ici nkiicuienuneeneacnewentoenesagecenemin 6, 700, 000 e 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_____..-_._-- Lena didbkinnieacilcie impala caja meiie 3, 880, 000 
. ICENEAUNS BOF TRODO) WORT TO00. 6. 6c cece eo ewe sn cesiccnscassacens 474, 000 ondaneuiil 
A ppropriations to date --- ‘ Le (canine aa , 4, 354, 000 % 
A ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__....-.-.-.---.--- cones 512, 000 10) 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961.........-....-.....-...---.--..- 0 


Poa EER s 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Iyridge: Steel truss lift bridge and approaches to accommodate a single track 
railway and a two-lane highway having the following clearances: 
Vertical closed: 9 feet mean high water. 
Vertical open: 188 feet mean high water. 
2 Horizontal (between fenders): 300 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Bridge and railroad-highway approaches: 76 per- 
ecnt complete. 
Completion schedule. January 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The obstructive bascule bridge is located across an angular entrance into the 
main turaing basin of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., a deep 
Water navigation project serving the needs of seagoing commerce from Port 
Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, Tex. In 1958, a total of 21,744,814 tons 
of commeree moved over this waterway, of which 12,500,000 tons moved through 
the bascule bridge at Corpus Christi, Tex. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum, Prinei- 
pal industries consist of the processing of agricultural products, and the producing 
and refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil produc 
tion was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the location 
of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. The Sunray 
Oil Corp. placed in operation in September 1953 near Viola, Tex., westerly of the 
Corpus Christi turning basin, a refinery for the production of 135 octane gasoline 
and jet fuel. 


the port of Corpus Christi. The limited horizontal clearance, 97.6 feet, betwee! 





y 


The existing bascule bridge is a bottleneck to commerce entering and leaving 


fenders and the angular approach from the main channel causes vessel traffic 
congestion, loss of shipping time, and creates a hazard to modern seagoing vessels. 
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Following an analysis of evidence presented at a public hearing on December 10 
1952, the bridge was declared unreasonably obstructive. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested appropriation of $512,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


? 


Complete construction on new lift bridge ; : $497, OOO 
Supervision and administration___ - ES ; 15, 0CO 


Total... pias oe . 512,000 


Non-Federal costs —Under the provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, as 
mended, the bridge owner is required to pay $1,834,000 of the estimated cost of 
the relocated bridge. 

Status of local cooperation.—In complying with the provisions of the Truman- 
Hobbs Act, the bridge owner has awarded contracts for construction of the bridge 
substructure, superstructure, and approaches, is completing the acquisition of 
rights-of-way, and is completing negotiations for construetion of the railroad 
terminal facilities and traffie controls. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $4,866,000 is an increase of $45,000 over the latest estimate 
$4,821,000) submitted to Congress. The increase is due primarily to higher price 
levels. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 








Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1901 after fiscal 
year 1961 


1) (2) (3) (4 5 (6) 


Bridge alteration (Truman- 
Hobbs Act $6, 500, 000 $3, 620, 700 $2, 139, 000 $740, 300 ‘ - 
Preauthorization studies (Fed- | 


eral only . 7, OO 7,000 | ‘at - 
Supervision and administration | 
Federal only) z 193, 000 93, 000 | 85, 000 15, 000 i 
lotal costs (Federal and | 
non-Federal funds) __- 6, 700, 000 3, 720, 700 2, 224, 000 755, 300 
Undelivered orders. Saint dineni +1, 376, 600 —1, 376, 600 or 
lotal obligations. --. 7 ac eae 5, 097, 300 847, 700 755, 300 
Federal funds: 
Potal cost. . ‘ : 4, 866, 000 | 2, 797, 400 1, 556, 600 512. 000 cr 
Undelivered orders az . a : 4-1, 025, 600 —1, 025, 600 
: Total obligations 3, 823, 000 531, 000 512, 000 i 
Federal share of costs 
Bridge alteration ies 4, 666, 000 2, 697, 400 1, 471, 600 497, WOU = 
Preauthorization studies __. 7, 000 7, 000 : 
Supervision and administra- 
tion.... - 193, 000 93, 000 85, OOO 15, 000 
Non-Federal share of costs_. 1, 834, 000 923, 300 667, 400 243 30K 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal share only: 
Appropriations_- : ; _ jatieuieted 3, 880, 000 474, OOO 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 57. OOO 
Total funds available 
for obligation _ - iciihar as 531, 000 
Appropriation required 5 512, 00 


Mr. Rasaut. No questions. 
ABIQUIU DAM AND RESERVOIR, N.MEX. 
ao tbiquiu Dam and Reservoir, $4,600,000. Insert pages 78 through 
“(The pages referred ‘to follow:) 
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RESERVOIRS (FLoop CoNTROL PROJECTS) 


Axsiquiu Dam AND RESERVOIR (CHAMITA RESERVOIR PROJECT), NEW Mexico 


Location —On Rio Chama at river mile 30 near Abiquiu, N Mex. 
is a tributary of the Rio Grande. 
1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 


Authorization 


Benefit-cost ratio—1.2 to 1. 





Estimated Federal cost_- 

Estimated non-Federal cost 

fe Cash contribution 
Other costs : 

T otal estimated project cost 


(CONTINUING) 


Summarized financial data 


Appropriations to June 10, 1959__- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 _ _- 


Appropriations to date. __- 


Appropriations request for fisca] year 1961 : 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_-_-___- 


Dam: 


Type, rolled earthfill. 


Height, 325 feet. 

Length, 1,540 feet. 
Outlet works: 

Controlled outlet: 


Rio Chama 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Type, 12-foot diameter gated tunnel. 
Capacity (maximum pool), 8,000 cubic feet per second. 
Spillway: Type, uncontrolled, 65-foot bottom width. 
about 1 mile north of left abutment. 
teservoir capacity: Flood control, 562,000 acre-feet. 


Lands and damages 
Relocations: 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


OS 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


$17, 900, 000 
0 
0 
0 , 

7, 900, 000 

6, 701, 000 

3, 218, 000 sci ailtasaicaeadi ane 

9, 919, OOO 5b 

+, 600, 000 §l 

3, 381, 000 


Located in a natural saddle 





Utilities __- 
Dams: 

Embankment and spillway 

Controlled outlet.2__- 
Recreation facilities. _ __- 


Operators’ quarters and miscellaneous facilities 


Entire project 


Percent | Completion schedule 


| 
99 | June 1960. 


4 | June 1962. 
| March 1961. 


10 | June 1962. 

100 | December 1958. 
0 November 1961. 
51 March 1960. 

39 | June 1962, 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir is one unit of the flood control phase of the author- 
ized comprehensive plan of development of the Rio Grande and tributaries, New 
Mexico. Abiquiu Dam provides for (1) storage of floodwaters of Rio Chama, 
thereby furnishing partial flood protection for the Espanola and Middle Valleys of 
tio Grande, (2) retention of sediments which are a great detriment to the Rio 
Grande Valley, and (3) release of clear water necessary for degradation of the Rio 
Grande channel. The cities of Albuquerque, Espanola, Socorro, Belen, Bernalillo, 
and Truth or Consequences (formerly Hot Springs), and public works of the valley 
will be afforded partial protection against damaging floods. Greatly expanded 
developments have taken place in the flood plain of the Rio Grande in recent years, 
especially at Albuquerque, N. Mex., which now has a population of about 200,000 
as compared to about 35,000 in 1940. In addition, the flood protection provided 
by the project would also benefit military and Atomic Knergy Commission installa- 
tions adjacent to Albuquerque, inasmuch as those bases are partially dependent 
upon the municipality for utilities, supplies, transportation, and housing facilities. 
This project provides a part of the vital upstream reservoir control for flood and 
sediment storage as required under the comprehensive plan of improvement. At 
the present time, only one unit of the comprehensive plan, Jemez Canyon Dam and 
Reservoir, is complete. The construction of the levee system in the Albuquerque 
unit, a segment of the Rio Grande Floodway (Middle Valley) was completed 
during fiscal year 1956 and construction of the Cochiti to Rio Puerco unit, another 
segment, is scheduled to be initiated early in January 1960. Channel rectification 
works authorized under the same plan have been initiated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and are partially completed. The reservoirs are necessary in order 
to realize the maximum benefits from the channel rectification program, since they 
will help to prevent aggradation of the improved channel. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,600,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate construction of relocated U.S. Highway 84____..._--_--_--- $820, 500 
Right-of-way easement, State Highway 96 (portion)____________-_~- 3, 000 
Initiate and complete relocation of utilities. ___.......__________-- 85, 000 
Continue construction of embankment and spillway___- = Bp Ot ky DOU 
RTE ATER OIE 8 ms ot el es Rw ene ae 20, 000 
pupervision and administration.................-.....- SS ate a 300, 000 

In Sade Oo Ae ae ES a) De swocns 48002 008 


The early completion of Abiquiu Dam is essential in providing vital upstream 
reservoir control for flood and sediment storage as required under the compre- 
hensive plan of improvement. Under the present schedule, the project will be 
completed June 1962, by which time the major portion of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation’s channel rectification program on the Rio Grande Floodway will probably 
be completed. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of $17,- 
900,000 is a decrease of $100,000 from the latest estimate ($18 million) submitted 
to Congress. An increase of $145,000 in engineering and design based on a 
reanalysis of requirements was more than offset by a $245,000 net reduction in 
= features due primarily to favorable bids received and more detailed 
planning, 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal! complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 


year 196] 





Lands and damages---.__.._.-- $76, 000 $74, 400 $1, 600 0 0 
Relocations__.__ ee ee 1, 897, 200 79, 600 13, 000 $925, 000 $879, 600 
Dams . = Oath 13, 418, 300 4, 593, 900 2, 152, 700 4 398, 800 2, 272, 900 
Recreation facilities alate a aoe: 31, 000 0) 0 0 31, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 68, 000 0 68, 000 0 0 
Permanent operating equipment 79, 000 16, 800 300 0) 61, 900 
Preauthorization studies___._____} 65, 000 65, 000 0 0 0 
Engineering and design aa 1, 170, 000 965, 100 172, 000 20, 000 12. 900 
Supervision and administration_- 1, 095, 500 393, 800 244, 000 334. 000 123, 700 
Total applied cost _.__- 17, 900, 000 6, 188, 600 2, 651, 600 5, 677. 800 3. 382. 000 
Re re GOOG 6 a ain i hence aes 3, 300 —1, 300 —1, 300 —700 
Total project cost. a 17, 900, 000 6, 191, 990 2, 650, 300 5, 676, 500 3, 381, 300 
Pending adjustments.__- s 200 —200 0 0 
PI I i 17. 900. 000 6, 192, 100 2, 650, 100 5, 676, 500 | 3, 381, 300 
Undelivered orders............../.... Seb oe 478, 900 —92, 400 — 386, 500 0 
oy a a 6, 671, 000 2, 557, 700 5, 290, 000 3, 381, 300 
METHOD OP FINANCING 
I online 6, 700, 700 Re i a se Meee tel oat Se 
Unobligated carryover from 
ae caus re nk 29, 700 690, 000 ‘ 
Total funds available for | 
ON i ee acne S287, 700 |....... scieisinns a erie eae 
Appropriations required_.__.__-- ReaeRe ee a I EE ed was | 4, 600, 000 3, 381, 300 


Mr. Rasaut. No questions. 
RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, COCHITI TO RIO PUERCO UNIT, NEW MEXICO 


The Rio Grande Floodway, Cochiti to Rio Puerco unit, $1 million. 
Insert pages 84 through 88. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


LocaL PROTECTION (FLoop Contrrou PROJECTS 


Rio GRANDE FLoopway (MippLE VALLEy), Cocniti tro Rio PuERcO UNIT, 
N. MEx. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Cochiti to Rio Puerco unit of the Rio Grande Floodway extends 
from Cochiti, N. Mex., about 35 river miles upstream from the north terminus 
of the Albuquerque unit, downstream for about 100 miles, to the confluence of the 
Rio Puerco and the Rio Grande. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - as nai ‘ $4, 400, 000 venaunpie 
Es ited Federal cost (Bureau of Reclamation) _.-.........---- gies h J Si Oe licevatnndeucoaes 
Estimated non- Federal cost. - - eincdbxemededn cos kat auaencn ae Dy ernie iawn aie 

Dash ComaIOUrIOn. .. <<<. ~ ue < ee EE OPA IE Bl a wameueced Bee 

Other costs sad : oe . seas Salad Gi to. cé Sasa cneuens 
Total estimated project cost : 5 ae we nee ae ee Si © Pe Eis ntdciieitiucebetatn 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959___- paenedas. idea ecb WP Rankiccrusiewicunsas 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_ os ase cee 780, 000 Pe ns eee 
Appropriations to date__ _- ; bearek 870, 000 20 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1961__- -- cca encehs aioniaantaes - 1, 000, 000 | 42 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_.__- ‘ a ae Fe DE iacuidetw nates 
nn 


1 For channel improvement and alteration of irrigation structures. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Crest width: 10 feet (minimum). 
Freeboard: 3 feet. 
Length: Enlargement of 80 miles of existing levee (800,000 cubic yards of 
fill). 
Hydraulic data: 
Design flood discharge: 20,000 cubic feet per second. 
Capacity of floodway: 20,000 cubie feet per second. 
Channel width: 550-600 feet. 
Levee protective works: 
Flexible-type jetties (steel): 49,000 units. 
Rip-rap: 200 cubie yards, 


Completion schedule 


Siatus (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construetion not started. 
Isleta Diversion to Los Lunas Bridge, Belen reach No. 4 _ February 196] 
Los Lunas Bridge to Belen Bridge, Belen reach No. 3__- August 1961. 
Belen Bridge to Bosque Bridge, Belen reach No. 2__- _. September 1961, 


Angostura Diversion Dam to Alameda Bridge, Albuquerque June 1962. 
reach No. 4. 

Tijeras Arroyo to Isleta Diversion, Albuquerque reach No. 1_. Do. 
Sosque Bridge to Rio Puerco, Belen reach No. 1_ - ~~ Do. 

Cochiti to Angostura Diversion Dam, Cochiti reach : Do. 

ROU NN esis. sic oivches ac are ear inn ee E ada enews inim aeorieooaeade Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Rio Grande Floodway is one unit of the authorized flood control plan of 
development of the Rio Grande and tributaries, New Mexico. The Cochiti to 
Rio Puerco unit is a segment of what is designated as the Middle Valley 
Floodway. Two other segments are included in the Middle Valley section, the 
completed Albuquerque unit (river mile 286 to 305, measured from the inter- 
section of the New Mexico-Texas State line with the international boundary at 
Ki Paso, Tex.) and the San Acacia to Bosque del Apache unit (extending from the 
mouth of Rio Puerco, river mile 236, to Elephant Butte Reservoir, about river 


mile 178). The completed Albuquerque unit lies within the limits of the Cochiti 
to Rio Puereo unit. 

Relatively minor floods in the aggraded floodway threaten to inundate rural 
lands and improvements as well as the urban developments located within the 
flood plnin. With all authorized projects in operation the proposed flood through 
tl 


Cochiti to Rio Puerco unit with a design capacity of 20,000 cubie feet per 
spring flood of record. The value of land and improvements in the Middle Rio 
Grande Valley fiood plain, estimated at $356 million in 1957, is continually and 
rapidly increasing due to increasing population and expanding economic develop- 
ments. The average annual benefits attributable to the Middle Valley Floodway 
acting as « unit are $3,290,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Continue construction of levees fr te as St ow $112, 600 


Continue bank stabilization works- - - - - ; a ee 763, 200 
Engineering and design _- aoe : UE neice ees : 46. 800 
Supervision and administration— : 5 F 77. 400 

DM caus dciee ons : paeue : area l, 000, 000 


The continuation of construction on the Rio Grande Floodway (Middle Valley) 
is necessary to assure a coordinated and integrated construction operation in 
accordance with the provisions of the joint agreement between the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. With funds requested for fiscal year 
1961 the Isleta diversion to Los Lunas Bridge phase (Belen reach No. 4) will be 
completed and Belen reach No. 3, Los Lunas Bridge to Belen Bridge, and Belen 
reach No. 2, Belen Bridge to Bosque Bridge, will be carried to 90 and 91 percent 
completion, respectively. 

Non-Fedegal costs. -The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the project is estimated at $5,000, which is for acquisition of rights- 
of-way for minor levee extensions and a 'tie -back levee. The Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District, a political subdivision of the State of New Mexico, is the 
local cooperating agency for this segment of the Middle Valley Floodway. This 
agency presently owns or has easements on all lands on which the existing levees 
and riverside drains are located. 

The maintenance of existing and new levees of the Cochiti to Rio Puerco seg- 
ment of the Middle Valley Floodway including levee protective works to be con- 
structed by the Corps of Engineers is the responsibility of the Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District. The maintenance of channel rectification works is the 
responsibility of the Federal Government under the supervision of the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The total estimated annual-maintenance cost of levees and 
levee protective works to be constructe d by the corps is $48,000. 

Status of local cooperation —The Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District has 
executed and delivered the resolution containing the assurances of local coopera- 
tion covering the first two construction reaches (Belen reaches Nos. 3 and 4, 
which extend from the Isleta Diversion Dam to the Belen Bridge). The con- 
servancy district owns or has easements on all lands on which the existing levees 
and riverside are are located in these two reaches and also in the other five 
reaches of the Cochiti to Rio Puerco Unit, except for minor levee extensions and 
a tie-back eae The conservancy district complied with all local cooperation 
requirements in connection with the construction of the Albuquerque Unit (com- 
pleted segment of the Middle Valley Fioodway) and no difficulty is anticipated 
in connection with the remainder of the Cochiti to Rio Puerco unit. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| | year 1961 

(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 

Rg: oc - aoe nana esoccuancsenms eee $38, 600 | $122, 800 | $370, 600 
Bank stab ilization.....---------- See)... 35-5+-.e- 566, 400 | 833, 000 | 1, 968, 600 
Preauthorization studies.....---.- 15, 000 | O55 OOO So cucatccencnan i staaleibinsssoantar te seb Gate naa 
Engineering and design__._----.- 185, 000 | 63, 200 | 56, 000 46, 800 19, 000 
Supervision and administration... | 300, 000 2, 300 | 48, 500 77, 400 171, 800 


Total applied costs (Fed- | | 
eral funds only, Corps of 
ONSINGRES) - cc nncncacuet 4, 400, 000 80, 500 709, 500 1, 080, 000 2, 530, 000 

Undistributed costs. _.-------.-. Dienst sil Shoah csaishadeleed itt A ei enee ae hm i ceialaprirsalstictetg 

—_ project costs (Fed- 

1 funds only, Corps of | 
Ene MONO o cuccsucecds 4, 400, 000 80, 500 709, 500 1, 080, 000 2, 530, 000 
Dendite agwstments.......<....f.556.-2...-..- | 





! 
| —-——| 
Total cost (Federal funds | | 

only, Corps of Engi- | 
oe oo Caches | 4, 400, 000 80, 500 709, 500 1, 080, 000 | 2, 530, 000 
Undelivered orders_.-.-.---- = a est Sy San ean Gee aes am lees a hepetce 














Total obligations. .........}..-..- it 80, 500 709, 500 1, 080, 000 | 2, 530, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
j } | 
| | 
herrrmrtatiners) 06222 eel 90, 000 TON O00 oo Bo era ae 
Unobligated carryover from | 
ge hee ee ai a he si ge lea iep cnriree en ‘ 9, 500 DO Ricci aecusinacn 
ee —— —aaan ces —_— —— aay teeta s - j — = — = 
Total funds available for | | 
obligation _ - ce ai eR eee oe ay 789, 500 |_- ‘ aint 
Appropriations required i a 1, 000, 000 2, 530, 000 


Mr. Rasaut. This project has not yet started. 

Please explain it and tell us the status of the design memorandum. 

General Wurppie. This project is a portion of the development of 
the middle Rio Grande which is subject to very severe floods; the 
portion of it which has been completed consists of the levees in the 
central area in the vicinity of Albuquerque. The levees that we are 
talking about now in this reach, which is approximately 100 river- 
miles, both upstream and downstream from Albuquerque, was author- 
ized to be built in conjunction with reservoirs. 

However, there was difficulty on the reservoirs. Although two of 
them were built, others were not and as a result for a good many 
years the Chief of Engineers was unwilling to rec ommend the con- 
struction of the levees. Now, however , the States whose controversy 
had interfered with the construction of some of this flood control 
storage have reached agreement on the problems that have caused 
this difficulty and we are able to proceed with these levees with 
reasonable assurance that they will be followed in logical sequence by 
other elements of the plan. 

Mr. JenNsEN. You say all the controversies and differences between 
different groups have been resolved and now we are ready to bring 
the levee program, the deepening program, and all flood control on 


the river along together? 


General Wurppie. The obstacles have been removed, yes, sir. 
Mr. Jensen. The obstacles have been removed. I am glad to 
hear that because certainly there we really have a flood control 











7 
= 





problem. As [ say, Mr. Chairman, and as the general hes explained, 
this whole program has been held back. 
Mr. Rasaut. Now, they have an adjustment. 


Mr. Jenspn. Yes, sir. I am very pleased to know it. 
TWO RIVERS RESERVOIR PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Mr. Rasavut. Two Rivers Reservoir, $400,000. 
Insert pages 90 through 94. 
(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


LocaLt Protection (FLoop ContTrout PROJECTS 


Two Rivers Reservoir, Rio Honpo, Roswmeuiit, N. Mex. 


(CONTINUING) 

The project is located about 12 miles southwest of Roswell, Chaves 
County, N. Mex., at Rio Hondo river mile 37 and consists of two earthfill dams 
which will form one reservoir; Diamond “A’’? Dam on Rio Hondo and Rocky 
Dam on Rocky Arroyo, a tributary of Rio Hondo. Rio Hondo is a tributary of 
the Pecos River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

senefit-cost ralio.—-2.2 to 1. 


Location. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $6, 900, 000 " 
Estimated non-Federal cost (3 Onn... ee 
Cash contributio ¢ OD Sco ap:nn tance, bee 9 
Other costs 4 ‘ ’ [95 G06 )1 oc a eee 
Total estimated pr ject t 7. 035, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 300, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ; ‘ ; 72, 000 4... aa nnnaeneneien 


Appropri rl 0 UaLle $63, OOM 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1961 4100, 000 1 
6, 037, 000 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961] 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dams: 
Diamond ‘“‘A”’ Dain: 
Ty yO: Fart! ill. 
Height: 98 feet. 


- 4 


Length: 4,885 feet. 
Rocky Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 118 feet 
Leneth: 2,933 feet 
Spillways: 
Number and ti pe: Two, uncot trolled. 
Peak discharge: 233,500 cubie feet per seco! d 
Outlets: 
Rocky Dam: 
Conduit tvpe, gated, circular, reinforced concrete. 
Number and size: One, 6-foot diameter. 
Length: 607 feet 
Maximum capacity: 1,490 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir: 


Capacity at spillway crest , : acre-feet 168. 000 
Capacity at maximum pool level ca vey do___. 264, 400 
Area at spillwav acrest ¢ aeres 1, 806 
Area at Maximum pool level do 6, 662 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 
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Completion schedule 
Dams P June 1963. 
embankments and spillways : Do. 
Outlet works (Rocky Dam) Poe nans November 1961. 


NevrenOn TABINNIOE:. 6 ox ene cmon sscus< Siicnwtemadttei a nan ee Ronee 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities : ; = Do. 
BRUINS PT OICO G35. rk es eae ee wee Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection at and in the vicinity of Roswell, 
NX. Mex., prevent flood damages and disruption of operations at Walker Air Force 
Base, & permanent national defense installation located about 4 miles south of 
Roswell, and reduce flood damages in agnicultural areas and cities along the Pecos 
tiver downstream from its confluence with the Rio Hondo. Roswell is a fast- 


growing city with a population of 36,000 (July 1958 estimate). Major floods 
inundate about all of the business district and major portions of the industrial 
and residential sections of the city. In addition, floods cause extensive damage 


to vital transportation lines that traverse the area, including one railway, two 
major highways, numerous street bridges, and several county and farm roads. 
Major floods occurred at Roswell and vicinity in 1937, 1941, and 1954, causing 
estimated damages of over $7 million. Not all of these damages occurred on the 
Rio Hondo watershed; however, it is estimated that $3,400,000 of the damages 
would have been prevented had the reservoir been in full operation. Damages 
which would have been prevented with the reservoir in full operation based on 
prices and conditions prevailing at times of flooding range from an estimated 
$195,000 for the flood of 1954 to $1,946,000 for the flood of 1941. The reservoir 
project will control all floods having a magnitude up to and including that of a 

undard project flood which originate above the damsites on the Rio Hondo 
watershed. The estimated damages that would result from a standard project 
flood in the Rio Hondo Basin under present conditions would be $15,930,000, all 
of which would be prevented by the project. 





Fiscai year 1961. The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied t 
Initiate construction of the outlet works (Rocky Dam). $240, 000 
Initiate construction of embankments and _ spillways: (Rocky and 
Diamend ‘‘A’’ Dams co 75, 000 
Engineering and design 50, 000 
Supervision and administration __ 35, 000 
Total : ; 100, OOO 
Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $135,000, broken down as 
follows 


Lands and rights-of-way __-- ; ; $78, 000 
Construction of access road__ 57, 000 
Total _- 7 135, 000 


Local intere: 3 are required to maintain the access road after completion of the 
dams; to maintain the present channel capacities in Rio Hondo between the dam- 
site and mile 12, and in Rocky Arroyo between the damsite and the mouth; and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of the project, including any effects on underground 
and surface water supplies in the Rio Hondo Basin and along the Pecos River. 
It is estimated that the average annual cost to local interests for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $14,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Roswell has executed and delivered the 
resolution containing the assurances of local cooperation, has initiated the acqui- 
sition of lands required for construction of the reservoir project, and has started 
construction of the access road to the project site using city-owned equipment. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 
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Summary construction program ome )» a years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 

l | (2) 3 (4) (5) (6) 

Dams. ee ee $5, 828, 000 |_- ‘ $19, 200 $323, 000 $5, 485, 800 
Recreation facilities — 8, 000 ‘ - : pete | 8, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_ 26, 000 |- 7 3, 800 2, 000 20, 200 
Permanent operating equipment 53, 000 sh . ; 53, 000 

Preauthorization studies__.---- $5, 000 | $85, 000 |...-- itiees ‘ 
Engineering and design a 400, 000 | 271, 400 54, 700 50, 000 23. 900 
Supervision and administration _| 500, 000 | 12, 700 6, 200 35, 000 446, 100 


Total applied costs (Fed- | 
eral funds only). a 6, 900, 000 369, 100 83, 900 410, 000 6, 037, 000 


Undistributed costs 
Total project costs (Federal 
funds only) oe 6, 900, 000 369, 100 83, 900 410, 000 6, 037, 000 
Pending adjustments ] 


Total cost (Federal funds | 
oniy). . — 6, 900, 000 369, 100 83, 900 410, 000 6, 037 


ub 
Undelivered orders ‘ cus . = 10, OOO —10, 000 
' — 
Total obligations-.--..... i 369, 100 93, 900 400, 000 6, 037, 00 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations iveeue 390, 000 I Eis a 
Unobligated carryover from prior 
year. i aia 20, 900 
Total funds available for 
obligation - a 13, 9OO ae = y 
Appropriations required __-_._--- a s : 1). O00 6, 037, 00 


Mr. Rasavr. This project is not started. 

Would youe spl iin it and also give us the status of the memorandum 
design? 

General WuippLe. Yes. This is a small flood control project in the 
vicinity of Roswell, N. Mex., which is really two dams controlling the 
two branches of the river that flows through the center of town. The 
area 1S subject to cloudburst floods, which can cause very severe 
damage. These two dams, which are considered as a sing project, 
will have a total Federal cost of $6,990,000. We have nppropes itions 
to initiate construction. We have been carrying ahead with - 
preliminary phases and expect to be in position to award a contrac 
in May 1960 for the initial facilities, which will be a service road and 
maintenance facilities. 

The local people have been proceeding with the acquisition of 
rights-of-way, which is their responsibility under this project. 

Mr. Rasavut. This has a good benefit-cost ratio—2.2 to 1? 

General Wuipp.e. Yes, sir. It is an inexpensive project and 
eliminates a fairly serious flood menace to this little town. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavt. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Treas This is said to be a lood control reservoir with no 
indication of any other use; is that right? 

General WuippLe. Yes, si 

Mr. Jensen. It will be a ay dam? 

General WuippLe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. There will be no reservoir? 

General Wuiprie. No reservoir. 
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RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Jensen. That being a fact, how can you justify the recreation 


facilities here as mentioned? 

General Wuippie. There is a small overlook are: 
come out to see the dam. 
time. 

Mr. JENSEN. So the recreation facilities will just be 
they can come and view the panorama? 

General Wuippie. That is it; and park their cars. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is that going to cost? 

General WuiprLe. $8,000, sir. 

\Ir. Jensen. That isn’t a large amount. 

Mr. Rasavut. It is a parking area. It will give the automobiles 
chance to get a rest and get cooled off. 


BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 


Mr. Rasaur. “Buffalo Bayou,’’ $2.5 million. 
Insert pages 96 through 101. No questions. 
The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LocaL PrRoTecTION PRosEctTs (FLoop CONTROL 


BurraLo Bayou AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 


(CONTINUING) 


Location Local protection for Houston, located in Harris County, Tex., 


{ westerly of Houston along Buffalo, White Oak, and Brays Bayous. 


Authorization.—1938 River and Harbor Act and 1954 Flood Control Act 
benefit-cost ratio. 1.4 to l. 
Summarized financia! data 
An j nt of 
‘ ted 
| 
} t j KY jeral cost 9 ) 
I i non-Fede st { () 
Cash contribution 
( r costs x) \ 
lotal estimated project cost M4. OOO () 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 °] 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 1, 609, Of 
Appropriations to date 22, ¢ 40 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 2, 500, OOK 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 26, O75, Of 
he budget commitment at this time is for construction of Brays Bayou onl Fu In tie a 
0! $5,772,000 will be required after fiscal year 1961 to complete the coastractioa of the Brays Bayou improy 
ment Che total estimated Federal cost of this unit is $18,800,000, 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Addicks Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 61,166 feet iong 


acre-feet capacity 


for visitors who 
There will be no water in the dam at any 


a place where 


a 


in 


204,500 


- outlet works, three gated and two ungated conduits. 


Barker Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 71,900 feet long; 207,000 
acre-feet capacity; outlet works, three gated and two ungated conduits. 

Canals: Miles 
Buffalo Bayou- 26. 2 
White Oak Bayou 5. 9 
Brays Bayou 25. 9 
South Mayvde Creek l. 2 
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Slaltus (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion scheduk 
Brays Bayou: 
Canals...-.. thenann . a 4s October 1003. 
Relocations. -- coe ; ‘ $ | April 1961 





JUSTIFICATION 


he project will protect the principal business, industrial, and residential areas 
of Houston, Harris County, Tex., against recurring floods on Buffalo, Brays, and 
White Oak Bavous. The flood of December 1935 caused damages amounting to 
$2,500,000 in the city of Houston and a loss of eight lives. <A recurrence of the 
December 1935 flood, under present conditions of development in the flood plain, 
would cause damages estimated in excess of $35 million. Annual flood-control 
benefits for the project are estimated at $5,183,000. Completion of the project 
at an early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses. 

Channel work on Brays Bayou will prevent flood damage to modern residential 
and commercial property. Flood protection will be provided for a land area of 
about 32,800 acres, of which 26,200 are agricultural, 4,300 are residential, and 
2,300 are commercial. The total value of all physical property in the flood plair 
within the limit of proposed improvement is estimated at $102,648,000 based or 
December 1955 prices. About 87 percent of the total value consists of residential 
and business property. A recurrence of the maximum flood stage of record would 
without project protection, cause damage estimated at $3,050,000. Annual flood- 
control benefits for the Brays Bayou improvement are estimated to be $1,903,000 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to: 


mp 
ii 
} 


Continue construction of Bravs Bayou Channel_.._-_-_-_-~ $1. 952. 000 
Complete relocation of railroad bridges._.....-.-.---_---- 193. 600 
ier AMOR ROAR SA TN CUSIP 208. 800 
Supervision and administration_- 145, 600 


Total _- 


The amount requested is required to provide flood-damage protection at the 
earliest practicable date. 

Non-Federal costs—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $41,900,000 broken down as 
follows: 


ae = mee _ 2, 500, 000 


Lands and damages_-_ she $37, 975, 000 
telocations of utilities, sewers, ete_ tee O56. 000 
I EL i te a ee 2 469, 000 


AE RD te EN Saat hl a en en 41, 900, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the rectified channels of Buffalo, 
Brays, and White Oak Bayous upon completion. The annual cost for mainte- 
nance is estimated at $129,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Harris County Flood Control District on 
November 23, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation would be fulfilled. Construction of the project 
in fiscal year 1960 and fiseal year 1961 has been limited to the Brays Bayou com- 
ponent. On Brays Bayou, local interests have acquired approximately 78 per- 
cent of the lands, and have completed 44 percent of the highway bridce reloca- 
tions and about 81 percent of the utility changes. All lands required for 4 
contract awarded in fiscal year 1960 have been furnished. Approximately 50 
percent of the lands required in fiscal year 1961 have been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$52,100,000 is an increase of $569,000 over the latest estimate ($51,531,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases of $683,000 due primarily to higher price levels 
and $75,000 for engineering and design based on reanalysis of requirements, were 
partially offset by a net decrease of $189,000 in costs of other features based on 
more detailed planning, favorable bids, and actual costs of completed work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 (Continuing) 


! ition in River and Har- 
r Act of June 20, 1938 (II 
456, 75th Cong., 2d sess 
ind Flood Control Act of Aug 


Completed: 
cKS Reservoirs 
] 


mues 


Barker and Ad- 

and 7.4 

rectification, upper 
Buffalo Bayou 

Lands and damages 

Supervision and administra- 
t 


tion 


Authorization in Flood Control 
Act of Sept. 3, 1954 (HI. Doc. 
250, 83d Cong., 2d sess 

White Oak Bayou rectified 
channel -_ . 


i / 

iithorization studies 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and admin- 
istration 





Buffalo 


ine] 


Bayou _ rectified 


Relocations: Railroad 
orl iges (5 

Can = 

Preauthorization studies 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and admin- 
istration 


ils 








Brays Bayou rectified chan- 
nel ihc iakate cade 
Relocations: 
bridges__- 
Canals ‘ eo - 
Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and admin- 
istration } 


Railroad 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only | 


Undistributed cost. ......--...-- 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds only 
Pending adjustments______...__- 
Total project cost (Federal 

: ce 
Undelivered orders | 





METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 
A ppropriation.............-- 
Unobligated carryover from | 

prior year 


Total funds available for | 


obligation 


on \ 


$11, 570, 000 


6, 918, 000 
3. 685, OOO 


€, 430, 000 


5, 804, 000 
26, 000 
180, OOO 


$20. OOO 
15, 300, 000 


140, 000 
, 705, 000 
60. 000 


370, 000 


975, 000 


18, 800. 000 


396, 000 
16, 527, 000 
77, 000 
600, 000 | 
| 
1, 200, 000 | 


| 
52, 100, 000 | 


52, 100, 000 | 





6, 918, 000 


3, 66: 


, «00 


966, 600 


76, 500 


26, 000 
48. 400 
) 


2, 190 


Hoe 


161, 


mo) OO) 
97, 400 


4, 200 


&, 181, 100 


6, 300 
6, 977, 800 


77, 000 
490, 200 


629, 800 


19, 969, 500 


19, 969, 700 


+456, 000 | 


20, 425, 700 | 


21, 016, 400 | 


$14. 700 


19, 300 


400 
500 
48, 600 
1, 900 
5 400 


52, 600 


2. 800 


2, 375, 700 


196, 100 
1, 920. 400 


55, 000 


204, 200 | 


2, 501, 300 


—200 


2, 501, 100 


2. 501, 100 
—301, 400 


2, 199, 700 


1, 609, 000 


590, 700 


Bu t. fiseal omplet 
ear 1961 fter fise 
year 146 
e 
S78. OOO $6, 22 yoo 
804, OOO 
74, 000 Y, VOU 
4.000 41? 000 
1¢ 10 14. 97, OOO 
. 140, 000 
< 13. 75. in 


100, 000 120, 0OU 


5, 000 963, 000 


2, 471, 600 


193, 600 


2, 106, 600 5. i 





"20. 000 


34, 500 


136, 600 229, 400 


2, 654, 600 26, 974, 600 


2, 654, 600 26, 974, 600 
2, 654, 600 26, 974, 600 
— 154, 600 
2. 500, 000 26, 974, 600 
| 
| 
2, 500, 000 26, 974, 600 
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CANYON RESERVOIR, GUADALUPE RIVER, TEX, 


Mr. Ranaut. Canyon Reservoir, $2,900,000. 
Insert pages 103 to 108. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CanYoN RESERVOIR, TEX. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location. —In Comal County, Tex., on the Guadalupe River, 303 miles above 
its mouth, and 12 airline miles northwest of New Braunfels, Tex. 
Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act as modified by the Flood Control 
Act of 1954. 
Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost 7 Pare eo 1 $16, 700, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost aS ee = 1, 400, 000 
Cash contribution. a ie i : 1 1, 400, 000 - 
Other costs = c ss 0 : . 
otal estimated project cost = : 18. 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 : XS 2,871,000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 Or 06 i — «= sae 
Appropriations to date 4,821, 000 9 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961- = ; 2, 900, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ike eden teachers : ne 8, Y79, OOO 


_ 







Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to stream regula- 
tions storage over a period not to exceed 50 years after the amount of reimbursement is determined, and wi 


a minimum cash contribution of $1,400,000 during construction rhe total reimbursement cannot be deter- 


mined until the increase in net regulated streamflow resulting from the storage has been measured following 
project completion. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill. 
Height: 224 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 6,830 feet (including 1,160 feet of dikes and 1,260-foot spillway). 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled—broadcrested weir. 
Length: 1,260 feet. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 502,800 cubie feet per second. 

Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control 
Conservation 
Sedimentation 


Acre-feet 

Se esae ‘ a = _ 346, 400 

: Besa. ‘ . 366, 400 

eee ; ; 28, 100 


(ec) os Se: et ae 740, 900 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) Percent 

Entire project : : Ty rl aan 26 
Land acquisition . 39 
Relocations. ; . 99 
Main dam 7 
Outlet works_ 60 
Roads 68 


Engineering and design_ 


74 








above 


ontrol 


nulated 
ent of 
nated 
‘al cost 





n regula- 
and with 
be deter- 
following 


icre-feet 

46, 400 
66, 400 
28, 100 


40, 900 


Percent 
26 
39 
29 


‘ 
60 
68 
74 
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Completion schedule 


Land SecMiIsIION 2 cud awn es shaven a eases wiseiiicinmce ) MEREO RL OOeS 
Relocations___-_____---_- no ser iemnn anc, One d OO 

Uy ce) |, eh a ae om Senieshice _ November 1962. 
Complete closure_-_-...------ i pate -. April 1964. 
Earth embankment-_-_--_---~_- : ! é October 1964. 


Guat WOrks...2- 5 owen} SSA er ina ete area January 1961. 
Oe A a Ee tee ee eg ere eee eee June 1963. 
TPO POO = ie ern aa Son Se eee eet kd 


1 Except for deficiency judgments and resettlement costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect 157,250 acres of v: or lands now subject to periodic 
inundation from floods originating on the upper Guadalupe River. Considerable 
levelopment has taken place in the flood plain az the Guadalupe River in recent 
years, much of which is concentrated in the area subject to inundation by major 
floods in the vicinity of Seguin and New Braunfels. The last serious flood occurred 
luring April-May 1958, causing damages along the Guadalupe River amounting 
to approximately $1,566,000. It is estimated that $1,420,000 in damages would 
wave been prevented by the Canyon project. Comal Springs at New Braunfels 
formerly the largest springs in the Southwest) have a normal flow of about 250 
second-feet. During the drought that a in the spring of 1957, the springs 
almost ceased flowing, causing a critical shortage of water downstream on the 
Guadalupe River. Aithough the flow of Comal Springs is now about normal, 
future periods of below normal flow can be expected to recur. Existing business 
and industries located along the Guadalupe River from New Braunfels to the 
mouth, which are dependent upon the flow of Comal Springs, include steam- 
electric generating plants, hydroelectric generating plants, recreational facilities, 
and nen processing plants. Municipalities along the river also depend upon 
the river flow for their water supply; and there is a considerable acreage in rice 
irrigation near the mouth of the river dependent upon this flow. The increased 
net dependable flow from Canyon Reservoir (about 150 second-feet) will greatly 
illeviate future water shortages caused by below normal em from Comal Springs. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The reque sted amount of $2,900,000 y | be applied to 
Continue acquisition of lands . $920, 000 
Initiate construction of earthen embankment 1, 470, OOO 
Complete construction of outlet work and discharge channel 217, 600 
Engineering and design : 135, 000 
Supervision and administration 2 157, 400 

Total_ 2, 900, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are considered to be the minimum amount 
required in order to meet the scheduled date of dam closure. 

Non-F ederal costs—Local interests are required to pay the cost of the dam 
and reservoir allocated to water conservation and streamflow regulation, and to 

ydroelectric power if power facilities are provided by local interests. The con- 
struction costs eucusad to local interests shall be not less than $1,400,000, which 

amount shall be contributed by local interests during construction, and the 
remainder of the construction costs allocated to local interests shall be repaid 
With interest at the rate of 246 percent per annum within 50 years. Local inter- 
ests are also required to pay allocated portion of the operation and maintenance 
costs. 


Status of local cooperation.—A formal contract on ee ee inco River 
Au thority embodying the requirements of local coope 2 pone LW approved by the 
Chief of Engineers on October 24, 1957. The GBRA has semstelbadoad $500,000 


to date. 

Comparison of Federal cost esltimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,700,000 is an inerease of $1 million over the latest estimate ($15,700,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase includes $507,000 for ‘‘Lands and damages’’ 
based on a reanalysis of requirements, including price level rise and a gross 
appraisal prepared by field inspection in April 1959, $379,000 based on price 
level rise, and $209,000 based on latest engineering studies and design criteria. 
The increase was partially offset by a decrease of $95,000 in ‘Supervision and 
administration” costs based on a reanalysis of requirements 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 









Balance t 

Item Project cost Total t Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 after fiseal 

year 1961 

a 2 3 $ 7 (6) 
Lands and damages - -.---- $3, 746, 000 $887, 800 $707, 700 $920, 000 $1, 230, 500 
Relocation 537, 000 71, 800 94, 400 ‘ 370, 800 
Reservoir _ .._. $33, O00 433, 000 
Dam 10, 173, 009 624, 700 1, 307, 400 1, 887, 600 6, 353. 300 
Roads La ~ = 201, 000 04, 800 45, 100 . 61, 100 
Recreation facilities 380, 000 - 389, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 136, 000 400 74, 100 ‘i ahi 61, 500 
Permanent operating equipment 70, 000 24, 600 aia 45, 400 
Preauthorization studies. - 27, 000 25, 000 a 
Engineering and design 1, 350, 000 934, 500 119, 700 135, 000 169, R00 
Supervision and administration 1, 049, 000 172, 400 126, 200 157, 400 593, OOF 
Total applied cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal 

contributions : 18, 100, 000 2, 811, 400 2, 499, 200 3, 100, 000 9, 689. 406 
Undistributed cost ....-.-.. : : ex 8, 300 1, 700 —10, 000 


Total project cost (Federal 

funds and non-Federal 
contributions) - 18, 100, 000 2, 819, 7 2, 500, 900 3, 100, 000 9, 679, 40 
Pending adjustment__- 


Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal con 
tributions) _- 18, 100, 000 2, 819, 700 2, 50, OM 3, 100, 000 9, 679, 4 
Undelivered orders... a 125, 100 25, 100 
Total obligations - - . PORE 2, 944, 800 2, 375, 800 3, 100, 000 9, 679, 400 
Federal funds 
Total cost... er ‘ 16, 700, 000 2, 719, 700 2, 100, 900 2, 900, 000 8, 979, 400 
Undelivered orders 125, 100 -125, 100 
Total obligations. --_-___-. ‘ a 2, 844, 800 1, 975, 800 2, 900, 000 8, 979, 400 
Non- Federal contributions: | | 
Total cost. _- - cra 5 1, 400, 000 100, 000 | 400, 000 200, 000 700, 006 
Undelivered orders. : ; ‘ ee . 
Total obligations. _.._..- . 100, 000 400, 000 200, 000 700. 00F 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Appropriations_-____--- Sei A oe a ee 2, 870, 600 1, 950, 000 . 
Unobligated carryover prior 
year. a ee te MR a) a 25, 800 
Total funds available | 
for obligation De aoe 2a 2, 870, 600 1, 975, 800 |___- o- 
Appropriations required.--.-.|........------|---- ad oamkan 2, 900, 000 &, 979, 400 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions Sites bh ee eet 100, 000 | 400, 000 ee 
Unobligated carryover prior 
ah Oe 1 te canadien Gib ean Hite ievanus ws niciade moe lesgdriamieacigaranie aah pectiee ‘ 
Total funds available | | | 
for obligation Maes he a ects 100, 000 OR OD i ore Be 
Contributions required_____- ~ a meet tke amnion 200, 000 700, OO 
MEMORANDUM ON NON-FEDERAL | | 
FUNDS | | 
Dam: | | | 
Earthen embankment. _-__. 900,000 |.....- ll at hata ; ate 200, 000 700, OM 
oo. ae 500, 000 | 100, 000 | RE Bec cctan chen ee 





COST INCREASE 


Mr. Rasaut. There was a cost increase on this project last year. 
Now you show another one of a million dollars. Give us more detail 
on this increase. 
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B89, 400 
-10, 000 


679, 400 
979, 400 
979, 400) 


700, 000 


700, 000 


979, 400 


706, 000 


700, 000 
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General Wutprte. This current increase of $1 million was slightly 
over half a million for lands and damages in connection with this 
reservoir. ‘The balance is due to, price level rise and use of latest 
engineering and design criteria. 

The land costs we have 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Rasaut. Does this change in cost affect the benefit-ratio, or 
is this established according to the new cost? 

General Wurpp.e. It is recomputed each time. 

\[r. Raspaut. Now, it is up to date? 

General Wuippue. It is up to date. 

Mr. Rapaut. As set forth? 

General Wutppue. It has been increased on account of evaluation 
of benefits. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, this is another project without a 
definite decision as to the local contribution. Why should not 
Congress hold up all projects like this until more information is 
presented on these matters? We have done that en several occasions. 
Why should this be in a more favorable category, General? 

General Wuipete. This particular project, sir, is in a_ special 
category. We held up initiation of construction 2 or 3 years in order 
to get some solution to this very question. In this particular case 
this project is being built in limestone formations, which are being 
grouted very heavily but there is still some question as to how much 
water this reservoir will retain. 

Mr. Ranaut. They have to wait until the preject is completed to 
determine what the storage will be. 

General Wuipeie. It has been agreed that the local interests will 
contribute a minimum cost of $1.4 ivillion in any event, but the final 
cost allocation is held up to determine just how much value this is 
going to be. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is a good answer. 

NAVARRO MILLS RESERVOIR, RICHLAND CREEK, TEX. 

\MIr. Rapavur. Navarro Mills Reservoir, $3,100,000. 
Insert pages 110 through 115. 

The pages referred to are as follows:) 


REsERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 


NAVARRO Munius RESERVOIR, TEX. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location. In the western portion of Navarro County, Tex., or Richland 
Cre it river mile 63.9 and about 16 miles southwest of Corsicana, Tex 
luthorization. 1954 Flood Control Aet as modified by the 1958 F!ood Control 
: ; 
Ac 


Genefit-cost ratio—1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 








Estimated Federal cost__ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution. 

Other costs : incu 
Total estlmated project cost : 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959__ 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date. -_- a ee hae 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961- 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


al 268, 000 |__ 


|} Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 

| estimated 

| Federal cost 


1 $10, 100, 000 
300, 000 
1 300, 000 

a ca a 


10, 400, 000 |_- 


975, 000 |. 
1, 243, 000 | l 
3, 100, 000 | 43 
5, 757, 000 


1In addition, local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to 


water supply storage, in 40 annual installments beginning Jan. 1, 1970. 
estimated at $2,537,500, exclusive of interest during construction. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 82 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 7,570 feet (including spillway). 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled ogee. 
Length: 473 feet. 


This reimbursement is presently 


Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 225,000 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control 
Conservation 
Sedimentation___-_ 


Acre-feet 

ee wee eee 
Sid 53, 200 

15, 800 


BMAM her 


ec a oN dr ae eg iba ob etwas ae 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) Percent 

Entire project___ eee ee Beet eee eo oe oie Ana ieee 5 
Engineering and design___-_________~_- a —— oats ; 43 
Land acquisition Se euedy en eee eee ees Bsc a : g 


Land acquisition _- ---_- 
Relocations____-_-_- x 
Earth embankment 
Spillway _- 
INN NINN ok he ee 
Entire project _ —- 


_. June 1962.1 

.. April 1962. 

_. June 1963. 

: Sete rea sane September 1962. 
ar kate t .ooeecue ans) SOD rRry: 1966: 
_... June 1963. 

1 Except for deficiency judgments, resettlement costs, and minor acquisitions. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide substantial flood protection to about 41,100 acres of 
agricultural land in the flood plain of Richland Creek below the dam site, and 
protection to a lesser degree to about 452,000 acres in the Trinity River flood 
plain below the mouth of Richland Creek. The last serious flood occurred during 
April-May 1958 and caused damages amounting to approximately $3,645,000 in 
the flood plains that would be benefited by the project. The project will also 
provide a dependable surface water supply. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,100,000 will be applied to: 


Continue seouistiion of lands... 2-5 -2-- 22. < Sessce ateiccd “SRFSS08 
Complete initial embankment and excav: ‘ation of spillway - : Saat $78, 000 
Initiate and complete slope protection for initial embankment___ 7, 400 
Initiate construction of spillway__..........----- : : ; 800, 000 
Initiate and complete access road : : 4, 900 
Initiate construction of recreation facilities________- : 25, 000 
Initiate buildings, grounds, and utilities js een : 55, 000 
Initiate installation of permanent operating equipme nt- s spect 18, 000 


Engineering and design 


es a a 170, 000 
Supervision and administration 


— 166, 400 


Na a ce a pci a te ae hk eee 3. 100, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are considered to be the minimum amount 
required in order to meet the scheduled date of dam closure. 

Non-Federal costs —The authorizing acts stipulate that prior to construction 
of the project local interests must provide assurances satisfactory to the Secretary 
of the Army that they will (a) pay an amount equal to 25 percent of the total 
cost of the project for the conservation storage space provided in the reservoir; 
b) pay an amount of $300,000 for increase in utilization of the downstream valley 
lands; and (c) assume 25 percent of the annual cost of maintenance and operation 
of the project. 

The local interests, represented by the Trinity River Authority, desire to acquire 
rights to the conservation storage space in the project under the provisions of the 
Water Supply Act of 1958, and a contract was negotiated on this basis. The 
allocated cost of the conservation storage space, presently estimated at $2,669,000 
including interest during construction), will be paid for in 40 annual installments 
beginning January 1, 1970. The contract provides for adjustment of annual 
payments on the basis of final project costs. The Authority also will contribute 
$300,000 during the period of construction for increase in net returns from higher 
land utilization. In addition, the Authority will pay 25 percent of the cost of 
sedimentation resurveys, major capital replacements, and the annual experienced 
cost of operation and maintenance of the project (exclusive of the operation and 
maintenance cost for land management and public utilization). 

Status of local cooperation.—A formal contract with the TRA embodying the 
requirements of local cooperation was approved by the Secretary of the Army on 
August 27, 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,100,000 is an increase of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($8,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase includes $1,440,000 due to higher price 
levels, $439,000 for lands and damages based on a recent gross appraisal, and 
$200,000 based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and for 
supervision and administration. The increase was partially offset by a decrease 
of $579,000 in construction features due primarily to design changes since project 
authorization. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Mr. RABAvr. 
in this project. 


Balance to 





tem Project cost Total to Cnrrent fis Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate Tune 39, 1959 | eal year 1860 year 196] after fiscal 
vear 1961 
(1) 2 3) \ 5 (6 
Lands and damages $2, 328, 000 $46, 900 $403, 800 $975, 300 $902, 000 
Relocations. 1, 934, 700 so | 1, 934, 700 
Reservoir-- 106, 000 |..-- ---- -- 106, 000 
Dam 4,416, 200 |_.- ‘ 400, 000 1, 685, 400 2, 330, 800 
Roads : Se Boe, * 4,900 bites ona 
Recreation facilities. 225, 200 |... . tan 5 25, 000 200, 200 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 148, 490 |... ea as : 55, 000 93, 400 
Permanent operating equipment 64, 300 Oe Tice ne ake as 18, 000 42, 000 
Preauthorization studies 17, 000 ba | Sa SI a a ceed ereathe i 
Engineering and design 560, 000 178, 500 132. 500 170. 000 | 79, 000 
Supervision and administration. 595, 300 11, 700 48, 300 166, 400 | 368, 900 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- | | 
eral contributions 10, 400, 000 258, 400 984, 600 3, 100, 000 | 6, 057, 000 
Undistributed cost. : ke ea ick Bak eis Sel ssaile pnetedbegtekent 
Total, project cost Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contributions) _- 10, 400, 000 258, 400 984, 600 3. 100, 000 6, 057, 00 
Pending adjustment..-_ Ba oe acai aliases ‘ ‘i : 
Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal con- 
tributions) 10, 400, 000 258, 400 O84, 600 3, 100, 000 6, 057, 000 
Undelivered orders 1, 000 —. 000 |. 
Total obligations. - 259. 400 983, 600 3, 100, 000 6, 057, 000 
Federal funds 
Total cost - 10, 100, 000 258, 400 984, 600 3, 100, 000 5, 757, 000 
Undelivered orders... : 1, 000 —1, 000 j_. 
Total obligations ss u : 259. 400 983, 600 3, 100, 000 5, 757,00 
Non-Federal contributions 
Total cost 300, 000 a — 300, 000 
Undelivered orders... ss 
Sn a ee 4 300, OO 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Appropriations ‘ 268. 000 975, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year. __- 8, 600 6 anil 
Total funds available for 
obligation. __-.« 983. 600 
Appropriations required 3. 100. 000 5. 757, 00 
Non- Federal contributions 
Contributions i. - 
Unobligated carryover from 
I a a Ro 1s aealebrnin se esebaiodsenodkseunwelesstnbesaee 
Total funds available for 
obligation 
Contributions required oi 2) ; 2 ‘ aes 300, 000 
Memorandum on non-Federal 
funds 
Dam. Sf re 300, 000 


COST INCREASE 


There is another sizable cost increase of $1.5 million 
Give us some of the details for this situation. 


General Wurrr.e. This cost increase is stated in the justification 
sheet to be due mostly to higher price levels. Actually, there were 
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new computations made, but this is really the question of the design 
memorandum on the project features, reevaluation of the specific 
project features on this project, which is now just getting under con- 
struction. 

Mr. Ranaut. The benefit-cost ratio is up to date on this? 

General WurppLe. The benefit-cost ratio is up to date. 

Mr. Rapavt. 1.4 to 1? 

General WuippLe. Yes, sir. I might say that as regards the cost 
increase we have had a recent contract, which is very favorable, so 
that it may be that we have been rather conservative in indicating 
that we escalated up these estimates; this contract indicated a saving 
of approximately $500,000. 

Mr. Rasaut. Did you reduce the 1961 figure on account of this 
reduced contract? 

General Wurppte. I am not sure. 
ate the whole situation. 
favorable. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Your design work is only 45 percent complete, is 
that right? How reliable are your cost estimates this year? 

General Wuirpie. Our cost estimates are considerably improved 
but we have not yet completed all of the design work on the project. 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you. 


I think we will have to reevalu- 
That contract experience at least is very 


PROCTOR RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Proctor Reservoir, $1,600,000. 
Insert pages 117 to 121. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Procror RESERVOIR, TEX. 


(CONTINUING 
Location—The project is located at river mile 238.9 on the Leon River, a trib- 
utary of the Brazos River, about 8 miles northeast of Comanche in Comanche 
County, Tex. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent ol 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost 

Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution_ --- 

i Other costs 

Total estimated project cost- 


Sperenrietions to Je 20) WON no cc ncccncacaccecus 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_ 


a ex csbis'otaktel wins inision acai atenanes 2 295, 000 ioe 
Appropriations to date- ole Se BN 618, 000 3 
Appropriations requested for fisc ‘al ¥ yes ir 1961. hice ritcnitiaiedi sear . 1, 600, 000 2 


Jalance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


Stor 


quires i is not been determined. 


2 In¢ ludes transfer of $1,700 to project. 


! $18, 000, 000 
0 


(1) 


teineinit eat ae 18, 000, 000 
tale alien 323, 000 


cctidhvdinmwiateaans 15, 782, 000 


! Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to w ater-supply 
Age, ver a period not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated 





The reimbursement re 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Concrete and earth. 

Height: 84 feet (maximum above streambed). 

Length: 12,851 feet (including spillway) 
Spillway: 

Type: Gate-controlled ogee. 

Length: 726 feet. 

Design capacity (maximum pool): 432,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 


icre-feet 
I Se eae 256, 600 
Conservaon = ........ are et eS ; 31, 400 
Sedimentation_-_-_-_-_ Ponts aaeede Gta sews g 32, 700 


CD ESE a cen st ON ee ee eR eee = cannes) O20,/100 


Status (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 


Completion schedule 


Land acquisition !_ -_----- ae _. June 1963. 


Relocations i : : ‘; _. November 1963. 
Earth embankment____ GS a . August 1964. 
Complete closure sibs ciara poe sae ae _. March 1964. 


Entire project____--- i March 1965. 
1 Except for deficiency judgments. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection to about 40,288 acres of land along the 
Leon River between the Proctor site and the existing Belton Reservoir. The 
project is an important unit in the system of reservoirs authorized on the Brazos 
fiver. The last serious flood oecurred during April-May 1957 causing damages 
amounting to approximately $1,723,000 in the area to be benefited by the reservoir. 
A recurrence of this flood under present conditions of development would cause 
damages estimated at $2,720,000, of which $987,000 would be prevented by the 
project. The project will also provide conservation storage for municipal and 
industrial uses. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands________- _.....--. $400, 000 
Initiate Ist stage embankment and excavation of spillw: Woes te ete era 710, 000 
Initiate foundation grouting - - ~~ -_-_- gs ee ee calc, : , 10, 000 
Complete access road __-______- ee he eee ec saa pies Seen 35, 000 
Initiate and complete project buildings ____- ee eae se neuen eisai 141, 200 
Initiate and complete stream gage station___—____-_- See ee 30, 000 


Engineering and design____________- 


a ee eee ti 190, 000 
Supervision and administration __- 


i na 83, 800 


i ae a Ep i 1, 600, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are considered to be the minimum amount 
required to meet scheduled date of dam closure. 

Non-Federal cost.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the costs allocated to water supply storage purposes. The 
reimbursement required has not been determined. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, has 
indicated its willingness to fully cooperate in the requirements of local cooperation. 
A draft of a formal contract was submitted to the BRA for review on October 23, 
1959. It is anticipated that final negotiations will be consummated early in 
January 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of $18 
million is an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($17,100,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels. 


Total... 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








| | Balance to 

Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959) cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| year 1961 











a | (2) 3 (4) | (5) | (6) 
I nd damages... ......-...- $2, 537, 000 $10, 600 $155, 900 $400, 000 $1, 970, 500 
Reloc n  iieahesuamass SRE MNG iano Ss te eee oe ey 1, 561, 400 
Reservoir et Ma ae Pe So ee se | eee eee a x 421, 800 
Dar a | 10,751, 700 peace Ect Soe ee 720, 000 | 10, 031, 700 
Roads ait Bee 5 Se See t...sa0> nae 4, 600 35, 000 j...... S 
Recreation facilities. ____- ae. PR Sd acchiedhcmpmnephstnaxtbanwndesl Gaede deseean 500, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| a ae : dt ad 141, 200 25, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. OO 00e Bicewacs UB Girivcdels ouocca 30, 000 33, 900 
Pre t} ization studies__._____. 254, 000 25, OOO: i..... . se bith ta eis tihakica clita atncaan ie) aaaddekicck an ae 
! ig and design._- 860, 000 | 247, 300 | 144, 200 | 190, 000 | 278, 500 
3 ision and administration _. 1, 07 3. 400 | 14, 800 15, 600 | 83, 800 959, 200 
Total applied cost (Federal | | | 
One)... } 18,000,000 | 297, 700 320, 300 | 1, 600, 000 15, 782, 000 
tr RE SSD i Ake) Gene lene ae 
Total project cost (Federal | | 
funds only)_____._________] 18, 000, 000 297, 700 320, 300 | 1, 600, 000 | 15, 782, 000 
ing adjustment (none). -__../............ 200 | nS sg Scien aiubaogusacantnens 
Total cost (Federal funds | | 
only eet eS 18, 000, 000 | 297, 900 | 320, 100 | 1, 600, 000 | 15, 782, 000 
ered. Orders.._......~.-.-- Eee coll 2, 000 | —2, 000 a 
; . . re * aoe oe etre : _ re 
otal obligations (Federal | | | 
GS ON sgn cnccatccasaeabaae 299, 900 | 318, 100 1, 690, 000 15, 782, 000 
———— 2 3 3 —_— = | = 
jeral funds: 
a ek ae | 18, 000, 000 297, 900 | 320, 100 | 1, 600, 000 15, 782, 000 
RGCUVEPOR OPGOTE. oon cnccclocecccucsonccel 2, 000 LEO Unccuktddonwuaoedesnite s 
Total obligations. ....._...|_- eee 299, 900 | 318, 100 1, 600, 000 15, 782, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Ay ppropri itions____ sai laa ose a 323, 300 | I I a 
ligated carryover from | | 
1 Sea aarae. aie ee intea tema ca eee ee DE acsckk cnckceanibiseabuiimede 
Total funds available for | 
obligation __.__- ot Oe Bete ee ee 318, 100 |__- esses all ck tpl basiserescriapaos 
Appropriations required__..- a a oe) ed 1, 600, 000 15, 782, 000 





‘Includes permanent transfer of $1,700 to project. 


Mr. Ranaut. This is another project not yet started. Please 
explain it and tell us the status of the design memorandum and the 
local cooperation. 

General Wuippie. I will answer the second part of your question 
first, if I may. We now do have the local cooperation in water 
supply spelle d out. We have a signed contract for their proportional 
share of the dam, which is $1,707,000, plus their proportionate share 
of operation and maintenance as well. 

As regards the design memorandum, our general design memoran- 
dum is completed on this project and we are now getting to work on 
the memorandums, plans, and specifications for the embankment, 
relocations, and other individual features of the work. 

By the end of June of this year we expect to have the embankment 
and spillway design memorandums complete 

Mr. Ranaut. Does the local cooperation reduce the Federal cost 
as set forth here in the justifications? 

General WurppLe. Yes; it does. 

Mr. Raraut. Mr. Jensen? 

Mr. Jensen. I was going to ask about the local cooperation. 
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Mr. Ranaut. It reduces it by the same amount; does it? 
General WurtppLe. Yes, sir. 

JENSEN. Since you have written these justifications the local 
people have agreed to make a local contribution of $1,700,000? 
General WuippLe. Yes, sir. f 
Mr. Jensen. Do you think that is a fair contribution? 

General Wuippue. Yes, sir. That is in accordance with the allo- 
cations and proportionate share of costs. 

They are getting in here about 8 percent only of the storage of this 
reservoir and they are paying their full proportionate share of the 
cost of the project. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 











SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEXAS 


Mr. Rasaut. San Antonio Channel, $1,100,000. 
Insert pages 123 through 128. 
(The pages referred to are as follow:) 


LocaL ProrTectTIoON Projects (FLOOD CONTROL 
San ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEXAS 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Local protection for San Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., along the 
San Antonio River and San Pedro, Apache, Alazan, and Martinez Creeks. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


i cnemse heel cease icici icin i aeons ciruileachapasiimcicdaal 
| Accumulated 

Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost. ee a ae $16, 800, 000 Del eee eee 
Estimated non-Federal cost » . see | 12, 700, 000 |__- aad <a 
Cash contributions. --_-~_--- bean ctaancnncn 5 seals 500, 000 akeata seamen 


Other costs gnc chee 
Total estimated project cost_ ee eke eee, , 500, 000 oi ae 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959______._-- 3 5 Oa : fi he ees. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960____..._._._- TOR GON 1 accu tee 
Appropriations to date - _- oaks . 2, 812, 000 17 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye ar 1961______- 1, 100, 000 2 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961.. bce cd Ee ee tu cencncecuen 


, 200, 000 


pe 
om 


to 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

Improvement 11.6 miles along San Antonio River. 
Improvement 5.0 miles along San Pedro Creek. 
Improvement 3.4 miles along Apache Creek. 
Improvement 4.3 miles along Alazan Creek 
Improvement 6.7 miles along Martinez Cree! 
Relocations: 

3 MKT railway bridges. 

5 T. & N.O. railway bridges. 

2 MP railway bridges. 

1 TTC bridge. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 Percent 
Entire project g Po 13 
San Antonio River, unit 1 pe : Cea 93 
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Completion schedule 


telocations S Sms Pe a eee eee _.... November 1965 

Channels: 
San Antonio River (initi:1) : _... February 1960. 
San Antonio River (final). 3 s=scu.=. Mareh 1967. 
San Pedro Creek __-+_- + _.. January 1965. 
Apache Creek ___ Sia hs : tule wma 2eor ener aoe. 
Alazan Creek » a4 wee DE 1 O6S. 
Martinez Creek See een _... December 1964, 

Entire project___- ‘ Cee nln 0h Stach LE 


JUSTIFICATION 


The improvements will give a high degree of protection to the metropolitan 
area of San Antonio (third largest city in Texas with a population of 605,000) 
which has been subject to disastrous floods and heavy loss of life in the past. 
Approximately 2,685 acres of urban land are stibject to flooding in the stream 
reaches in San Antonio, and the total vaiue of all property therein is estimated 
at about $149,850,000. The population in th e flooded area is estimated at 24,500 
and there are approximately 26,300 persons employed in the area. Without this 
protection, a recurrence of the maximum flood of record (1921) under the present 
state of development would result in damages estimated to be about 98,159,200. 
[he last serious fiood occurred during April-May 1957 and caused damages 
amounting to approximatels 33,708,000. In addition to the high degree of flood 
protection afforded by the project, it will also provide adequate outfalls for the 
future storm-sewer system now being planned by the city. 


Fiscal year 1961. The requested amount of SI] 100,060 will be applied to: 
Complete relocation of railroad bridge (unit 5 : $32, 400 
Continue excavation in San Pedro Creek (unit 2 ae 745, 000 
Exeavation of a portion of San Antonio River (unit 8) : ‘ 60, 000 
Krosion control (unit 3) — , = 2, 100 
Engineering and design : 181, 960 
Supervision and administration aya : 78, 600 

GER = oan hae NS ee Ot ee pie cae ease a es a 1, 100, 000 


Completion of the relocation of M—P railway bridge No. 6 in the unit 5 area 
is essential in order that excavation work can begin in fiscal year 1962 as scheduled. 
The channel excavation proposed will provide immedi: ite benefits to areas subject 
to ee in the units 4, 5, 7, and Sreaches. The funds requested for fiscal year 
1961 are considered to be the minimum required for orde rly progress of work 
during the budget year. 

Non-F ederal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $12,700,000 broken down as follows: 
I i a eat la s Penne aaew nde ee die $4, 500, 000 


Relocation of dams and channel rectification..................... 565, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges... ..................... -.-. =, 5, 305, 000 


PURO EREAPGH METRIC os ow cnc sas Wise em RaaS 1, 740, OOO 
Cash contribution (for enhancement benefits) .............._.__-- 500, 000 
IN eter re Seg eat a Ren as a Sepa Ces Sa salah cng cla 12, 700, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $25,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4 555 ,000 
for channel excavation and construction of Olmos Dam prior to initis vtion of. the 
authorized Federal project. Olmos Dam is a flood control detention reservoir 
with no permanent storage. It was constructed during 1925-26 at a cost of 
approximately $1,575,000. The dam will continue to operate as an integral 
part of the San Antonio Channel improvement project. 

Status of local cooperation. io River Authority, a duly authorized 
State agency, by an ordinance passed on February 28, 1956, has agreed formally 
to comply with all the requirements of local cooperation. The citizens of San 
Antonio on January 10, 1956, authorized the issuance of $10 million in revenue 
bonds by the San Antonio River Authority. To date, approximately $4 million 
in revenue bonds have been sold. 

Rights-of-way for fiscal year 1960 construction have been acquired. Lands for 
& portion of unit 8 will be made available as scheduled. Local interests are also 
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maintaining satisfactory progress on the planning of the construction to be ac- 


complished by them. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,800,000 is an increase of $930,000 from the latest estimate ($15,870,000) sub- 


mitted to Congress. 


Increases of $796,000 due to price level rise and $206,000 


due to changes in project features developed during detailed design, were partially 
offset by a reduction of $72,000 in supervision and administration based on re- 


analysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Project cost 
estimate 


(2) 


Relocations_.___- 

Channels at 
Preauthorization studies__- 
Engineering and design__- . 
Supervision and administration. 


14, 485, 500 


1, 050, 000 
1, 244, 300 
Total applied cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal 
contributions) _- 
Undistributed cost 


17, 300, 000 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds non-Federal 
contributions)_..........- 

Pending adjustments. 


and 
, 300, 000 


Total cost (Federal funds 

and non-Federal con- 
tributions) ___- 7, 300, 000 
Undelivered orders_- 


Total obligations 


Federal funds: 
Total cost oa 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Total cost es 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 
Appropriations 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior yeor 


Total funds available for 
obligation 


$440, 200 | 


80, OOO | 


Total to June 
30 1959 


(3) 


000 | 


5, OOO 


000 | 


6, 200 


200 


507, 400 
, 200 


600 
, 507, 400 
518, 200 


2, 025, 600 


Appropriations required.....|_.......------ - 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions_-_.-......---- 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year 


Total funds available for | 
obligation - 
Contributions required_ 
Memorandum on Non-Federal 
funds: Channels 


Mr. Rapavurt. No questions. 


Current, 


fiscal ye 
1960 


(4) 


$128, 
1, 040, 


122, 


99 


ar 


500 
000 


200 
000 


Budget, 


fiscal year 
1961 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 


vear 1961 County 


A ithe 
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181, 900 
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WACO RESERVOIR, BOSQUE RIVER, TEX. 


Mr. Rasaut. Waco Reservoir, $11 million. 
Insert pages 130 to 135. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


REsERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS) 






Waco Reservoir, TEx. 


(CONTINUING) 
















Location and description.—The project is located on the Bosque River, 4.6 
miles above its confluence with the Brazos River at the city of Waco, McLennan 
County, Tex. 

Autherization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 


estimated ' 
Federal cost 
















Estimated Federal cost_. oa ae ea See ee ad as 1 $37, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost____. ee te se oe 250, 000 a 
Cash contribution : : 4 ao ; . ee : 32 wet. 
Other costs ‘ iB js 5 es 0 s 
lotal estimated project cost__- : ae = 37, 550, OO 
iations to June 30, 1959 283 é Pe 1, 524, 000 





tions for fiscal year 1960____- Be ae ’ 3, 900, 000 ‘ aa 
opriations to date ioe “es-5 - 5, 424, 000 15 
tions requested for fiseal year 1961 ¥ : 11, 000, 000 44 





lance to complete after fiscal year 1961 pote ss , RE ae 20, 876, 000 

















‘Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for costs allocated to water supply . 
storage, over a period of 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. This reimbursement is presently a 
stimated at $5,478,900, exclusive of interest and inclusive of $250,000 approved by Congress for acceptance 
as an advance to start construction, 





PHYSICAL 





DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 140 feet (maximum above stream bed). 
Length: 24,618 feet (including a gravity-type concrete nonoverfiow section 
370 feet long, outlet works, and spillway). 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate-controlled ogee-type 664 feet long. 
Design capacity: 570,800 cubic feet per second. 






Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood control___---_-_- ° eee ede. oe _ 553, 300 
Be gee ht ——— : ae ee _. 104, 100 


Sedimentation___-_-_ sc ra aes ana 74, 900 

















USN eter hed es ee eek ee a: _ 732, 200 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) Percent 
Lands and damages — aw net 1] 
Relocations ‘ 


Dam 


Ww WwW 


I a ee ed ns ehaweS .-- March 1965.! 
aad BOoUIsiION...5 csc nkew saw SAR oe eter Bua . November 1963.! 
) . 7 

‘elocations a Je 5 eae __.. November 1963. 
Start dam closure , co iktinecawen JVOvermer 1OGa. 
Complete dam closure___-. ; June 1964. 
Recreation facilities__ : _... June 1964. 


1 Except for deficiency judgments and resettlement costs. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of protection to the city of Waco from 
destructive floods originating on the Bosque River watershed, and protection 
in varying degree to ahout 1,187,000 acres of land in the flood plain of the Brazos 
tiver downstream from Waco. The last serious flood occurred during April 
June 1957, and caused damages amounting to approximately $19,895,000. A 
recurrence of this — under present conditions of development would cause 
damages estimated at $30,271,000, of which $8,483,000 would be prevented by 
the project. The consid is planned to develop the full potential of the site, 
The project will also provide an adequate municipal water supply for the city of 
Waco, which is critically needed, and possibly additional conservation storage 
for other purposes. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $11 million will be applied to: 


Continue land acquisition _ ake __... $3, 630, 000 
Initiate re loc: ation of Highw: iy 84. ‘ bs ae a 400, 000 
Continue relocation of State Ilighway ae 5 Ee = , 838, 000 
Initiate relocation of city streets__- ; 300, 000 
Initiate relocation of St. Louis Southwestern Railwa Dee wits aes ig 400, 000 
Initiate relocation of cemeteries Ne emacies ; 70, 000 
Continue relocation of Southwestern Bell Tele ‘phone = : 31, 500 
Initiate and complete relocation of Humble pipe line Be a sede aac 68, 100 
Continue 2d stage embankment and excavation of spillway _- --- 1, 820, 000 
Initiate construction of spillway - - - --- ‘ a 470, 000 
Complete outlet works - - - -- Sea ake 5 117, 000 
Engineering and design_ ; eee 279, 000 
Supervision and administration_____- : e 576, 400 


Total _ _- peas hie 11, 000, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—Local interests must grant to the United States perpetual 
flowage easements over all lands comprising the existing Waco Reservoir and ap- 
purtenances now controlled by the city of Waco; the power to control and limit 
development, including improvements existing on the Waco Dam, the reservoir 
lands, and appurtenances; the right to breach the existing Waco Dam in return for 
replacement of the storage in the existing Waco Reservoir by an equivalent amount 
of storage in the new reservoir, and must reimburse the Federal Government fcr 
the allocated cost of providing additional conservation storage required for water 
supply purposes. The allocated cost of providing conservation storage is cur- 
rently estimated at $5,871,050, including inte ‘rest and $250,000 already contributed. 

Status of local cooperation.—On May 22, 1958, the existing Lake Waco was trans- 
ferred from the city of Waco to the Fede ‘ral Government. In a formal contract 
approved by the Secretary of the Army on April 15, 1958, the Brazos River 
Authority has agreed to fulfill all requirements of local cooperation. Contributed 
funds in the amount of $250,C00 were received April 25, 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate, 
$37,300,000, is a reduction of $2,450,000 from the latest estimate ($39,750,000 
presented to Congress. Decreases of $4,507,000 in construction features and 
relocations due to more detailed design studies and receipt of favorable bids, and 
$416,000 in “Supervision and administration”? based on a reanalysis of require 
ments, were partially offset by increases of $1,703,000 due to higher price levels 
and $770,000 in ‘‘Lands and damages”’ based on a reappraisal of requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 






























rom | 
tion Fh dont as . 5 5 ; Jalance to 
Item | Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 
LZO8 } estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
yril- year 1961 
A (1) (2) (3) (4) (5 (6) 
ause 
site Lands and damages...........-- $12, 765, 000 $875, 800 $870, 200 $3, 630, 000 $7, 389, 00 
; : Relocation —aeninns 5, 735, 400 15, 000 768, 600 3, 107, 600 1, 844, 200 
y of Reservoir ao teeese 336, 900 |------ fe 336, 900 
rage Dam_. oe tas 14, 450, 200 44,700 1, 800, 000 3, 407, 000 9, 198, 500 
Roads a Seite mated 11, 500 4 ee ee 11, 500 
Recreation fact:it!es_. 410, 000 : ee 410, 000 
0: Buildings, grounds, and utilities _| 187, 300 400 |... 186, 900 
Permanent operating equipment_} 54, 400 aa 25, 400 , 59, 000 
, 000 Preauthorization studies__- 40, 000 40, 000 es 
000 Engineering and design 1, 660, 800 578, 000 279, 000 443, 900 
000 Supervision and administration __ 1, 870, 600 $9, 600 576, 400 1, 018, 900 





r of cost or property _- —2, 100 





, 000 









000 Total applied cost | Fed- 

000 eral funds and non-Fed- ae : 
i eral contributions) _..._- 37, 550, 000 1, 603, 500 4, 047, 700 11, 000, 000 20, 898, 800 
, 000 stributed cost----- : 2 3, 000 19, 800 22, 800 








, 100 
000 
, 000 


lotal project cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal 
































contributions) 37, 550, 000 1, 606, 500 4, 067, 500 11, 000, 000 20, 876, 000 
000 nding adjustments ? 
otal cost (Federa! funds 
, 000 . Dee Aer 
d non-teceral contri- 
a eee Pane oe 37, 550, 000 1, 606, 500 4, 067, 500 11. 000, 000 20, 876, 000 
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There are no questions. 











MCGEE BEND RESERVOIR, ANGELINA RIVER, TEX. 


\leGee Bend Reservoir, $6 million. 
Insert pages 137 through 142. 
lhe pages referred to are as follows:) 
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MuLTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS, INCLUDING POWER 
McGerE BEND RESERVOIR, TEX. 
CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Angelina River, 25.2 miles above its confluence with the 
Neches River, 10 miles northwest of Jasper, Tex. 

Authorization. 1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratvo. 1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) sais 1 $57, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - renee ie aa aioe es 3, 000, 000 
Cash contributions ehaaaiebing ‘ ‘i 1 3, 000, 000 
Other costs : = 5 ciate ae ; . 0 
Total estimated project cost nets i ea an . 60, 400, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 ‘ i 10, 222, 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 - - - : a - 5, 655, 000 
Appropriations to date . : ‘ 15, 877, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_._-_- 6, 000, OO 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 . : 35, 523, 000 


1 Local interests are required to contribute an additional $10,000,000 at the rate of $200,000 annually fora 
period of 50 years after completion of the project, to reimburse the Federal Government for water supply 
benefits 

PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 120 feet (maximum above streambed). 

Length: 17,230 feet (including two saddle dikes totaling 3 
section including outlet works and power intake, an 
dikes 

Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled broad-crested type 2,200 feet in length. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 125,300 cubie feet per second. 


790 feet, 1,365-foot 


1 775 feet spillway 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-fea 
Flood control . 148, 900 
Power , ado, 500 
Sedimentation and head : 1. 508, 400 


Total__- _ sca _. 4,040, 800 


Power installation: 
Ultimate: 2 units at 26,000 kilowatts: 52,000 kilowatts. 


Presently planned: 2 units at 26,000 kilowatts; 52,000 kilowatts. 
Cross head with normal full power pool: 71.5 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 
Percent 
Lands and damages 22 
Relocations 28 
Main dam ; . bb 
Entire project sai 19 


Completion schedul 
Entire project June 1966. 
Land acquisition 1 June 1963. 
Relocations June 19683. 
Start dam closure July 1963. 
Complete dam closure March 1964. 
Power on line (2 units 26,000 kilowatts each June 1965. 


Except for deficiency judgments and resettlement costs. 
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JUSTIFICATION 








During World War II the Beaumont-Port Arthur area established itself as an 
important center for industries, and its growth and development for such in- 
dustries has continued during the period since the war. With the increase in 
withdrawals of water at the intakes above Beaumont, salt water has advanced up 
the river to such an extent that, during periods of low flow, the water supply in 
the area is endangered and acute shortage of usable water results. The McGee 
Bend Reservoir project will provide an assured water supply for present and future 
demands for municipal and industrial use in the Beaumont-Port Arthur area. 
The assured water supply will also permit full development of lands suitable for 
rice culture in the lower Neches River Valley. The minimum flow that will be 
provided by the McGee Bend project will meet not only the present needs for 
water but also the prospective increase in the requirements resulting from the 
further growth of the communities and industries and the expansion of agricul- 
ture that is certain to oceur when additional water becomes available. The 
project will provide a reasonable degree of control over floods in the lower Neches 
River Valley, thereby reducing damages to agricultural lands, bridges, transpor- 
tation facilities, and the city of Beaumont. The project will be beneficial to vessel 
traffic in the improved portion of the Neches River by serving to reduce the haz- 
ards to navigation due to currents that attend large uncontrolled floods. The 
control of floods also will be of value in reducing silting of the channel and turning 
basin, thereby reducing maintenance costs. In addition, the project will reduce 
pollution of the lower river by salt water wastes from the oilfields in the upper 
reaches of the river. Considerable benefits will accrue from the abatement of the 
pollution nuisance caused by sewage discharges at Beaumont, and from better- 
ment of public health conditions. The project will provide a substantial amount 
of hydroelectric power, which would be connected to the major distribution sys- 
tems, for supplemental use through the southeast, central, or north Texas areas. 
Studies made by the Fort Worth regional office of the Federal Power er a sagen 
indicate a need for additional generating capacity in the power market 
1967, part of which could be met by the McGee Bend power developme yg 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied to: 


ea by 


Continue acquisition of lands 
Continue relocations 1, 062, 400 
Continue earth embankment a 903, 600 
Continue turbines and initiate generators 120, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 


$3, 090, OOO 


500 
Engineering and design 600, 000 
Supervision and administration_ 223, 500 


Potal 6, 000, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Gov- 
ernment for water supply benefits by contributing $3 million toward the first 
cost of the project, and an additional $10 million at the rate of $200,000 annually 
for a pe ‘riod of 50 years after completion of the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—A formal contract with the Lower Neches Valle V 
\uthority embodying the assurances of local cooper: ions was approved by the 
Secretary of the Army on January 22, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$97,400,000 is an increase of $2 million over the latest estimate ($55,400,000 
submitted to Congress. The inerease includes $1,179,000 due to hicher price 
levels, $789,000 for increased requirements of lands and damaves resulting from 
arecently completed gross appraisal, $1,133,000 for increased reservoir 


clearing 
requirements based on more detailed studies, and $272,000 


272 in engineering and 
desien and in supervision and administration based on a reanalysis of require- 
ments. These increases were partially offset by a net reduction of $1,373,000 


other features, based on more detailed planning and bids received for work 
placed under contract. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 

year 1961 


(6) 


Lands and damages._ - ee $12, 5, 000 $1, , $1, 450, 000 $3, 090, 000 $6, 599, 600 
Relocations... .___- radbitbaidies 14, 025, 000 2 y 4, 260, 600 1, 159, 000 O68, 400 
Reservoirs___. Ne Rg eae aia 2. 260.000 ___. ee - a! , 2, 260, 000 
Dam : ¢ 1, 900 1, 048, 800 872, 800 903, 600 . 110, 700 
Powerplant . SS aa l . 200 pemees 20, 000 129, 000 3, 178, 200 
Roads__.___. soe 421, 000 380, 800 1B 43), 200 
Levees ee ee . 400 : as — ‘ 10, 400 
Recreation facilities : 5,000 |_... ; Z 475, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 243, 500 100 : : 242, 600 
Permanent operating equipment 33. 400 10, 700 1,000 : 121, 700 
Preauthorization studies______- 000 30, 000 ‘ itis ad 
Engineering and design > 000 , R82, 800 621, 200 000 126, 000 
Supervision and administration 3, 432, 600 467, 500 440, 000 223, 500 2, 301, 0 
Total applied cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal 
contributions ), 103. 400 , 655, 6, 096, 600 | 38, 534, 400 
Undistributed cost (construc- 
tion facilities) aa Nt ‘ 9, 700 , 700 : a —11, 40 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal 
contributions) __- te e 000 . 113, 1 7, 667 , 096, 38, 523, 000 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federa 
and non-Federal 
tribution 60, 000 , 113. 300 7, 667, . 600 38, 523, 00 
Undelivered orders. _. on el 553, 800 57, ! 6, 600 


Total obligations. i. it's | mf 9, 667, lf », 209, § } ) 38. 523. 00 


Federal funds: 
Total cost =e : 000 » WE , 967, , 600 35, 523, 000 
Undelivered orders. _......-.|__- : : l, Diya HOO 


Total obligations . 0 6, 209. 900 ; 000 
Non-Federal contributior 
Total cost 
Undelivered orders 


METHOD OF FINANCIN 


eral funds: 
Appropriations é oa ae . 10, 222, 000 
Unobligate 


prior yeal 


Total funds 
obligation 
Appropr itions required & 000. OM 
n-Federal contributions: 
Contributions 
Unobligated carryov 
prior year 
Total funds av 
obligation a at te ee z oi 
Contributions required See rami 3, 000, 000 
Memorandum on non-Feder 
funds: Dam gti 3, 000, 000 Ba : aD 3, 000, 001 


sillier clita a asithsiariatnicapmiaaniaiaiiannnn ennai 
INCREASE IN COST 


Mr. Rapaut. Last vear your cost increase was $5,400,000. This 
vear it is $2 million. Give us details of this vear’s increase. 
~ General Wuippie. This vear’s increase, sir 
Mr. Rasavr. That is quite an increase. What is the size of this 
project? 
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Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, this is the project that is the least 
justified project that was ever undertaken in the United States of 
America. 





















ate Mr. Rasaut. When was it authorized? 
ae Mr. Taper. In 1945. 
: General WuippeLe. Sir—— 
. Mr. Jensen. The horse has already been stolen. There is no use 
00. | trying to catch him. — a ; 
068, 400 General Wuiprue. [ am afraid | cannot give that except that we 
li” — have no indication of any further increase at this time. 
= Mr. Raxpavt. This is a big project. It is $57 million. It has a 
10,40 — benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1. Is this benefit-to-cost ratio up to 
ie date? 
121,7 General WuireLe The benefit-to-cost ratio is up to date for the. 
126, 000 project as a whole. 
“= [lr Ranaut. We are adding on here every year—$5 million, $4 
million, $2 million. 
534, 400 Mr Taper. It is not up to date in another way They have got 
_u.g — agreat lot of power stuff tied into it. There is no such thing as a . 
7 justified power operation. There is no such prospect. It is a com- 
: a lat tire as a project except that it dams up water to provide 
ae igation for rice paddies for 2 or 3 years and the n they will shift from 
= ‘paddies to fish and they will raise fish for 2 or 3 years. Then the 
fish will have fertilized the ground sufficiently so that 
ney Mr. Jensen. They can raise rice again. 
eS Mr. Taper. Yes. 
= Mr. Jensen. They have covered up and drowned out something in 
23, 000 the neighborhood of 80,000 acres of fine timberland. What a spec- 
ga tacle. 
123, 001 Mir. Rapaut. Last year you explained most of the increase as due 
~ £ toland and damage requirements, based on a gross appraisal completed 
000, 00 


during April 1958. 

General WuipeLe. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Now, you are explaining $789,000 of this year’s 
increase on a recently completed gross appraisal. 

General WuippeLe. That is not correct, sir. 
mistake in this justification. 

Mr. Rasavur. All right. Let’s hear it. 

General Wuipp.e. It is an increase, again, in the lands and damages. 
It is a result of a further general increase in land prices in the area, a 
reduction of $200,000 in the estimated value of improvements, which 
is actually a favorable item. 

Mr. Rasautr. What is the cause of the increase? Does land cost 
more? 

General WuippeLe. Land costs are going up. 

Mr. Ranaut. Don’t you have a lot of swampland up there’ 

Mr. Jensen. When they take 80,000 acres of land off the ie 
naturally land goes up. 

General Wurppir. Also, we have reevaluated it. 

Mr. Ranaut. It is costing a lot of money to move the timber. 

Mr. Jensen. They aren’t moving it. They are drowning it out 
and destroying it. 

Mr. Rasaur. They are buying it, you mean? 
Mr. T They are buying the ground on which the timber rests, 










[ am sorry there is a 


3, 000, 000 


3, 000, 000 
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Mr. Ranaut. They are paying a good price for it, too. 

Mr. Taper. “They are drowning it out. 

Mr. Jensen. A number of us fought this thing to a standstill but 
they finally sneaked around us and got it. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Ranaut. Tell us about the recreation facilities for which 
$421,000 is suteennl What does it consist of? 

Mr. Taper. Is that all? 

General Wuippie. There are 26 recreational areas. This is an ex- 
tremely large, or will be ¢ a very large reservoir. There is great interest 
in the deve oe nt of it for recreation. 

Mr. Rasaur. Are there any campsites? 

General Wurprie. There will be. 

Mr. Rasaur. Who will maintain them? 

General Wuippte. We will carry out our usual policy of trving to 
get the State and communities to take over as m: any as possible. 

Mr. Rapaur. Are you getting any cooperation? 

General Wuippte. There is a lot of interest. The State of Texas 
is anxious to take over one of these sites that I know of and I think 
as we develop them there will be a lot of interest. 

Mr. Rasaur. Suppose we refuse to put them in unless somebody 
takes them over. 

General Wuippie. Well, sir, | think probably it will be quite a 
few years before all of these are developed. We are acquiring enough 
land for reasonable public use in this area for quite a time in the 
future. 

Mr. Rapavr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavr. Mr. Jensen. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. JENSEN. Will the local interests pay, in addition to the $200,000 
annual payment, the interest cost on the unpaid balance of the $10 
million contribution, and at what rate? 

General WuippLe. No, sir, they will not. 

This payment is $10 million total; $200,000 annually for 50 years. 
There is no interest paid in connection with it. 

Mr. Jensen. What a bonanza they have got down there and how 
the American taxpayer was taken for a ride on this project. 


COST OF POWERPLANT 


Mr. Taser. I want to say two or three words, Mr. Chairman. 

1 wonder how much of this cost is for power station and power 
installation. You would have water to run it at least 60 days out 
of the year. 

I think that is about right, is it not? 

General Wuipr_e. No, sir, it is not, I regret to differ. The power- 
plant would cost $13,500,000 and although as Mr. Taber knows, it 
does not fully meet the criteria of the Corps of Engineers, nor did it 
at the time we initiated this project, it is true that it will produce 
enough revenue to fully pay the allocated cost for power. 
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Mr. Taper. You mean it will pay $13 million? 

General Wurppte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much power will it produce? The evidence 
heretofore has been that there would only be water to operate it from 
60 to 90 days. 

General Wurppte. It is peaking power, sir. It will have a capacity 
of 52,000 kilowatts and as for the revenues, the Power Administration 
has been able to get a contract with the cooperatives for the sale of 
this power for something in excess of a million dollars annually and it 
will fully repay the allocated power costs. 

Mr. Taper. Is it to be operated with a steam auxiliary? 

General Wurppie. Not specifically with the steam auxiliary. 

Mr. Taser. Or with an auxiliary? 

General Wurppie. Not with an auxiliary at all, sir, but actually 
this power will be sold in such a way that it will be utilized as peaking 
power with the steamplants of this cooperative. 

That is my understanding. 

Mr. ‘Taser. When you sell power that goes in for peaking purposes 
you generally get a lower price for it than you do when you sell it as 
firm power. 

General Wuriprie. Well, sir, they have gone into it pretty thor- 
oughly. They have made a firm offer to buy this power for this 
amount. 

Mr. Jensen. Who offered to buy it? 

Mr. Taser. Supposing they go broke? 

General Wuippie. I do not think they are going to, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How many kilowatts do you propose to develop? 

General Wurppie. 52,000 kilowatts. It is the Texas-Louisiana 
Electric Cooperative, the name of the cooperative. They have made 
the offer to purchase this at over a million dollars a year. The offer 
is to purchase the power for a total amount of $1,050,000 a year to 
the Southwest Power Administration, and that is sufficient to pay 
the allocated power costs, although it does not economically pay— 

Mr. Taser. We pay for whatever loss they have on the Southwest 
Power so the Government is guaranteeing itself on that. 

General WuippLe. No, sir. The Texas-Louisiana Electric Coopera- 
tive, although it borrows money from the Government, is not a 
Government agency. 

Mr. Taser. But the Southwest Power Administration is. 

General Wuippue. Yes, sir, but they have the contract from these 
other people to buy the power in sufficient amount to pay the costs of 
the dam and their marketing expense as well, so the Federal Govern- 
ment actually will not lose money directly on this power investment. 

Mr. Taner. I am frankly not satisfied. 


CORPS CAPACITY FOR 1961 


Mr. Evins. What is the capability of the Corps of Engineers with 
respect to the construction of this project? Are you slowing it down 
or are you going ahead with it? 

General WuiprLre. We are going ahead. It is not being slowed 
down. 

Mr. Evins. What is your capability moneywise? How much did 
you request of the budget? 
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General WuiprLe. We could use as much as $1,600,000 in addition, 
although that would not advance the completion date of the project. 

Mr. Evins. Did the Budget Bureau cut you down on that? 

General Wuippte. If I might supplement my early remarks, my 
remarks on this are from an engineering point of view alone because 
of the committee knows from a budgetary point of view, this has been 
screened and we can use no more than what is in the budget. 

Mr. Evins. | know, but did you recommend a million and a half 
more for the project originally? 

General Wuipp.e. Yes, sir. The Chief of Engineers recommended 
$7,500,000 for this particular project. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, you wanted to complete it so you could 
get this million dollars a vear out of power but by cutting down by a 
million and a half it has to a degree slowed down the project? 

General Wuippie. It actually will not slow down the project if all 
goes the way we expect it to. This $6 million will be enough, a mini- 
mum amount to. maintain the anticipated schedule. It will not 
retard the schedule of completion and sale of the power. 

Mr. Evins. But it is the view of the Corps of Engineers that vou 
could have efficiently used next vear a million and a half more? 

General WuippeLe. We could have efficiently used that much more, 
that is correct, sir, from an e ngineering point of view 


GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, 


Mr. Rapaur. Galveston Harbor and Channel, $85,000. 
Insert pages 144 and 145. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION 


GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL (REPAIR NORTH AND Soutu Jetties), TEx. 
(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The north and south jetties are located at Galveston 
and Port Bolivar, Tex., astride the Galveston Harbor entrance channel. The 
rehabilitation project provides for restor: ation of the outer 2 miles of the south 
jetty and 4!4 miles of the 5 miles of the north jetty to the original designed height 
and cross section and capping the south jetty with concrete. 

Authorization.—North and south jetties, 1886 River and Harbor Act; extended 
by 1907 River and Harbor Act. 


Summarized financial data 
teconnaissance estimate Ee : _. $6, 100, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate ___ : ; : 85, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 E eS : 0) 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 __- : 85, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fise: al | year 1961. 0 


Present condition.—The last extension to the south jetty and repairs of major 
damages to both jetties were completed in 1910. The last repairs to these 
structures were done in 1942. Since that time severe detericration has occurred 
to both structures due to natural erosion and to damages from storms and hur- 
ricanes. Cover stones have been displaced exposing the core to continuing dam- 
age; cover and core stone have been lost creating low weakened sections and 
consequently a loss of impermeability. The sections proposed for rehabilitation 
are below original designed height and cross section. 


Ni 
how 1 
Ge 
to Gy 
millic 
port | 
and ( 
lh 
wate 


Ne 
Hay 


MM 
woul 
Cit 


a m 
brea 
I 
cost 
Ce 
M 
Ge 
hurr 





ect, 

my 
LuSse 
een 


half 
ded 


yuld 
Va 


f all 
Tite 
not 


Vou 


ore, 


BORS 


Trex. 


ston 

The 
outh 
ight 


nded 


), 000 


», OOO 
0 


najor 
these 
urred 

hur- 
dam- 

and 
ation 


JUSTIFICATION 


Che rth pen a jetties provide a protected entrance, Galveston Harbor, 
eep-draft traffic from the Gulf of Mexico to Galveston Channel, Texas City 
hannel, and the Hou ton ship channel, Texas. The channel serves the important 
ustrial plants at Texas City and Houston, Tex. The total commerce using this 
trance during calendar year 1958 amounted to 49,944,477 tons. The drafts and 


rips of vessels were as ‘fo ilows: 


33 to 34 


The loss of imperme: ebility and reduction in height and cross section have re duce 
effectiveness of the jet ties in decreasing the shoaling in the Je tty channel In 

‘Ir present condition the weakened sections are subject to xeeelerated deteriora- 
tion, even under moderately rough seas. Under hurricane conditions the weak- 
ned sections are subject to breaching. If breaching should occur, an increase in 
hoaling in Galveston Harbor will be ¢ — by crosscurrents through the breach 
tly increase ee hopper dredging r ‘quired to maintain navigable depths in 
nial entrance. Continu ed a ET ol repairs to the je é increases the 

| estimated cost “of rehabilitation. 


REHABILITATION 


Mr. Rapauv. Please explain this rehabilitation project and tell us 


how much al maintenance costs will be reduced if it is underteken. 

General Wuipp.e. These jetties, sir, have protected the entrance 
to Galveston Harbor through which a total vessel traffic of over 49 
million tons of cargo passes each year so it is an enormously important 
port e meyer for all of the traffic for Texas City, Galveston, Houston, 
and other bay points. 

The jetties have become very materially deteriorated The low 
water portions of them are completely submerged. The cover stones 
have been dislodged in many places, exposin c smaller stones under- 
neath and there is serious onc that if this were carried through 
that it might breach the jetty , Which would, of course 

Mr. Ranaut. We have had tremendous maintenance costs during 
the years. Will this reduce it any, fixing this up and putting it in 
first-class sha 

General Wuippue. Yes, sir. We are at this time asking for plan- 
ning funds only in order to evaluate that. 

Mr. Rapaur. You cannot give us the answer, that you think 
would reduce the maintenance costs? 

General Wurppue. | think it is more a question, sir, of there being 
& much increased maintenance cost in the event these jetties are 
breached during a storm. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you figure if we do not do this the maintenance 
cost would be greater? 

General | oe b. They will. 

Mr. Rasavu Because the j je tties would be damaged. 

fosicaal WurippeLe. They would be breached during some future 
hurricane and we would have an extremely difficult situation. 
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Mr. Ranaut. In other words, you might forestall some additional 
expense that might develop. 
General Wuipp.e. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, R10 GRANDE AND GuLF BasINn 


Mr. Rasaut. Operation and maintenance, $10,408,200. 
Insert pages 146 through 149. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $9 million provides for es- 
sential maintenance work on 12 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, operation of navigation 
structures, and repairing harbor jetties, all as authorized in the laws adopting 
river and harbor projects. 


Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| 
| Fiscal | 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance | | Total, | Remarks 
| mated) |_ ___| 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 


Annual | Peri- 
odic 





LOUISIANA 


Caleasieu River and Pass- 771| $539, 650} $600, 000 $600,000! Dredging. 
' 


TEXAS 
Anahuac Channel | 282 39, 000 40, 000 e 000 Do. 
Brazos Island Harbor. _-.--- O98 372, 380} 400, 000/$100, | 530,000| Dredging and 
| | | jetty repair. 
Cedar Bayou } I i aE ik 90, 90,000; Dredging. 
Freeport Harbor... ~~~ 975 165, 900 174, 000} ____- tcl 174, 000 Do. 
Galveston Channel and | 838 671,140} 620,000) 480, me _..| 1,100,000! Dredging and 
Harbor. | jetty repair. 
Gulf Intracoastal Water- ; 599} 1,469, 260) 1,300,000) 800, 006 2,100,000) Dredging and 
way (Galveston). | | structure re- 
| | pair. 
Houston Ship Channel____- 2, 149 ,261, 250| 520, 000) 980, , 500,000} Dredging. 
Matagorda Ship Channel 2, 727 NR cel CaN E iz 81, 000 Do. 
Port Aransas-Corpus 384, 548 357, 910 325, 000) 375,000) 280, 000 980,000) Dredging and 
Christi Waterway. jetty repair. 
Sabine-Neches Waterway--_| 1,835, 466) 1,642,010 850, 000) 135,000} 800,000) 1, 785, 000 Do. 
Trinity River, channel to 15, 120 20, 000 int 000} Dredging. 
Liberty. | 
Other projects periodically 52, O78 327, 410 
maintained. | | 
Total. channels and | 6,036, }, 958, 530 000 


harbors. 


(b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $69,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. The amount re 
quested recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance 
of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by- 
day functioning of the project. 
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nal Obligations 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Ci ed hha. thn 1 ae i a-s- 
N Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1959| (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
| DUN Bose 1-time fiscal | 
| | | repairs | year 1961 | 
Annual | Peri- | 
| | | odic | 
| | 
TEXAS | 
Dam B Reservoir.....--..- | $102,919 | $68,690 | $69,000 |........|........| $69, 000 | 
Total navigation. .........- 6, 139, 167 |7, 027, 220 |---------- ae et 9, 069, 000 
| 
r es- _ a aie 
- 2. Flood control 
is oO : . ‘ ; 
ial a) Reservoirs—The budget estimate of $1,064,000 for the operation and 
ital maintenance of 10 flood control reservoirs, implementing Public Law 85-500 
sting concerning reconveyance of Government-owned lands and scheduling of flood 
control reservoir operations of Bureau of Reclamation and publicly owned 
projects in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is : 
—— the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
project. Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated under remarks. 
ks Obligations 
| | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
} | | 
— | Fiscal | | 
| Fiseal | year 1960} Recurring main- | | 
Project | year 1959 | (esti- tenance Total, Remarks a 
| | mated) |__ a _| 1-time | fiscal 
| | repairs | year 1961 
| | Annual | Peri- | 
| | odic 
= NEW MEXICO 
; Jemez Canyon Reservoir-_. $43, 016 $33, 410 29,000! $3,000 ema $32,000! Repair project 
ona | facilities. . 
cai TEXAS | | 
and Belton Reservoir.._...----- 79, 072! 79, 850 77,000} 9,000)_.___-- 86,000) Implement 
re Te Public Law 
| 85-500. - 
» Benbrook Reservoir_....... | 78, 034) 66, 100 64, 000 6.600!....... 70,000} Replace radio 
: ald | | | } facilities and 
7 | | | implement 
pal. Public Law 
: 85-500. 
>* Buffalo Bayou (2 reser- 58, 548 54, 730 56, 000}__.-- asia csc csetarlagacns 56, 000 
volrs). 
Grapevine Reservoir-_._-.- 75, 547 74, 780 72, 000 ee 78,000! Implement Pub- 
} | lic Law 85-500. 
Hords Creek Reservoir...--| 36, 546 44, 050 41, 000 Fe 45,000} Equipment re- 
| placement. 
Lavon Reservoir._....--- al 100, 766 77, 330 80, 000 7, 000) $200, 000 287,000) Repair project 
aaa | | facilities and 
embankment 
»s the riprap. 
les t Lewisville Dam (Garza- 105, 808 111, 130 112,000) 11,000/......-- 123,000! Repair project 
int re- Little Elm). | facilities and 
enance | et 
a. hie | | | Public Law 
lay by 85-500. 
san Angelo Reservoir. ___-| 64, 859 62, 610 64, 000 5,000) 214, 000 283,000) Repair service 
| bridge, con- 
| duit, and 
| | | embankment 
| | riprap., 
Scheduling of flood control | 3, 471 5, 610 OE coud celia dides 4,000 
reservoir operations. | | 
= 8 ~ 
Total reservoirs. a 645, 667 5 = 1, 064, 000 
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b) Channel work, unspections and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
estimate of 55,200 provides for inspection during the budcet year of completed 
orks within the basin. 


Obl gations 


Inspectior 
vorks 
Total fiood control AF 15, 540 1, 069. 200 


> 


De Multiple purpose p ojects including power 

The budeet estimate of 8270,000 for the operation and maintenance of one 
multiple purpose reservoir provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
tional requirements and implementing Public Law 85-500 concernine recon- 
veyance of CGovernme! t-owned lands. TI e amount requested for muintenance 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required for the day-by-day fune- 


tioning of the project. Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks. 


M 


You 


page 
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GALVESTON CHANNEL AND HARBOR 


Mr. Rasaut. Please explain what jetty repair work you are interis 
planning on the Galveston Channel and Harbor, particularly in re- prove 
. . . . . . . 1* - over] 
lation to the rehabilitation project we just discussed. tl tei 
Do you want to supply that for the record, General? ncor] 
You may supply it for the record. 
(The information requested follows: ae 
UO { 
Che jetty repairs in the Galveston Harbor and Channel project proposed under sive ] 
operation and maintenance in fiscal vear 1961 in the amount of $480,000 will take Engin 
care of progressive construction necessary to rehabilitate the jetties until funds 3 
tehabilitation, construction, 1961 \ 


sé 


are made available under the new category of 
general.” means 


tr 
ilronta 


Mr. Rasavur. How often do you recontract maintenance dredging, { 
as for example in the Sabine-Neches Waterway where annual work [| will ) 
is shown as $1,300,000? Feder. 

General WurprLe. We have to schedule that in accordance with J tbo 
the shoaling and what would be an economical depth of dredging. 
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Mr. Rasaut. Who does that, just one outfit going back and forth 
from one place to another? 

General WurppLe. The dredging frequency is 2 to 3 years in these 
areas, sir. We have to schedule maintenance dredging i in each par- 
ticular reach every 2 to 3 years. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you have competition in this work? 

Pg were WuippLe. We are getting pretty good competition now, 

, better than we were a year ago. 
“Ott the record.) 
Mr. Rapaut. Any questions? 
The committee is adjourned until Monday morning at 10 o’clock. 


Monpay, FesBruary 22, 1960. 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY DIVISION AND PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM- 
MISSION 

MARSHALL FE. BUSH, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the lower Mississippi this morning. 
You are asking $115,000 for general investigations. We will insert 
pages 3 and 4. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


1. GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Examinations and surveys Se aes ae ; _.---. $60, 000 
Collection and study of basic data eo .. +55, 000 


Total _ _- geo ; “115, 000 
a) Examinations and surveys 

1) A report an the comprehensive review of the Mississippi River and tribu- 
taries project will be submitted to higher authority in fiscal year 1960. An 
interim report submitted in June 1957 covering main-stem levees, channel im- 
provement, and channel stabilization is now being incorporated in a single report 
covering drainage, flood control, and all other water uses in the main-stem and 
all tributary basins within the alluvial valley. It has been found feasible to 
incorporate the study on the St. Francis Basin, Mo. and Ark., in the comprehen- 
sive review and this will be done. 

(2) a4 amount of $41,500 originally scheduled for the St. Francis Basin, 
Mo. and Ark., study will be used to incorporate this study in the ‘‘Comprehen- 
sive Review Report’? and revise the report as found necessary by the Chief of 
Engineers. 

(3) Helena Harbor, Ark.: The amount of $14,500 requested for fiscal year 
1961 will be used to complete a study of Helena Harbor which will determine the 
means and feasibility of improving the existing harbor to prevent further loss of 
frontage and to restore that previously lost to its former degree of usefulness. 

(4) Natchez Harbor, Miss.: The amount of $4,000 requested in fiscal year 1961 
will be used to initiate and complete a study to determine the justification for 
Feder ral participation in constructing a levee to provide flood protection to the 

harbor and port area de velopme nt initiated by local interests at Natchez, Miss. 
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(b) Collection and study of basic data 

(1) Surveys, gages, and observations: The amount of $55,000 is requested for 
fiscal year 1961 for collection of essential basic data which is subsequently used 
in the planning and design of flood control projects. The data collected under 
this item are for authorized projects or units thereof for which funds have not 
been appropriated. The data collected consist of information on streamflow 
rainfall, floods, and other items of related hydrologic nature. 


COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW— MISSISSIPPI RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. We never seem to get finished with the compre. 
hensive review of the Mississippi River and its tributaries. How 
much in aggregate will this study cost and what is the status of it 
this year? 

General Carter. The study has been completed and forwarded to 
the Chief of Engineers Office for review. It was forwarded there just 
before Christmas. 

The total cost of the study is about $2 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Why do you need more? 

General Carter. We are not asking for any more funds, sir, for 
the Mississippi River and tributaries review report itself. We have 
$41,000 in general investigations which was originally scheduled for 
the St. Francis Basin. 

When the Chief of Engineers, as he reviews this very, very complete 
report which consists of about 21 volumes and weighs 40 pounds, we 
anticipate there will be many questions that we will have to resolve. 
We are asking for these funds to be able to have some money to handle 
those questions as they arise during the year. 

Mr. Cannon. I am glad you gave us the weight of it. In Washing. 
ton Irving’s “Knickerbocker History of New York,” there is an 
account of the old one-legged Governor Stuyvesant, who, when they 
brought a case before him, for adjudication took the brief of the 
plaintiff in one hand and the brief of the defendant in the other, 
weighed them in his hands. The brief of the defendant seemed to 
weigh a little more than the brief of the plaintiff so he decided for the 
defendant. 

If we decided these questions on the weight of the surveys and 
documents that have been accumulated we would be spending even 
more money than we are today. 

Of course, what we are interested in, General Carter, in summing up 
the whole matter, is this: What will this survey show us as to the 
situation, if any? What will it show us as to outside costs, and just 
where are we after all these years of work on this project and all the 
expenditures made on the lower Mississippi River? 

General Carter. The report has not yet been reviewed and ap- 
proved by the Chief of Engineers, nor has it been acted on by the 
various Governors of the States, and so on. 

The report includes a very complete review of all of the basins of 
the whole lower Mississippi Valley. It includes reevaluation of the 
existing plans of improvement, includes a summation of costs and 
authorizations for the existing plans, it brings the revised costs up to 
date with a very complete review, and it recommends certain addi- 
tional areas for protection at an increased authorization. 

I do not have the report with me and I would not like to quote the 
figures as to the total authorization- 

Mr. Cannon. You may fill those in if you will. 
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General Carrer. All right, sir. 
(The information requested follows: ) 


As stated, the report is under review by the Chief of Engineers and any informa- 
tion furnished at this time must be considered preliminary and subje ct to change. 

The report as submitted by the Mississippi River Commission indicates that 
approximately $400 million additional authorization will be required to complete 
and make effective the authorized plan on the main stem and $100 million in the 
tributary basins. This work consists of levees, channel improvement, major 
drainage, and pumping plants. The total revised estimated cost of the authorized 
project is about $1,800 million. New improvements being considered for channel 
improvement and levee protection measures below Baton Rouge on the main 
stem and for major drainage, levees, and pumping plants in the tributary basins 
are estimated to cost about $140 million. 


CONSTRUCTION 


[r. Cannon.¥Construction. Insert pages 6 and 7. 
T he’ pages referred to follow:) 


\ 
( 


3. CONSTRUCTION 


Location.—The comprehensive project for flood control, Mississippi River and 
tributaries will provide flood protection for the lower Mississippi Valley from 
Cape Girardeau, Mo., to the Head of Passes, La., and for improvement of the 
river from Cairo, Ill., to Baton Rouge, La. It includes the main river, the basins 
of the St. Francis, White, Arkansas, Tensas, Red, Yazoo, and Atchafalaya Rivers, 
and the alluvial lands around Lake Pontchartrain. The completed project will 
provide protection against a superflood which will amount to a flow of 2,450,000 
cubic feet per second at Cairo, Ill., and 3 million cubie feet per second at the 
latitude of Old River above Baton Rouge, La. This flow will divide near this 
point, 1,500,000 cubic feet per second going down the Atchafalaya River and the 
West Atchafalaya and Morganza Floodways. The remaining 1,500,000 cubic 
feet per second will continue down the Mississippi River to a point above New 
Orleans where 250,000 cubic feet per second will be diverted through Bonnet 
Carre Spillway to Lake Pontchartrain. The flow past New Orleans to the Gulf of 
Mexico will then be 1,250,000 cubic feet per second, which is the river’s safe 
capacity. 

The control of this large quantity of water will be accomplished by every prac- 
tical means of flood control, especially reservoirs, levees, cutoffs, revetment, and 
floodways. 

The justification of the funds requested is presented on separate sheets for each 
major element of the project. These major elements are termed ‘‘projects’”’ for 
purposes of accounting and fiscal control, and where appropriate are further sepa- 
rated into their separable units. 

The revised estimates of cost shown for the various “‘projects’’ are based upon 
the latest review of need, prevailing unit costs, and detailed plans. Where partial 
authorizations apply, the estimated total cost shown includes the cost of the plan 
presented in the pertinent project document as approved by the Congress. Funds 
have been provided for a review of the entire project which will be completed 
during fiscal year 1960. The report will be made to Congress upon completion. 

Authorization.—Act of May 15, 1928, as amended. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated cost of work within monetary ceiling estat $1, 398, 877, 000 
Estimated cost of work not within monetary ceiling 93, 085, 000 
Tota! estimated cost___- es aj . 491, 962, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 < 1 1, 056, 703, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ; 51, 891, 000 
Appropriations to date ; , 108, 594, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 : 2 52, 135, 000 
Balance to complete within monetary ceiling work after fiscal year 1961 238, 148, 000 
Additional monetary ceiling required to complete adopted plan_--- 93, 085, 000 


Includes $459,000 preauthorization studies cost not chargeable against the monetary ceilit 
Appropriation re¢ $5 


equest, $52,135,000; program request, $53,515,000 less reduction of $1,380,000 for 
pated savings and slippages. 


Cost estimates This submission of estimates for fseal year 1961 ineludes the 
current estimated cost of all elements of the project, although some of these 
elements carry a monetary limitation. The eosts of improvements authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1958 have be« luded in the estimates. 

Full monetary authorization has been vith weld for various reasons, such as 
necessity for review, need for further development of plans and cost estimates, 
and broad policy determinations. The entire project is now under review to 
determine if any changes in the plan of improvement or cost estimate are in 
order due to changed physical and economic conditions. The review is scheduled 
for completion in fiscal year 1960 with funds presently available. 

Recinning with the initial authorization in 1928, this comprehensive project 
for flood control and navigation in the alluvial valley of the Mississippi River 
has been controlled and modified from time to time by authorizing the work to 
be done in broad general terms within specified monetary limitations 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi River levees, $2,760,000. 
Insert pages 11 through 16. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION 
MisstssipP1 River LEVEES 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Mississippi River levee system on the west bank extends from 
Allenville, Mo., on the Little River diversion channel generally southward to the 
vicinity of Venice, La., and on the east bank from Hickman, Ky., to opposite 
Venice, La., except where interrupted by hills and tributary streams. Included 
in the system are the levees which protect Mounds, Mound City, and Cairo, Ill, 
and the New Madrid levee and floodgate. 

Authorization.— 1928, 1936, 1938, 1941, 1946, 1950, and 1954 Flood Control 
Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—7.3 to 1 (composite for main stem). 
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Summartzed financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 

| estimated 
Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost_- ci eo at = $221, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost _- é 18, 650, 000 
Cash contributions _- sil 0 
Ot! er cost 18, 650, 000 
Total estimate d project cost 239, 650, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 194, 365, 000 
Approy riations for fiscal year 1960 2. 493, 000 
Appropriations to date . 196, 858, 000 8Y 
Ay iation requested for fiseal year 1961 2, 760, 000 90 
Balance to compiete alter fiscal year 1961 21, 382, O00 








PHYSICAL DATA 





Average height: 20 to 30 feet. 
Length: 1,578 miles. 
Floodwalls: 
Average beicht: 14 to 18 feet. 
Length: 6.9 miles. 









Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 













Percent Completion schedul 




















innels and canals 100 | Complete 
Levees and floodwalls 8U Fiscal year 1969 


348 miles complete. 


JUSTIFICATION 






sippi River levee system protects the entire alluvial valley of the 
iver consisting of 23,621 scuare miles (15,117,000 acres) against the 
oiect flood by confining the flow to the levee i channel except Where it enters 
he natural backwater areas or is diverted into floodways The alluvial valley 

ver 650 miles long and varies in width from 20 to 90 miles. Numerous railroads, 
ghwevs, and ai he transportation centers of New Orleans, 
Me mphis, Cairo, St. Louis, Chicago, and Louisville lie within the protected area 


1 













rfiel@s connecting 


as do several major transcontinental communication routes. In addition to the 
vast Ceveloped and highly productive agricultural areas, the levees afford pro- 
tection to many large and vital industries Whose products have a bearing on the 
Welfare, economy, and Cefense capabilities of this country. 

Fiscal year 1961.—-Yhe requested amount of $2,760,000 will be applied to: 







Initiate: White Oak Lake, La $121, 000 
Initiate and e mplete: 
ve Helens, Ark., R-661 80, OOO 
Upper Catfish Point, Miss 138, 000 
Stella-Daleour, item M-73.4—-L_—_-___-_- 25, 000 
Promised Land, item M--71.0—L 25. 000 
Wooeland, item M-—50.0—-R 15, 000 
. Cluir, item M-78.3-L 10, OOO 
Point Celeste, item M-52.3—-R 6, OOO 
Lucusta-Live Oak, item M-—69.4-R 130, 000 
Pelsir, item M-66.4-L ; 116, 400 
Tropie’l Rend, item M—31.2—-R 101, 400 
Lower Belsir, item M-65.0—L 90, 000 
Itsrlem, item M-—56.0—L 90, 000 
Wood Park-Deer Range, item M-—-56.0—-R 120, 000 
Greenville Bend, item M-1t00.0—-R 110, 000 
Continue: Gravel for levee roacs , OOO 






‘ 
é 
1 
i 














Complete: 
Sherrard, Miss., L-627-_- _--_-- eee a $75, 000 
Above Hales Point, Tenn., L ae 144, 000 
Below Chic, Tenn., L—824- _- ae 108, 000 
Above Chic, Tenn., L—828 ; 132, 000 
Below Midway, Tenn., L-830 110, 000 
Walnut Bend, Ark., R—676_ - : 120, 000 
Ridgely, Tenn., L—870- ee ; 114, 000 
Above Mellwood, Ark., R—624 45, 000 
Above Tiger Tail, Forked Deer River, item 1 f 32, 700 
Waterproof-L’ Argent, La., berm : 30, 000 
Waterproof, La.. berm 49, 000 
Dewey, Ark., berm_- - -- ; ; . eA 35. 000 

Engineering and design__ ati : Ee 203, 000 

Supervision and administration____ - os : : 244, 500 


Total SOR 2, 760, 000 


The funds scheduled for White Oak Lake, La., will be used to initiate construe- 
tion of a seepage berm where serious uncerseepage has occurred curing high water, 
Funds are scheduled to initiate and complete roadway embankment and 
seepage berm above Helena, Ark., and a seepage berm at Catfish Point where 
serious underseepage occurs during high stages and access to the levee is necessary 
for flood-fighting operations and for maintenance. Foreshore protection will be 
initiated and completed at Stella-Dalcour, Promised Land, Woo?land, St. Clair, 
Point Celeste, Augusta-Live Oak, Belair, Tropical Bend, Lower Belair, Harlem, 
Wood Park-Deer Range, and Greenville Bend, La., where erosion of the batture 
by Mississippi River wave action is threatening main-line levees which cannot be 

set back practicably. 

Funds scheduled for levees at Sherrard, Miss., Walnut Bend, Ark., and above 
Mellwood, Ark., will complete the work initiated in fiscal year 1960. 

Funds are scheduled for completing Ridgely, above and below Chic, above 
H:les Point, and below Midway items in the levee from below Tiptonville to the 
Obion River in Tennessee. This work will be initiated in fiscal year 1969. The 
below Tiger Tail, item No. 1, channel improvement work on the Forked Deer 
River to be initiated in fiscal year 1960 will also be completed. This work is to 
provide a major drainage outlet which will reduce duration of overflow and pro- 
vide benefits for crop and pasture lands along the lower reaches of the Forked 
Deer River in Tennessee. 

Funds are scheduled for completing berms initiated in fiscal year 1960 at 
Waterproof-L’Argent, La., Waterproof, La., and Dewey, Ark., where under- 
seepage occurs during high water. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to operate and maintain the 
project after completion. Local interests are required to provide without cost 
to the United States all rights-of-way for levee foundations snd levees on the 
main ster of the Mississippi River between Cape Girardeau, Mo., and the Head 
of Passes, except for maintenance setbacks. It is estimated that local interests 
had spent approximately $292 million for fiood protection prior to authorization 
of May 15, 1928. Costs to local interests since 1928 are estimated to he $18,650,- 
000 for rights-of-way and maintenance. Annual costs tor maintenance of the 
completed project are estimated to be $500,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The levee districts along the Mississippi River, 
totaling 37 in number, adopted resolutions, after p»ssage of the 1928 Flood Con- 
trol Act, assuring the United States that ‘the re¢ juirements of local cooperation 
will be supplied. These local interests have acquired all right-of-way for work 
completed and’underway. They have furnished assurances that the ricthts-of-way 
for work scheduled for fiscal year 1961 will be available when the requirements 
are made known to them. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases of $35,090 due to higher price levels and $516,000 
in engineering and design and in supervision and administration due to a re- 
analysis of requirements were offset by a reduction in levees and floodwalls based 
on actual cost. 


Land 
Chan 
Lever 
Preat 
Engil 
Supe 





000 
000 
700 
000 
000 
000 
000 
500 


, 000 


ruc- 
ater, 
nd a 
here 
Sary 
ll be 
‘air, 
‘lem, 
[ture 
ot be 


bove 


bove 
o the 
The 
Deer 
is to 
pro- 
yrked 


50 at 
nder- 


n the 

cost 
n the 
Head 
erests 
ration 
,650,- 
f the 


River, 
Con- 
ration 
work 
f-way 
ments 


e sub- 
16,000 
& Té- 
based 


561 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


! 

| Balance to 

Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


(3) (5 (6) 


Lands and damages $5, 400 $5, 400 
Channels and canals______- eee 1, 371, 700 eh. | ee a : ye 
Levees and floodwalls 189, 337, 200 164, 646, 900 $2, 297,600 | $8, 162, 600 | 

Preauthorization studies_________ 441, 000 441, 000 re : sins Ae E 
Engineering and design__._____- 9, 805, 000 8, 703, 400 264, 600 203, 000 634, 000 
Supervision and administration 20, 039, 700 


18, 045, 200 232, 500 244, 500 1, 517, 500 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds 221, 000, 000 193, 213, 600 3, 610, 100 21, 381, 600 
Undistributed cost : ; ; ee 





Total project cost (Fed- } 
eral funds) | 193, 213, 600 | 
Pending adjustment Ss | ~ 


Total cost (Federal funds).| 221,000,000 | 193, 213, 600 2, 794, 700 3, 610, 100 | 
Undelivered orders. _- ine seek | 873, 500 —23, 400 | —850, 100 | 











Total obligations al | 194, 087, 100 2, 771, 300 2, 760, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





\ppropriations 
Unobligated carryover from | 
| 


| 
Federal funds: | 
| 
Sao 
prior year. | 210, G00 }|....=- 


194, 365, 400 2, 493, 000 


Total available for obiiga- | 


tion knw nie caiee 2, 771, 300 
Appropriation required 





Mr. Cannon. There are no questions, 


CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Channel improvements, $22 million. 
Insert pages 20 through 27. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION 


CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in the Mississippi River and along its banks 
from the vicinity of Cairo, Tll., to Paton Rouge, La., a distance of approximately 
750 miles. Additional revetment below Baton Rouge placed since 1880 and still 
effecti-e totals 23.6 miles. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—7.3 to 1 (composite for main stem). 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $472, 000, 000 
Est 


imated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 472, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 $390, 300, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 22 580, 000 


Appropriations to date 412, S80, O00 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961__- 22, 000, O00 
Balance to complete after fiscal yeal 1461 37. 120, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
tevetments: 450 miles. 
Dredging: As required. 
Dikes: 28 miles. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


‘tion schedule 


Pumping plant 

Channels (dredging 

Bank stabilization (revetment and 
Entire project 


16 cutoffs completed 
2407 miles of revetment and 15 miles of dikes completed 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River, with a drainage area of about 1,245,000 square miles 
has a wide range of flow, increasing from an approximate minimum of 90,000 cubic 
feet per second (675,000 gallons per second) to a flood of maximum record of 
2,345,000 cubic feet per second (17,587,500 gallons per second) which occurred in 
1927 at the latitude of Red River Landing. The project flood is 3 million cubic 
feet per second (22,500,000 gallons per second). The tremendous energy of this 
volume of water flowing to the sea is partly used up in attacking the river banks, 
thus causing the unprotected banks to cave into the river. As this caving prog- 
resses, the attack becomes more direct, the bendway moves in towards the levee, 
and more sand is placed in the river and deposited downstream in the form of a 
sand bar. This gradually builds out into the channel and deflects the river current 
to the opposite bank, thus repeating the cycle. Revetment is needed to prevent 
the river from recapturing the length taken from it by the cutoffs which reduced 
flood heights. It is needed at localities where direct attack against a bank is 
occurring. In localities where the river alinement is satisfactory but the banks 
are unstable, caving should not be allowed to develop. The stabilization of the 
river’s course is vital to the provision of an effective channel for carrying flood 
flows, safe and dependable navigation, low maintenance, and the protection of 
completed works. Dikes are used in localities where the greater protection afforded 
by revetment is not required to limit the meander pattern, and in reaches where 
the river has not developed a desirable pattern, to assist it in so doing as a pre- 
liminary step to revetting the bank. Dredging is used to close auxiliary channels 
and obtain desirable alinement at critical localities. The allocation of fiscal year 
funds will be applied first to those localities where there is danger to main-line 
levees. 

The Cairo-Memphis, Memphis-Arkansas River, Arkansas River-Vicksburg, 
Vicksburg-Old River, and Old River-Baton Rouge reaches are being stabilized 
under a definite plan. Progress will continue on these reaches with funds re- 
quested. The rate at which the work can be carried on has a direct bearing on 
the costs involved due to the large expense in: mobilizing and demobilizing the 
construction plant required for this seasonal operation. Failure to continue work 
on the definite plan in the manner proposed will have an adverse effect on the 
revetment completed, and thus delay the completion and increase the cost of the 
channel improvement project as well as greatly increase the annual maintenance 
costs. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $22 million will be used 
d continue the following items: 


Revetments: 

Initiate: 

Lee T. H., Mo 000 

Dean Island, Ark 525, 000 

Terrene, Miss OOO 

Oak Bend, Miss ), OOO 

Point Pleasant, Miss _ 170, 000 

Grand Gulf, Miss 
Continue: 

Island No. 8, Ky 

: < 


Island No. q). 


, OBO 


I OU 

\ OOO 

Merriwether, Tenn 265, 000 
Little ¢ ypress, Mo 315, GOO 


op 000 


' 
i 


Pamm Bend, Te 
> 


Robinson Bayou, Mo “315, 000 


Keyes Point, Tenn OOO 
Linwood Bend, Tenn 000 
Lower Bullerton, Ark 105, 000 
Sunrise T.H., Tenn 265, O00 
} enn 05. 000 
St. Francis, Ark 525. 000 


nsley, j 
Oldtown, Ark 315, 000 
Slough Landing, Ky , 000 
Campbell, Ky 5, OOO 
Williams, Ky 210. OOO 
: _ 000 
5. 000 
30, Ark 25, OOO 
10, Ark. and Tenn ‘ O00 
Miss 351. OOO 
*k. and Miss 8. O00 
C Point, Miss ‘aa OOO 
miles» Racetrack, Mis 351. 000 
cubie wke Karnac, La 351. 000 
rd of Dennis, Mi 351, OOO 
red in ld Bottom, Miss Hol, OOO 
cubie Maversville, Miss 585. OOO 
f this Morville, La O00 
yanks, Boies, La 3 f OO} 
prog- brunette, | 525. OOO 
levee, ‘broth, La 150. O00 
n of a dStore Landing, La O00 
irrent Dikes: Initiate and complete: 
‘event Dismal Point, Ark 
duced Below Caruthersville, Mo 
ink is Randolph Point, Ter 
banks Dredging: 
of the \itinte: Wolf Tsl: OOO 
- flood sosahatehie, T Ov0 
ion of Knslev, Tenn O00 
forded Cessions, Ark 000 
where Island No. 40, Ter 000 
a pre- hMagineering and desicn O00 
annels Supervision and administrat 000 
ul year Total 
in-line 


~ O00 
5, OOO 
Z, VOU 


O00 


The proposed new revetments at Dent Island. Terrene (lak ( 


sburg, Pleasant, and Grand Gulf are elements ef the planne d stabilization program 

bilized is considered that the planned channel development and alinement will | 

ids re- tained in fiscal vear 1961, thus the stabilization werk should he accomplished 

ing on that time to maintain the desired conditions. 

ng the ss I 1€ proposed revetments at the locations listed above as continuations 

e work lor the extension of existing revetments required to assure the continued effective- 

on the hess of the work completed and also to prevent loss of or damage to existing re- 

of the vetments which would result in high costs of replacement and repair. The con- 

enance tinued construction of these items in fiscal year 1961 is necessary to minimize loss 
ol revetment and preserve the existing desirable alinement of the banks. 
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Dikes are required at below Caruthersville, Mo., to hold the position and pro- 
mote building a bar downstream from the Caruthersville revetment, thereby 
improving the navigation channel and stabilizing the crossing to the head of the 
Linwood revetment by reducing the excessive channel width. This work is 
needed to arrest the gradual recession of the bank which is reducing the now- 
narrow foreshore of the main-line Mississippi River levee. 

Dismal Point, Ark., dikes are required to promote building a bar downstream 
for the purpose of deflecting the river current from its attack near the main-line 
levee at Waverly, Ark., and retard bank caving which is an incipient threat to 
the main-line Mississippi River levee. The work will assist in obtaining and main- 
taining a navigation channel through the reach between Ensley and Cow Island 
revetments. 

{tandolph Point, Tenn., dikes are required to promote building a low bar at 
{andolph Point to stabilize the channel crossing leading into the alinement 
being obtained at Loosahatchie. It is essential that this work be accomplished 
in fiscal year 1961 in order to stabilize the reach ot river between Brandywine 
and below Memphis. 

Continued dredging is required at island No. 40, Loosahatchie and Ensley to 
assist in obtaining a desired alinement for navigation and in the stabilization of 
the reach between Brandywine and below Memphis. 

Initiation of improvement dredging is required at Wolf Island to assist the 
river in the development of the right-hand channel through erosion-resistant 
material. This work is necessary in fiscal veir 1961 to eliminate the river's 
tendency to develop the left-hand channel which would cause the existing revet- 
ment downstream to become ineffective and would create navigation difficulties, 

Continued dredging is required at Cessions to assist in the elimination of a 
dual channel. This work will assist in the development of a desired alinement 
for stabilization and navigation, and will reduce navigation difficulties and 
reduce maintenance dredging costs. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None require. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$472 million is an increase of $4 million over the latest estimate ($468 million) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels applicable to 
the bank stabilization feature of the work. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


l 
| Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959/| cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


$183, 600 | $50, 000 | 





Lands and damages. -.._..-.-...- I eck Geb ins a aki rarebwmeunates ieee 
Channels and canals --..-- 68, 858, 000 1, 788, 000 $1, 268, 000 | $8, 821, 100 
eee WANES nc cou namnne ee ee fos g. le a ee adaiiae 
Bank stabilization..........-..-- 337, 296, 800 276, 474, 700 17, 848, 200 18, 255, 000 24, 718, 900 
Preauthorization studies.__....- 924, 000 ee amen re ae ciate Ensmicnickoeeaanee 
Engineering and design _._. 15, 980, 500 12, 807, 900 894, 300 970, 000 1, 308, 300 
Supervision and administration 36, 585, 700 30, 309, 700 1, 527, 300 1, 565, 000 3, 183, 700 
Total applied cost_....._-- 472,000,000 | 389, 802, 200 22, 107, 800 22, 058, 000 38, 032, 000 
Undistributed cost Se Da lc Se hitataccmee 5 ne BSS ani 
50.1 Construction facilities atl inanennuee delenit 157, 000 217. 600 eee —374. 600 
Total project cost (Federal 
en NO pS | 472,000,000 | 389, 959, 200 22, 325, 400 22, 058, 000 | 37, 657, 400 
CAI, MO ISUIIOIE Wg «oe eeeseficscsencsnensinn | 58. 000 | ONO Vontncasskewen ccakenmaiee 
Total cost (Federal funds | 1 
| tiatwosbienaant an eeeoe 4 200,017,000 22, 267, 400 22, 058, 000 37, 657, 400 
SIGS VOIOT CHOI. < cncckcn cc ceslececnnassnwe 231, 700 363, 800 — 58, 000 — 537, 500 
Total obligations. -........- 472. 000,000 | 390, 248, 900 22, 631, 200 22, 000, 000 | 37, 119, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCIN | | | 
| | | } 
Anpronriation........<<cessse~a-- Da ie eee | 390,300, 100 2 ta Se 


Unobligated carryover from | | | 
prior year. | 


51, 200 | 





Total funds available for | | 
obligation______- ee ee) eee OOS ti eA ie 
Appropriation required .......-- a a SE aa ie 22, 000, 000 37, 119, 900 
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Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 

General Carter. I have one comment I would like to make on the 
channel improvement project. 

Mr. Cannon. Very well. 


REVIEW OF CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT FEATURE 


General Carter. Last year the committee questioned me very 
closely on the amount of this project. I told the committee we were 
reviewing the thing and we would have the review essentially complete 
by this year and it is now complete 

| would like to give you the result of the Mississippi River Com- 
mission’s recommendations i in this channel improvement project. 

Mr. Cannon. We shall be glad to have it. 

What is the date of these recommendations? 

General Carrer. The 21st of December 1959, I believe. It was 
just before Christmas. 

Mr. Cannon. The Mississippi River Commission makes an annual 
trip down the river, I believe? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When did they make that trip on this last occasion? 

General Carrer. Last October. 

Mr. Cannon. You may proceed. 


INCREASE IN COST 


General Carter. The estimated cost as shown on page 20 was 
$472 million. 

The review report for the channel improvement for the same 
stretch of the river, based on the very detailed study of all of the 
work we have done to date, increases that amount by $211 million, 
to $683 million. 

That gives us, instead of showing 92 percent complete, and as I 
explained last year these completion figures as shown on the report 
here were financial only and did not reflect the actual completion of 
the work, instead of 92 percent complete, with this year’s money, that 
project will be 64 percent complete. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a tremendous revision—from 92 percent 
down to 64 percent. 

General Carter. Yes, sir; I agree with you. That is why I wanted 
to call it to your attention. 

Mr. Cannon. How did such a discrepancy occur? 

General Carter. It was not a discrepancy, Mr. Chairman. The 
channel improvement program on the river has been going on for 
many, many years. We have had for a long time a complete plan for 
what we want to do with the river to keep it in the configuration, the 
meander pattern and the bends to insure carrying this floodwater out 
to sea without endangering levees. 

The review report made a very detailed study of each bend on the 
river to determine the best estimate we can make at this time as to the 
final amount that will be required for revetment, dikes, and for stabili- 
zation dredging. It is a review of the whole operation and not a dis- 
crepancy at all. 

The last previous review has brought this figure up to $472 million, 
and that was made in 1944. 
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Mr. Cannon. General Carter, sometimes I think our time here is 
utterly wasted. Here you report last vear that this was close to 
seventeen-twentieths complete. Now you tell us it is not even two- 
thirds complete. 


General Carrer. | reported last vear, sir, that the actual project 


was nowhere near that percentage of completion. 

Mr. CANNON. 93 percent Was reported last vear and this vear it is 
64 percent. 

General Carter. As | explained last year, that was the percentage 
complete against the previous or estimated project cost which had not 
been corrected as a result of the review report. 

| explained to the committee that I would report that change this 
vear, which is what I am doing. 


MEMPHIS HARBOR, 


Mir. Cannon. Memphis Harbor. Insert pages 29 through 
The pages referred to follow:) 


99. 
Oe, 


CONSTRUCTION 
Mempuis HARBOR 
CONTINUING 


Location. The project lies along Tennessee ( ‘| ute MK Kellar L: < a j OI 
islands lying between the main channel of the Mississippi River and Tennesse 
Chute, known as Presidents Island, and Vice Presidents Island or Islands Nos, 
15 and 46. Tennessee Chute was formerly a by-pass channel diverging to the left 
of the main channel at about mile 731 AHP, flowing southerly about 4 miles, 
then westerly about 3 miles, reentering the main channel of the Missi 
at about mile 722 AHP, or at the foot of Presidents and Vice Presidents Islands 
Nonconnah Creek, referred to in some earlier reports as Noneonnah River, i 


eft-hand tributary and enters Tennessee Chute about 2 miles below its head, 


ssissippl River 


the limits of the improvement area. 


luthorization. 1946 Flood Control Act 
Bene fit-cost ratio Sie tO 1. 


vithin 


SICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 20 feet. 

Length: 11 miles. 

Other: Closure dam and approach fill across head of chute to elevation 240.2 
mean sea level, industrial fill on island to above flood stage, revetment and 
protective work at the head of islands and Nonconnah Creek sewer extension. 

Pumping plant: One pumping plant for interior drainage. 

Channels: Approximately 7 miles of new channel 12 feet by 300 feet in Tennessee 
Chute. Realinement of Nonconnah Creek as required. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Q 


LT Wwo- Percent | Completion scheduik 


. ng plant — weiss d ‘ | 31, 1988 
and others_-..-- ; 9: Do 


it is ne 


tage JUSTIFICATION 
| not 
Memphis, Tenn., is a distribution center for the Midsouth and is served by 
1: several railroads, many highways and the Mississippi River. The increasing use 
Us made of the Mississippi River for transporting products in large quantities to 
Memphis for distribution by rail and highway has accentuated the need for addi- 
tional harbor facilities. The acute need for adequate harbor space will be accom- 
modated by the construction of an off-river harbor in Tennessee Chute by building 
a closure dam at the upper end of the chute, dredging channels, and providing fot 
idequate terminalis and industrial sites having both flood protection and direct 
access to water transportation. The dredged spoil from the channel excavation 
been e iced on Pees adjace nt island to form a land area above high w: ater. 
area is being pidly developed and operated by the Memphis and Shelby 
unt Port ienasiesle 4 to provide a river-rail-highway terminal with public 
lilies Open to all on equal terms. Private concerns which use waterborne 
nsportation primarily for moving their products are permitted to develop their 
terminal facilities. The construction of this project will provide approxi- 
7,/60 acres of flood-protected lands suitable for industrial developments 
f 960 acres is now available. It is estimated that the average annual 
be derived from the project are $4,250,000. The completion of this 
is vitally needed to proy ide flood protection to an additional 6,800 acres 
of land in Ensiey Bottoms which is available for industrial development and will 
saccess to water transportation. 
cal year 1961.—The requested amount of $640,000 will be applied as follows: 


I ‘and complete Ensley levee, i L—-729.2 ; S80, OOO 
( Ensley levee, item L-719 ae 140, 000 
Complete Ensley levee, item L-718 aa : 173, 600 
Initia Ensley le ‘vee, item L-717 ; 94, 400 
Engineering and design a se Shi 85, OOO 
S 


ipervision and administration : i i Sos 67, OOO 


Total _- ; ; ; 640, OOO 


Begs y levee, item L-729.2: Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to initiate 

ud complete shaping and sodding the h ydraulie levee built in fiscal year 1959. 
it is necessary to complete this levee at an early date to avoid losing topsoil by 
rain and wave wash and to place the levee in condition for planned maintenance 
D\ local interests. 

Ensley levee, items L-719 and L-718: Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 t 
complete these two levee items. The completion will extend the protection 
around Ensley Bottoms about 3 miles, leaving only 2.5 miles to complete 

Ensley levee, item L-717: Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to initiate 
construction of this item. The completion of this aint will extend the protection 
around Ensley Bottoms about 1.3 miles, leaving only 1.2 miles to complete the 
levee construction. Complete protection of the area cannot be realized until 
the entire 11 miles are complete, with a pumping plant to be placed in this item. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests for con- 
structing the authorized project is estimated at $410,000 for lands and easements. 

The latest estimate of local interests cost was $170,628 as of June 30, 1958. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of approximately 
$5,084,915 for public terminal, access roads, streets, spurs, lights, gas and water 
service. Private interests have spent approximately $7 million for dock facilities, 

240.2 Duildings, paving, and drainage. 
nt and _— of local cooperation.—The city of Memphis and Shelby Ceunty, Tenn., 
onsion. boards of commissioners have furnished the necessary assurances of local coopera- 
tion. They have the necessary right-of-way for all construction to date. Right- 
Inessee ol-way has been requested for all work in the fiscal year 1960 program and it is 
expected that it will be furnished as scheduled. Local interests have an option 
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to purchase all lands to be protected by the levee system and in most cases includeg 
the land required for levee foundation and borrow pits. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$18,200,000 is an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate ($18 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase, $29,000 is due to higher price levels and the 
remaining $171,000 to a reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design 
and for supervision and administration. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


$1, 568, 100 $1, 568, 100 

Channels 9, 568, 000 . 787, 600 

Levees 2, 206, 000 517, 000 
Pumping plant 1, 289, 000 

Bank stabilizatior 1, 428, 000 ( 

Preauthorization study 36, 000 3 0) 

( 

( 


Engineering and design 654, 900 
Supervision and administration. 1, 450, 000 


Total appl er 
eral funds only 000 
Undistributed cost 
Total project ‘ 
eral funds only 3, 595, 20 390, ' 3, 328, 000 
Pending adjustments 


Total costs (Federal funds 
only i - 3, 595, 200 : 400 i, 3, 328, 000 
Undelivered orders eae 1, 400 95, 000 
Total obligations. . ‘ 3, 746, 600 5, 400 40, 3, 328, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations o + 3, 752, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligations - . 
Appropriation required 





LOWER WHITE RIVER, ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. White River, insert 35 through 39. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION 
LowER WHITE RIVER 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The White River backwater unit is located on the west side of the 
Mississippi River in Phillips, Monroe, and Desha Counties, Ark., and extends 
from the main Mississippi River Levee at Oldtown Lake, about 15 miles below 
Helena, to a junction with the main Mississippi River levee opposite Snow Lake, 
Ark. The Augusta to Clarendon unit is located on the east bank of White River 
and extends from the vicinity of Augusta, Ark., to Clarendon, and on the west 
bank at Georgetown, Ark. 

A uthorizatign. 1936, 1941, 1946, 1951, and 1958 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cosf ratio.—3.5 to 1. 
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239, 400 
144, 900 


256, 400 


, 328, 000 


, 328, 000 





3, 328, 00 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 













Estimated Federal cost....................- eae ee a ae $13, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_ as pe ae et 2, 240, 000 
Cash contributions. -........-- eee a y 0 
Other costs ” i ls bs eeeaes ant 2, 240, 000 
Aatcl estimated project cost 








5 : 15, 240, 000 
ypriations to June 30, 1959. , 9. 468, 000 4 
riations for fiscal year 1960_-.- ‘ 7 waite ‘ et 104, 000 ei ; 
riations to date paiteses 3 9, 572, 000 74 
wiations requested for fiscal year 1961_...............-.-. ita 150, 000 75 

to complete after fiscal year 1961 Sch aunty 3, 278, 000 














PHYSICAL DATA 


te River backwater unit: 
\\ i ti packKwater unlit: 














age height: 24 feet (approximate). 
Length: $1 miles. 
Drainage structures: 2. 


# 
I 
Pumping plant: 1 


Au to Clarendon Unit: Levees: 
\verage height: 15 feet (approximate). 


47.3 miles. 















Slatus (Jan. 1, 1960) 



















Levees (White River backwater) _. : p 96 Der 31, 1963 

Dra tructures (White River backwater) s Do 

Pumping plant (White River backwater) 1,500 cubic feet per second 0 | Aug. 31, 1963 

Levees (Augusta to Clarendon ; 65 Dec. 31, 1966 
t oject 72 Do 


JUSTIFICATION 


Separable unit White River backwater levee: ‘he levee will provide protection 
for 149,000 acres of agricultural and timberlands, of which more than 70 percent 
is eared, from Mississippi and White River floods except during extreme high 
stages, in Which case 3 million acre-feet of water will be diverted into the area to 
ifety to the Mississippi River levees below the mouth of White River. 
fhe pumping plant will provide the leveed area with protection against surface 
water impounded during high Mississippi River backwater stages, which causes 
extensive damage to crops. Completion of the project Is necessary to prevent 
recurring flood losses, which occur almost annually. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $150,000 will be applied to 


provide si 








Initiate White River backwater pumping plant___-- $150, 000 


White River backwater pumping plant.—Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 
to initiate construction of this item. This work is required at the earliest prac- 
{ 

} 










icable date in order to relieve the area from impounded surface water during 
high stages of the White and Mississippi Rivers which occur almost annually 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,240,000, of which $1,006,000 
is for lands and damages and $1,234,000 for local drainage within the leveed area. 
Local interests are required to maintain the project when completed, except for 
the pumping plant at an estimated annual cost of $16,000 (White River back- 
water levee and pumping plant). 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have furnished the necessary assur- 
ances of local cooperation for all levee work on the project and have furnished all 
rights-of-way for the construction to date. Local interests, the White River 
levee district of Phillips, Monroe and Desha Counties, Ark., have promised to 








-— 


o4/0 


furnish the required assurances for the construction of the pumping plant (White 
River backwater levee and pumping plant 

Comparison of the Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate 
$13 million is an increase of $100,000 from the latest estimate ($12,900,000 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels 


iD. 


of 


SUD- 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseai complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 196) yeur 1961 after fiscal 


year 196] 


‘larendon unit $2. 110. 000 
backwater 

10, 890, 000 

ind damages 77, 5OUO 

7, 247, QUO 

2, 246, OOD 

14, OOO 


$37. OOO 


Mr. Cannon. On this page you seem to be living on carryover 
funds and cereey you are Wl aeuae: to continue in the same 


i 


way for another year. 
What is the aeant status of the project 


STATUS OF PROJECT 


General Carrer. This project, sir, is in the planning stage for 
design of the pumping plant for the White River backwater area. 

We had $107,000 this vear. The general design memorandum was 
60 percent complete on the Ist of January and will be completed by 
the 30th of June. 

The Jacksonville district is designing this plant for the Memphis 
district and they expect to complete the design work, plans, and 
specifications for the machinery and equipment, in October. 

We expect to have plans and specifications complete for the plant 
itself by June of 1961 and that is what we will use this money for, to 
complete those plans and specifications. 
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PUMPING PLANT 


Mr. Cannon. If we put in everything else why should not local 
interests pay for the pumping plant? That is purely for their benefit. 

Has that matter been taken up with them? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. In fact, this project came in for a great 
deal of discussion when it was authorized. Local interests have pro- 
vided a flowage easement throughout the entire backwater area at an 
estimated cost of $2,240,000 which was their contribution to this 
particular plant. 

We built this levee around the whole area so that we have enclosed 
t and trapped the drains. 

Originally the White River was low in the summertime and we 
have a floodgate which allows the water to run out. 

However, since the reservoirs have been built in the upper White 
River we retain water there to prevent high flooding in the spring 
and we must let the water out in the late summer so that the water 
just does not fall into the White so that the gravity drainage originally 
provided will not work. 

Therefore, Congress authorized this pumping plant. The local 
nterests have contributed all that the act requires. 


VICKSBURG HARBOR, MISS. 


Mr. Cannon. Vicksburg Harbor, $1,370,000. You will finish with 
the 1961 request? 

General Carrer. | am practically sure we will. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 41 through 45. 
The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRI CTION 


VICKSBURG HARBOR 


(CONTINUING 


L ation Alo py the nortl bank of Lake Cente nnial with al approac! 
1 channel connecting it with the existing Yazoo Canal approximately 
i ‘confluence with the ississippi River at mile 4382 above Head of Pass« 
horizalior Flood Control Act of May 20: 1928, as amended b 
24, 1946, and September 3, 1954. 


i naviga- 
2 4 mile Ss 


the acts 


fe 


28 to |} 


Summarized financial data 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Harbor channel: 300 feet wide, 9,550 feet in length. 

Approach navigation channel: 150 feet wide, 4,850 feet in length. 

Industrial fill: 1,000 feet wide by 10,700 feet in length, containing 245 acres at 
elevation above flood stage. 

Highway and railroad approach fills: 1,950 feet and 2,350 feet in length. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Roads, railroads, and bridges: Highway and railroad approach fill 

Channels June 1961. 
Clearing, grubbing and retaining dikes 
Hlarbor excavation. _—- J -. ‘ 53 | November 1960. 
Grading i | December 1969. 
Slope protection ‘ : ; June 1961. 

Entire project hie 4 Do 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide an adequate harbor, free from the dangers of high 
velocity flow, which will supplement the present facilities which are inadequate 
for the transfer of waterborne commerce to highway and railroad transportation 
for inland distribution. Despite this lack of adequate transfer facilities, the 
waterborne commerce of the port of Vicksburg in 1958 was 788,785 tons. An 
analysis indicates that a total average increase of 223,000 tons may be expected 
as a result of the harbor development. The industrial fill (constructed with 
dredged spoil material) will provide commerce using the harbor with the necessary 
means for the expeditious loading and unloading of waterborne shipments. Com- 
pletion of the project will provide an important supplement to a major waterway 
and will result in a total annual saving of about $700,000 in transportation costs. 
Other benefits for which no monetary value has been set are increases in traffic 


on the Missisippi River and inland waterways system, indirectly benefiting the 
entire Nation. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,370,000 will be applied to: 


Complete harbor excavation ; : Sti SS $840, 000 
Initiate and complete: 
Grading : ; ae ae 164, 000 
Slope protection _-_-_ oer a 246, 000 
Engineering and design__-_- 2, 300 
Supervision and administration 4 ; 117, 700 
_ 1, 370, 000 
The funds requested will permit completion of the project in fiscal year 1961 
as scheduled. 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated to be $380,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands for rights-of-way $200, 000 
Utility alterations 2, 000 
Road relocations ~ bate 68, 000 
Approach highway bridge 110, 000 
Total 380, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate all works, other than the 
harbor and approach channels, upon completion. The annual cost to local 
interests for maintenance and operation is estimated at $21,000. Local interests 
are also required to furnish assurances that they will construct and operate 
adequate terminal facilities and the necessary public utilities open to all on equal 
terms as approved by the Secretary of the Army. The estimated cost to provide 
the initial minimum requirements is $707,500. Local interests propose ultimately 
to construct railroad tracks on the railroad approach fill, surface the highway 
approach, provide sanitary sewers, water, and gas mains and surface drainage 
facilities on the fill, powerlines, and transformer station, police and fire protection, 
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warehousing facilities, barge, highway and rail terminal, including a gantry crane 
for barge loading and unloading. The estimated cost of these additional improve- 
ments is $1,917,500. 

Status of local cooperation—The Warren County Board of Supervisors on 
November 7, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation will be furnished. The rights-of-way have been 
acquired for the work. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,790,000 is an increase of $270,000 over the latest estimate ($4,520,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $80,500 of this increase is the result of higher price levels and 
the remaining $189,500 results from a reanalysis of the requirements for engineer- 
ing and design and supervision and administration based on experienced costs. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Project cost Total to current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1259 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 


(4 5 (6) 


; —$11, 200 —$11, 200 

id bridges_- &9, 600 4, 700 
4, 048, 800 1, 436, 100 

aoe 12, 000 12, 000 
ign... 140, 300 120, 500 
{ministration 510, 500 183, 400 


4, 790, . 745. 500 
O00 


4, 790, 000 , 745, : 300 
700 


600 
THOD OF FINANCING 
iations a — , 959, , 460, 000 
igated carryover from 
r year . ~ ‘ ‘i &, 600 
Total funds available for 


ligation os 3 Ba 59, 800 , 468, 600 
iations required.- 





OLD RIVER, LA. 


Mr. Cannon. Old River, $8,400,000. 
Insert pages 47 through 55. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION 
Oup RIvER 
(CONTINUING) 


n.—The project is located in the lower portion of the Red River back- 
t between the Red and Mississippi Rivers and above the Pointe Coupee 
vee in Louisiana. 
orization._-Flood Contrel Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 
n fit-cost ratio. 1.9 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 
= : eieeatl ; ine aeee 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


} rps of Engineers aie $70, 000, 000 
ite leral st (Bureau of Publi to 554. 500 
timated non-Federal costs ; ; is 303, 500 
Cash contribution : 303, 500 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 70, 858, 000 
Appropriations to June 1959 30, 248, 000 
Appropriations for fi | year 1960 9, 040, 000 
Appropriations to dat 39, 288, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye GH] 8. 400. 000 
) 


Balance to complet iter f il , 196] 22, 312, 000 


Voluntary 
PHYSICAL DATA 


tructure. Elever 
having 44 feet clear width between weir crest 10 feet m.s.] 


Low-sill structure: Reinforced concrete 


“erest at 5 feet m.s.!., for passing low flows. Total length 566 f 


abutments Vertical lift steel gates. 
Overbank structure: Reinforced concrete 
Seventy-three gate bavs each ha 1-4 
52 feet m.s.] Total length 3,356 feet 


avigation lock: 75 by 1,200 feet 
laximum w.s ( tion (lock): 67 fe 
[aximum discharge ¢a itv: Approxi: 700.000 @ 
overb: 
; ()j0) ¢ 
innel: mi long, bottom { 100 feet 


‘ 


Levees: Approximately 16 mi ‘nlargement and new 
Bank stabilization: Approxi | i 
Lands and damages: 2,480 


poil disposal easement 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will prevent the Mississippi Riv« 
of the Old and Atchafalava Rivers. Should this occur, 
and New Orleans and many lesser sized communities would be 
quantities of fresh water to supply their domestic needs during low 
The vast industrial complex located from above Baton Rouge 
mouth would be without fresh water which is vital to its operati 
sippi : 
for controlling floods below Old River would have to be redesig1 
structed. Cities, towns, railroads, highways, waterways, industry, agriculture, 
and utilities in the Atchafalaya Basin would be subject to partial or complete 
destruction or serious disruption. The investment of the United States in flood 
control and navigation works would be threatened and a large amount of it lost. 
The effect would be felt probably as far upstream as Vicksburg on the Mississippl 


a 
River as far upstream as Baton Rouge would become brack 
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River and Boyce on the Red River as a result of swifter currents and increased 
meandering. The cost of these losses, not including the dislocation and disrup- 
tion of industry and agriculture, is estimated conservatively to be $475 million 
plus an additional annual maintenance cost of $6,700,000. The estimated bene- 
fits are $14,600,000 annually. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $8,400,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of masonry, gates, and machinery for naviga- 

tion lock _ _ _ - Ee A ee en Se ed ee ee pa ford ty CE eee Te rare “ 523, 200 
Continue channel dre dging (low-sill structure)________________ es , 712, 200 
Continue levee work _ -_-- soe 337, 300 
Continue maintenance of complete 1d work - 40, 000 
Engineering and design___________~- el 147, 300 
Peper vie GIsd MAMUMIOT ATION... ... 5. eee cence ne nncwnnses 640, 000 


Sie a es san PR a: Ss fe i cei dco sn a ee 8, 400, 000 


With the funds requested for fiscal year 1961, construction features previously 
initiated will progress at an economical rate and in accordance with the planned 
completion dates. 

Non-Federal costs —The Department of Highways and Bureau of Public Roads 
will make a voluntary contribution, estimated to be $858,000 for widening the 
low-sill and overbank structure bridges and the levee to provide for a two-lane 
roadway ° 

Status of local cooperation.—The Fifth Louisiana Levee District on October 29, 
1928, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation for levee work along the Mississippi River will be supplied. All 
of _ rights-of-way required for levee work have been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$70 million is a decrease of $10 million from the last estimate submitted to the 
Congress. The decrease is due to the low bid received on the navigation lock 
contract and to internal adjustments within the overall estimate to reflect past 
cost experience. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 

















| Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960] year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | | year 1961 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. ......------ $280, 000 | $273, 800 | $6, 200 | ee 
Locks ..| 16,235,000 | 681, 300 4, 967, 400 | , 200 $5, 038, 100 
Channels_ 3 aul 17, 918, 000 | 8, 047, 500 | 2, 897, 600 , 200 5, 260, 700 
Levees__... | 5, 658, 000 | 326, 500 752, 500 , 300 | 4, 184, 700 
Floodway control and diversion | | | | | 
streams ; ; 7 17,212,700 | 16, 854, 000 | 303, 600 40, 000 15, 100 
Bank stabilization. te 5, 635, 300 ‘ } 142, 700 |_..... | 5, 492, 600 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| 124, 000 | 32, 700 | StU A voncaccesscenel 64, 300 
Pre wuthoriz: ition studies... ees -|---- | poeaaioale sees 
Engineering and design_-- 2, 773, 000 1, 904, 800 | 183, 600 | 150, 000 | 534, 600 
supervision and administr: ition 5, 022, 000 | 1, 863, 600 | 644, 500 644, 000 | 1, 869, 900 
Total applied cost fitieas | | | 
of Engineers fund, con- | 
; tributions) --... 70, 858, 000 29, 984, 200 | 9, 925, 100 8, 488, 700 | 22, 460, 000 
Undistributed costs 6 | | 
Total project cost..........| 70,858,000 | 29, 984, 200 | 9, 925, 100 | 8, 488, 700 | 22, 460, 000 
Pending adjustments. aan | 
__ Total cost ---------| 70,858,000 | 29, 984, 200 9, 925, 100 | 8, 488, 700 | 22, 460, 000 
Undelivered orders od +-481, 700 | —411, 000 | 70, 700 
Total obligations eal | 30,465,900 | 9, 514, 100 8, 418, 000 22, 460, 000 
Total applied cost (Corps | | 
of Engineers funds 70,000,000 | 29, 775, 100 9, 488, 100 8, 425, 000 | 22, 311, 800 
U Indistributed costs “a 
Total project cost- .--| 70,000,000 | 29, 775, 100 9, 488, 100 | 8, 425, 000 22, 311, 800 
Pending adjustments. 2 
Total cost. _.-.- _..-| 70,000,000 | 29,775,100 | 9,488,100 | _—-8, 425, 000 22, 311, 800 


52882—60——_37 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 


i 


Item 


| 
(1) 
] 


Undelivered orders 


Total obligations. -.-.--- 


Contributions (other, better- | 
ment): | 
RUREAU OF PURLIC ROADS | 


Total applied cost 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost_-- 
Pending adjustments-__.....---- 
Total cost 


Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 


STATE OF LOUISIANA, DEPART- 


MENT OF HIGHWAYS 


Total applied cost_.............- 

Undistributed costs.......------|-- 
Total project cost... 

Pending adjustments_- 


Total cost. __- | 
Undelivered orders. _- 


Total obligations. ......--- 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Corps of Engineers funds: 


Appropriations a F 
gated carryover from 





il funds available for 
obligation _ —- ieee 

Appropriations required 

Bureau of Public Roads funds: 
teimbursements | 


Reimbursement required--.-- 


Non-Federal contributions: 
(State of Louisiana, Depart- 
ment of Highways): | 

Contributions as 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year..... — 





Total funds available for 
obligation. 
Contributions required 





ST. 


| Project cost 


estimate 





$554, 500 


554, 500 


, 000 


70, 000, 000 


FRANCIS BASIN, MO. AND 


Totalto | Current fis- 





| June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | 
| 
(3) (4) 
+$454,700 | —$429, 700 
x Ps 
30, 229, 800 | 9, 058, 400 
' 
169, SOO 384, 700 
169, SOO 384, 700 
169, 800 384, 700 
169, 800 384, 700 
39, 300 92, 300 | 
39, 300 | 52, 300 | 
300 §2, 300 
+27, 000 +18, 700 
66, 300 71. 000 
30, 248, 200 | 9, 040, 000 
: 18, 400 
c 9, O58, 400 
| 
| 4 | === = 
. 384, 700 
82, 400 54, 90 
as 16, 100 
* 71, 000 


and 1961—Continued 


| Balance to 
Budget, fiscal} complete 
year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196] 








(5) (6) 
== 0950001... 03dc2.90 
8, 400, 000 22, 311, 800 
| 
| | 
| 
| 
| 
63, 700 148, 200 
63, 700 148, 200 
63. 700 148, 20 
—45, 700 one ececees 
18. 000 148, 20 
| 
! 
8, 400, 000 22, 311, 800 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
"18,000 |. 148, 200 





Mr. Cannon. St. Francis Basin, $4,600,000. 
Insert pages 57 through 68. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ARK. 





nued 


ce to 
lete 
iscal 
196] 














148, 200 


——t 


577 


CONSTRUCTION 
Sr. Francis BASIN 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in the St. Francis Basin in southeastern 
Missouri, and northeastern Arkansas, and extends from the hills southwest of 
Cape Giradeau, Mo., near Wappapello, Mo., to the confluence of the St. Francis 
and Mississippi Rivers about 10 miles above Helena, Ark. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, 1941, 1944, 1946, 1950, and 1958 Flood 
Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
nated Federal cost heokacaa Cidcna teatime iteniataeia | $86, 700, 000 ae ‘ . 
Estimated non-Federal costs metas * 1, 220, 000 one ‘ 
Cash contributions patents ‘ aasiee siden ieonuaa SD Date accdsndenaeene ‘ 
Other costs is Ss Se a tae ete Aas 1, 220, 000 
Tota] estimated project cost nai = 3 a act ie dance 87, 920, 000 . 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_-_- is ssigia shaiagiien $2, 892, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 - -- 3, 900, O00 
Appropriations to date ieee pink cusininds Stet dl 36, 792, 000 42 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_._- - +. 600, 000 48 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_—--.-.-- ae named 45, 308, 006 ‘ 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 13 feet. 
Length: 480.5 miles. 
Pumping plants: 
1 pumping plant and floodgate at Madison, Ark. 
1 pumping plant with floodgate and powerplant near Marianna, Ark. 
Channels: Vile 
LOWer ob. Pranos IAGit. 2 cee eee Se : 15. 9 
bate Tver drainage. 2 eo See 219. O 
Big Slough and Mayo ditches____..-__- etree apenas r 30. 0 
Tyronza River ci eM tae anaes ree = ae =. = kee 
Cross Connty Giten: oo cce ee ucse pe tae Ses cpio as Se : = whee 
Lands: 
70,000 acres direct purchase. 
Flowage easements: 10,000 acres. 
Dam and reservoir: 1 dam (Wappapello flood control only) complete. 
Other: 1 siphon (Marked Tree) compiete. 
Re locatior -S 
Highway bridges and roads__......------ Lae a ne 16 


County and private bridges_ 
Railroad bridges , 
Miscellaneous utility lines 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Completion schedule 


Big Slough and Mayo ditch 


a a a 0 Oct. 31, 1963 
IRE TN a bento a inane ae 0 | Dee. 31, 1969. 
Wap} apello Reservoir 
meoreation facilities. -....<=--<sssccctccccus vee ceSab sw euh det nears 5 | June 30, 1966. 
Other features ia en al ed ate tate a ote am os < ca 100 
St. poser is River and tributaries: ;, 
ands ae = 75 une 30, 1970. 
Relocations______- eames pass tease reccrace ae ; 62 | June 30, 1971. 
Channels a - : Pee: 61 Dec. 31, 1970. 
Levees > eS ts ac 7 ; $5 Do 
Pumping plants ras . Sra ct oe aad (a : 0 | June 30, 1970. 
_ Marked Tree siphon__..------- EN ACS YS a ar 100 
BONN NEE on oe ee aerncett ie Ieee 2 39 | June 30, 1971. 


eee eee 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a single-purpose flood control project and is a unit in the com. 
prehensive plan for flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries. Protection 
against headwater floods of the St. Francis and Little Rivers will be afforded to 
an area of approximately 927,300 acres of agricultural lands and including numer- 
ous small towns, several major railroads, highways, and utilities, located in 
Missouri and Arkansas. The construction of adequate outlets for the many 
drainage improvements undertaken by local interests will provide relief from 
overflow on approximate ‘ly 196,700 acres in the Little River Basin, 20,000 acres 
in th 1e Elk Chute Basin, and 30,000 acres in the Big Slough area. In addition, 
relief from flooding by backwaters of the gan River will be afforded to 
approximate ‘ly 600,000 acres in the lower St. Francis Basin below the latitude 
of St. Francis Lake | ry the construction of the ™M: idison to Marianna cutoff and 
related work including the pumping plant. Flooding has occurred every year 
with few exceptions, and the flood of record occurred in 1957 causing numerous 
breaks in the locally constructed substandard levees with resultant damages of 
over $2 million. It is estimated that a recurrence of the 1937 flood, under present 
conditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages of over 
$4,300,000. The average annual flood control benefits for the project are esti- 
mated at $9,456,300. Continuing construction of this project is needed to 
prevent recurring flood losses. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,600,000 will be applied to— 


St. Francis River and tributaries: 
Continue lands and damages $267, 000 
Relocations: 
Roads: 
Complete 4 county bridges, Madison- Marianna chan- 
— 301, 400 
Complete 2 county bridges, found Pond channel 84, 000 
Continue 2 county bridges, Grassv Lake channel_- __- 163, 900 
Railroads: Continue Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. 
bridge, Round Pond channel- : 228, 000 
Utilities: Continue relocation of miscellaneous utilities. ___ 12, 000 
Channels: 
Continue Round Pond channel, item No. 1 ; 392, 000 
Complete Grassy Lake channel, item No. 1_-- 502, 000 
Continue Tulot channel, item No. 1 ea 208, 000 
Complete riverfront channel, item No, 1_- 5 : 174, 000 
Continue Tulot channel, item No. ‘ — 207, 000 
Levees: 
Complete Deering - - 5 ‘ Ee ‘ s 37, 000 
Complete Gibbons Etat ; 97 , 000 
Complete Broslev : 5, 56, 000 
Complete Ash Hill 63, 000 
Complete Fisk - - 27, 000 
Complete Rombauer 22, 000 
Complete below Widener, Ark 61, 000 
Engineering and design 207, 700 
Supervision and administration 335, 000 


Subtotal 


Big Slough and Mayo ditch: 
Complete State, county and private bridges (Mayo ditch) 
Initiate and complete Mayo ditch channel, item No. 2 
Initiate Mayo ditch channel, item No. 1 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Subtotal 
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57, 000 
89, 000 
45, 000 
41, 000 
28, 000 


260, 000 























Little River drainage: 





Conianue Ianus and Gamares.. . <2... 3 es need ccdccds $22, 500 
Relocations: 
Railroads: 
Initiate and complete St. Louis, Southwestern RR. 
RPA, oP OTIDIUIN on Sc on las ee cece S 110, 000 
Initiate and complete St. Louis-San Francisco RR. 
RUeer ON NINO eek Se os Oa 60, 000 
Utilities: Initiate relocation of miscellaneous utilities._._- 1, 000 
Channels: 
Complete Big Lake floodway ditches below Pettyville_ 280, 600 
initiate: Bie bake east giten-. 8 on ee ncneecwen 92, 900 
Initiate and complete Middle Valley channel__._.---- 4, 000 
Levees: 
Initiate and complete Hornersville, degrade levee. _--_- 30, 000 
Initiate and complete State line, degrade levee_____--- 73, 600 
Initiate and complete Big Lake, degrade levee_._-__--- 18, 400 
Initiate and complete Middle Valley, new levee____--- 24, 000 
Initiate and complete West Basin, levee enlargement-_- 76, 000 
USAIN WER CR Si es ie cis ami menarche ies 48, 000 
Supervision anc administration... ..< ~~. .....< .<s.-s.-eesnse 84, 000 





Subtotal__-_ 


Wappapello Reservoir: 
Continue recreation facilities (includes roads, ramps, toilets, and 
pieni¢c areas) 4 : : 9 ; 35, 000 
Engineering and design__-_-_- eae ; 2, 200 
Supervision and administration____-------- Le ee 2, 800 


Subtotal___ Sn a re NN Sp nr ieee ps ne ee er 40, 000 


a pn ee ee RON oo hd wad was coeseenee 4, 600, 000 


St. Francis River and tributaries 
Lands and damages.—Funds requested will be used to continue the acquisition 

of lands for levee and channel work scheculed for fiscal years 1961 and 1962. 

Any delay in this program will jeopardize the scheduled construction program. 

Four county bridges (Madison-Marianna channel).—Funds will be used in 
fiscal year 1961 to complete these bridges. Funds requested are necessary to meet 
the proposed schedule of the contractor which is considered to be commensurate 
with weather conditions and type of equipment available. The bridges are 
required to replace four temporary bridges which have been in use about 3 
years and require yearly repairs. 

Two county bridges (Round Pond channel).—Funds will be used in fiscal year 
1961 to complete the two bridges at an economica! rate. The Round Pond chan- 
nel is now under contract and scheduled to be completed in fiscal year 1962 and 
to prevent interruption of traffic and allow the channel to function as planned the 
bridges must be completed. 

Two county bridges (Grassy Lake channel).—Funds will be used in fiscal year 
1961 to continue the construction of the two bridges. The Grassy Lake channel 
is now under contract and is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961 and the 
bridges are required to prevent interruption of traffic and to allow the channel to 
funetion as planned. 

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad bridge (Round Pond channel).—Funds 
will be used in fiscal vear 1961 to continue the construction of the bridge. Com- 
pletion of the bridge and channel under the bridge is required to provide sufficient 
channel width for the Round Pond channel to function as planned and to prevent 
interruption of traffic. 

Miscellaneous utilities—Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to relocate power 

and telephone lines as required on all items of work under construction during 
this period. 
_ Round Pond channel, item No. 1.—¥Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to con- 
Unue construction of this item. The work is required to provide an interior 
drainage channel prior to completion of levees in this vicinity which when con- 
structed will interrupt drainage. 

Grassy Lake channel, item No. 1.—Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to com- 
plete this item at an economical rate and allow completion within the specified 
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contract time. Any delay in the completion of this item will delay construction 
on the remaining work in this area. 

Tulot channel, items No. 1 and No. 2.—Funds will be used in fiseal year 1961 to 
continue these items. This work is required to provide drainage in the Tulot, 
Ark., area which has been interrupted by the construction of the St. Francis main 
line levees. 

Riverfront channel, item No. 1.—Funds will be used in fiseal vear 1961 to com. 
plete this item for drainage. The construction of this item is required to provide 
an outlet channel into the St. Francis River for Straight Slough, thereby reducing 
flood heights during crop seasons. 

Deering and Gibbons, Mo.—Funds will be used in fiscal vear 1961 to complete 
the two levee items located in Elk Chute Drainage District of Missouri. The 
levees are deficient in grade and section, and when complete will protect this area 
from the tributary floodwaters which occur almost yearly. 

Brosley, Ash Hill, Fisk, and Rombauer, Mo.—Funds will be used in fiscal year 
1961 to complete these four levee items. The work is located in the Inter-River 
Drainage District of Missouri at the head of the St. Francis Basin below Wappa- 
pello, Mo. The levees are locally constructed, substandard, and require shaping 
and enlarging. Damage occurs during every major high water. 

Below Widener, Ark.—Funds will be used during fiscal vear 1961 to complete 
this river closure at the head of the Madison-Marianna Channel, which will be 
opened in fiscal vear 1960. The closure of the St. Francis River at this point will 
divert the flow through the Madison- Marianna Channel and will reduce the in- 
terior drainage flow and reduce flood heights along the St. Francis system. 

Big Slough and Mayo ditch 

One State, two county, and seven private bridges.—Funds will be used in fiscal 
vear 1961 to complete construction of these bridges across Mayo ditch. Any 
delay in the completion of this work will delay proposed drainage in the area sur- 
rounding Mayo ditch. 

Mayo ditch channel, items No. 1 and No. 2. Funds will be used in fiscal vear 
1961 to initiate (item No. 1) and initiate and complete (item No. 2) the enlarge 
ment of these items. Enlargement of Mavo ditch is required at the earliest date 
possible to relieve flooding of farmlands and crops in this area. 


Little river drainage: 


Lands and damage 8. ~Funds will be used in fiseal year 1961 to continue the land 
acquisition program in the Big Lake area. Any delay in this program will retard 
construction on work for which funds are being requested. 

St. Louis Southwestern Railway trestle, Hornersville, Mo.—Funds will be used 
in fiscal year 1961 to initiate and complete bridge alterations and floodway de- 
grading in this vicinity. This work is required at an early date to enlarge over- 
bank floodway adjacent to the Little River ditches and will reduce flood heights 
in this area. 

St. Louis-San Francisco Railway bridge (Pettyville, Ark.).—Funds will be used 
in fiscal vear 1961 to initiate and complete alterations to this bridge which become 
necessary due to the proposed enlargement of the Big Lake east ditch. Any delay 
in this work will reduce the effectiveness of the Big Lake ditches. 

Utilities—Funds will be used to alter power and telephone lines during con- 
struction in the Big Lake area. 

Big Lake floodway ditch (below Pettyville, Ark.).—Funds will be used in fiscal 
year 1961 to complete the enlargement and cleanout of the outlet ditches. Com- 
pletion of this item will lower flood heights in the Big Lake area and thus assist 
in reducing floods over cropland in southeast Missouri. 

Big Lake east ditch.—Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to initiate the en- 
largement and cleanout of this ditch. This item when complete will lower flood 
heights in the vicinity of Arkansas- Missouri State line and relieve flooding of crop- 
land in southeast Missouri. 

Middle valley channel and levee—Funds will be used in fiseal year 1961 to initiate 
and complete this levee and channel in the upper reaches of the Little River. 
Construction of these items will provide protection to the middle valley from flood- 
waters of the Little River diversion channel. The levee is to be constructed be- 
tween segments of the Little River diversion levee. 
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Hornersville, State line, and Big Lake (degrade levees).—Funds will be used in 
fiscal year 1961 to degrade old substandard, locally constructed levees. The work 
jis required to provide a larger overbank floodway below the Little River ditches 
which will reduce flood heights and duration of flooding in the Little River drainage 
area. 

West basin levee—Funds will be used in fiscal _— 1961 to initiate and complete 
the levee enlargement which is located at the head of the Little River drainage 
basin. This work is necessary to prevent overto} pping by floods originating in 
the Ozark Hills of Missouri. Any failure in this levee would flood most of the 
Little River drainage area in southeast Missouri. 

Wappapello Reservoir 

Recreation facilities.—Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to continue the con- 
struction of recreation facilities. The signage will consist of 2.5 miles of 
new roads, 11,000 square yards of paving on roads, two boat ramps, 2,500 square 

yards of paving on boat ramps, eight pit toilets, and 50,000 square feet of parking 
area Will be cleared near boat ramp and publie use areas. The above “aa will 
provide the visiting public with the necessary facilities for their comfort and 
recreation at a rate commensurate with the estimated needs therefor. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,220,000: $1,120,000 for lands 
and easements and $100,000 for relocations on Tulot, Ark., channel. 

Local interests are required to operate and maintain the project after comple- 
tion, except for Wappapello Dam and Reservoir and the pumping plant near 
Marianna, Ark. The estimated annual cost of maintenance by local interests is 
$379,000. 

In addition to the above, local interests state that they have incurred costs in 
excess Of $15 million for levees, locks, ete., prior to initiation of the authorized 
Federal improvements. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances have been furnished by 24 
levee and drainage districts to operate and maintain the project. These as- 
gsurances are being complied with for all work to date. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$86,700,000 is an inerease of $2,300,000 over the latest estimate ($84,400,000) 
submitted to Congress; $621,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels and 
$70,000 to the inclusion of additional recreation facilities based on rean: lysis of 
requirements. Lands and dam ges have increased $391,000, based on a reap- 
praisal of requirements. Relocations and channels have increased $240,000 and 
$297,000, respectively, based on more detailed planning. Engineering and design 
and supervision and administration have been increased $681,000, based on a 
reanalysis of requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








Balance to 












































Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
St. Francis River and tribu- 
III sid incs erica isch eijiiarrinoabiioes $71,000,000 | $22, 746. 500 $4, 552, 600 $4, 463, 700 $39, 237, 200 
Lands and damages...-..--- 4, 875, 000 3, 435, 800 431, 900 355, 300 652, 000 
ec ieakes 6, 250, 000 2, 685, 700 1, 677, 700 1, 271, 200 615, 400 
ceca ee 10, 023, 000 5, 083, 300 1, 490, 800 1, 545, 000 1, 903, 900 
IN a Brier eek cee 19, 300, 000 8, 361, 500 320, 300 735, 300 9, 882, 900 
Pumping plants..-...-...-.- a ET Becneecdincsinetatari- sl ansideaiaer mahal te maaneaieasiaaines 21, 245, 000 
Preauthorization studies_-___. 145, 000 I Mi ccsniincnsdetetosiste inthis aeincahcaeaecemganh Abita 
Engineering and design ____-- 4, 137, 000 1, 358, 400 269, 100 221, 900 2, 287, 600 
Supervision and administra- 
Ecc wannibccnsacankbnmed 5, 025, 000 1, 676, 800 362, 800 335, 000 2, 650, 400 
Wappapello reservoir....---..--- 8,020,000 | 7, 784, 500 50,000 | 40,000 145, 500 
Dam and reservoir __-..-.--- 7, 067, 400 EL Beasts ticson wale css arsine ee ahi aeilceea eee 
Recreation facilities. .......-- 245, 000 37, 800 44, 300 35, 000 127, 900 
Preauthorization studies__... 20, 000 + fh a See, RE eee 
Engineering and design_--.-- 237, 600 226, 600 2, 000 2, 200 6, 800 
Supervision and administra- 
PE piacnnatine peebies 450, 000 432, 700 3, 700 | 2, 800 | 10, 800 
Big Slough and Mayo ditch....| 1, 180,000 |_-..--.. ------| 149,100 | 335,900 | 695,000 
Lands and damages--......- PUNO Nieto ea viencose a i aces | 74, 100 
SID ccmcismaucmmabene RR Ae ee ae lh 82, 000 74, 000 
oS aE et ND Besccraaiamecus | 35, 000 184, 900 465, 100 
Engineering and design ___-- _ | , Gaeta | 24, 000 | 41, 000 | 14, 000 
Supervision and administra- | 
EERE RR a crci sna 7, 200 | 28, 000 7, 800 
Es  ____ = == =——!|- === 
Little River drainage....._...--- 6, 500,000 |......-.------ 154,200 | 1,115,800 5, 230,000 
SS | ED a \j--— —— | —$ ee 
Lands and damages. -.....-.- ae 42,700 | 51, 000 566, 300 
I ca micepnmmias me SD Ee ewrioanns ees 171, 000 454, 000 
ND cnncctcngenscngecwen ED Cicclastetinecontme | 70, 000 539, 800 3, 588, 200 
RS en ED Bivccicienamuindnen Dr agg td 222, 000 | 11, 000 
Engineering and design _._..} DEO D cccinedv iene 30, 100 | 48, 000 268, 900 
Supervision and administra- | | 
ice eer at ee aint SEED Taxcdtteennsvtes | 11, 400 | 84, 000 | 391, 600 
ee =. se - _ — ———— SSS =a ————_—_—_—_ 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only -_.------ | 86, 700, 000 30,531,000 | 4,905,900} 5, 955, 400 45, 307, 7 
Undistributed cost. ...........- ee eee Se meet pea Rec ete ee Soe ok 
Total project cost (Fed- | 
EN RNA ns | 30, 531, 000 4,905, 900 | 5,955,400 | 45, 307,7 
Pending adjustments__.....-.-..- i seiiccnltsptis ociesesceadbsts solitaire anasto wate tae Sch sexta es ese enw Secs se srs vas setae a 
| es | = aa eases iaesccecinidcoeseqataiadh aaah 
Total cost (Federal funds | | 
ss ss cacensipsiiinae | 30, 531,000 4,905,900 | 5,955,400 | 45, 307, 700 
Rieiweted ONMINS —. =... nce ccl pans once ce | 2,345, 700 —990, 300 | —1,355, 400 |......--.----- 
—_——| — | a 
Total obligations. ........--1_.....-.s---- | 32,876, 700 3,915,600 | 4, 600, 000 | 45, 307,7 
METHOD OF FINANCING lit —_— . P a 
eee MmmRRRNNRS po | 32,892, 300 en ae ae 
Unobligated carryover from } | 
NOU IE oN tek eysea tena TR bacccccncsmciais ea 
Total funds available for | | 
I nian ann Benoaednenelicaks |-------------- | Be ociemenenenne | sian aveeanell 
Appropriations required__._...-- ne et eae De eae nossa 4, 600,000 | 45, 307, 7 





still defunct. They have no funds to provide local cooperation 


LOCAL 


COOPERATION—MINGO DRAINAGE DISTRICT 


Mr. Cannon. Bring us up to date with respect to local cooperation 


General Carrer. There has been no change. 


Mr. Cannon. It is bankrupt? 


on this Mingo Drainage District below Wappapello Dam. 


The drainage is 
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General Carrzr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It has been bankrupt ever since you built the Wappa- 
pello Dam because the dam has been so destructive and damage so 
great that the drainage district has been bankrupt and never has 
been able to reorganize. 

How is it that this dam which was built after the usual study and 
preparation, and with assurance when it was dedicated that it would 
forever settle all problems of flood control in that district, that floods 
have been worse and destruction has been greater than ever before? 

General Cartrr. We do not agree, sir. When this was built the 
plan for construction provided for a channel and levees below the 
dam. This drainage district was broke at the time. We had assur- 
ances of local cooperation which we never were able to get, so we 
never have been able to build the project complete with levees below 
the dam, which we always knew would be required. 


OPERATION OF WAPPAPELLO RESERVOIR 


Mr. Cannon. Those landowners in that county have told me that 
when the flood came the dam was already full so it came right over 
the dam and washed them away. 

General Carrer. This, sir, was a mistake in operation which was 
brought about by pressure from local interests below the dam. We 
discovered this after our discussions last year in great detail. 

There had been heavy rains and the local interests asked us to hold 
up the water so they would not get flooded. 

Then we had rains in succession later, very quickly after the first 
rains, which caused the dam to go over the spillway. 

Mr. Cannon. The Corps of Engineers entered into a contract with 
the State of Missouri, with Wildlife, and with various other agencies, 
including the Missouri State Conservation Commission, agreeing to 
keep the water in the dam at a certain level. 

General Carter. That is correct, sir. However, that level is 
quite low. 

We have an agreement with the Missouri Conservation Commis- 
sion for operating this dam for conservation in connection with the 
fish and wildlife program of the Missouri Conservation Commission. 

The reservoir volume assigned to flood control is 586,400 acre-feet. 
That is inclusive of the conservation pool. 

The maximum manipulation of the water-surface elevation is 3% 
feet above the conservation pool between October 1 and December 15. 

The rise in water-surface elevation of 314 feet represents only 
22,000 acre-feet, or about 4 percent of the flood-control volume. 

After the season in December we then drop the water down that 34 
feet and we are ready for the spring floods, so this plan of operation 
with the conservation commission does not interfere with flood 
control. 

Mr. Cannon. All we know is that you helped destroy the land 
below it and you helped bankrupt the district and the situation is so 
bad that the district never has been able to reorganize. 

Apparently this dam, which we took for granted was for the 
advantage of the landowners and for flood control, was to a large 
extent built for fishermen and boating and summer recreation rather 
than for the sole benefit of the landowners in that area. At least 
that has been the result of it. 
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General Carrer. No, sir, we do not agree with the committee in 
that regard. The conservation pool, which is designed for long- 
range operation of a dam like this to tr ap silt over a period of many 
vears, and keep the situation under control in the area, was designed 
in the dam originally as it is in every dam. 

Mr. Cannon. All I know is what the local landowners have told 
me. They took “i granted that they were being protected from the 
river for all time to come and they have now discovered that their 
situation is, so the ‘vy sav, worse for them than 1t ever was before. 

You told us last year you would personally review this license 


with the Missouri State Conservation Commission. Have you done 
that? 


General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The conservation commission is not so much 
interested in flood control but they are interested in recreation, 
boating, fishing, and wildlife. 

General Carrer. They are naturally interested in boating, fishing, 
and wildlife. The plan of operation which I personally reviewed 
definitely has flood control as paramount interest and does not have 
fish and wildlife and conservation as the paramount interest. 

Mr. Cannon. We have to judge the project by its results. 

Since this project cannot be fully effective until the levees below 
Wappapello are constructed, are we running any risk of losing other 
features of the project in the meantime? 

General Carter. No, sir. 


FEATURES UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. How much of the funds requested for 1961 are for 
completion and continuation of features now under construction and 
how much is for initiating new features? 

General Carrer. Practically all of the funds are for the con- 
tinuation of features now under construction. We are initiating a few 
new items within features. We will initiate and complete Mayo ditch 
channel item 2 and initiate Mayo ditch channel item 1. 

However, work previously has been done on the Big Slough and 
Mayo ditch in planning and certain other funding. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, what we are interested in are the local 
landowners. 


General Carter. That is what I am interested in. 
FINANCIAL CONDITION OF MINGO DRAINAGE DISTRICT 


Mr. Cannon. What is the situation in the Mingo Drainage District 
today and what can be done to retrieve the damage brought about 
by the construction of the dam? 

General Carrir. The situation is a very complicated one. They 
have been trying to get out from under the bonds which they pre- 
viously issued. They cannot do this 

Mr. Cannon. I agree they cannot be paying bonds which they 
expected to pay from cultivation of the land to be protected by the 
dam. 

General Carter. The Federal Government could take over the 
local contribution required there and straighten it out, but I do not 
believe we will recommend that. 
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Mr. Cannon. That is going back to the Federal Government. 
The doctor buries his mistakes and the Federal Government puts in 
more money to cover its mistakes. 

General Carter. We have not agreed that construction of the dam 
is the thing that caused the Mingo Drainage District to go defunct. 
Actually without this dam we would require major revision and in- 
crease in cost of the St. Francis River project down below the dam. 

The dam acts to withhold a sizable amount of the floodflow. The 
levees, for example, these items shown on the map, Fisk, Ash Hill, 
Brosiey, just above Poplar Bluff, would have to be built higher and 
would cost more money if it were not for that dam. 

Mr. Cannon. It always costs more money, General. 

Mr. Pintion. On page 58 of the justifications 1 note the first sen- 
tence states, “The project is a single-purpose flood control project.” 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Prtiion. Is that now becoming multiple purpose? 

General Carter, No, sir. 


FLOODS AND FLOOD DAMAGES 


Mr. Pruuion. Further on, near the end of the paragraph, the 
language reads as follows: 
Flooding has occurred every year with few exceptions, and the flood of record 
occurred in 1937, causing a loss of $2 million. 
t continues— 


It is estimated that a recurrence of the 1937 flood under present conditions 
would cause damages of over $4,300,000. 

I note with the highest damage possible of $4,300,000 you have an 
average annual flood control benefit of $9,456,000. 

How do you arrive at an annual damage of nine and a half million 
dollars when the greatest flood was only $2 million and under present 
development it would be only $4,300,000 estimated? 

General Carter. The answer, sir, is that flooding occurs almost 
annually on parts of the St. Francis Basin. The major damaging 
floods for the past 48 years have occurred about every 3 years. The 
most damaging flood occurred actually in 1945, although it was not 
the flood of record. In 1945 the flood caused an estimated damage 
of over $18 million. Most of these damages are to crops, livestock, 
buildings, and since it is an agricultural area it depends on the time of 
flooding. If flooded after the planting season, as you know, they 
cannot replant their crops. 

The average depths of floods have not been determined in detail 
but at Hornersville on the Little River depths ranging from about 
1 foot to about 10 feet above bankful stage were recorded thirteen 
times between 1920 and 1933, so this statement on page 58 is per- 
taining only to the flood of record and to the damage in 1937. It 
does not give you the complete story of the flood damage. 

Does that answer the question, sir? 

Mr. Pittion. Somewhat. You do not take, for instance, the aver- 
age flood per year, say over 20 years, and add it up and average it out 
to obtain your average annual flood benefits, do you? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir; we do. We take the actual damage and 
the estimated damage for future floods with the project. We take 
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actual damage without the project and estimated damage with the 
project in effect, and then the Department of Agriculture assists us 
in developing the crop loss, the loss to the farmer, for those floods. 

We average those out over a long period. We have the period of 
record behind us and project it into the future for the life of the project. 

Mr. Pituion. Do you not take the highest record flood and then 
project that into the future? 

General Carter. No, sir; we take the averages. We put in the 
highest recorded flood. 

For example, the projected flood on the Mississippi River is the 
maximum flood which was most likely to occur. That flood has never 
occurred. The 1927 flood is the largest that has ever occurred. 

The projected flood against which we are protecting the area can be 
much greater. Our records are not very long, about 100 years, and 
over a watershed 100 years is a short time. 

Does that answer the question? 

Mr. Pruuion. I am still befuddled, but that is all I have. 


COST OF MINGO DISTRICT LEVEES 


Mr. Cannon. We will be glad in this connection, General, if you 
would insert in the record an estimate of what the Mingo levees 
would cost and what would be their annual cost of maintenance. 

(The information requested follows:) 

The present estimated cost to construct the Mingo levees is $1,743,000. It is 
estimated that, were the Mingo levees constructed, the annual maintenance costs 
would be about $400. 

Mr. Cannon. Also include the cost of rights-of-way and the cost 
of damage to the railroads and highways. 

General Carter. It may take time to estimate cost of railroads 
and highways. I am not sure we have that figure. 

Mr. Cannon. Give us an approximate estimate on it. 

(The information requested follows:) 

The estimated cost of rights-of-way for the Mingo levees is $6,000. The 


estimated damage during the period 1933 through 1952 suffered by railroads was 
$32,400 and by highway was $20,400. 


LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, ARK. 
Mr. Cannon. The Lower Arkansas River, $530,000. Insert pages 
71 to 77. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
CONSTRUCTION 
LowER ARKANSAS RIVER 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Flood protection works along the north and south banks of the | 


Arkansas River below Pine Bluff, Ark. The north bank levee will extend from 
the vicinity of Tucker, Ark., down Plum Bayou to the Arkansas River, thence 
down the Arkansas River to opposite Gillett, and thence to high ground in the 
vicinity of Gillett. The south bank levee extends from high ground at Pine 


Bluff to join with the west bank Mississippi River levee system about 12 miles | 


above Arkansas Citv, Arks 
Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of May 15, 1928, June 22, 1936, August 18, 
1941, and July 24, 1946. 
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Benefit-cost ratio— North bank, 5.6 to 1; south bank, 7.3 to 1 (composite for 
main stem, Mississippi River). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 








estimated * ! 

Federal cost 4 

ER TN BIB ea cannes a dkedneddsnckanwknepotenawansen SOE BOR DI Nivisccincn tistecaice 
a nc . waacrdindan alanine maine aie 104, 000 Nh A eee 
Cash contribution... .............. iy th dikosaes te iach acnhn Racbnnibathdieuacaae OP ad tela ed Serato 

a ic tinea th ecakia bites estirigasltitee acvisrsavais PR Ee ctckevebaunsone 
Tete) GSTIMSCER HEOIECE CORE. . << on ciecccccenncceccncncccsces aS ‘sienna i OR as icicnivaincimmaions 
eee RF Locccntntonntann 
TD Tt SEO PONT non ons cain cacecseenecadedewsncans | GD ikicuaicwacingtidond 
Appropriations to date___-.-.-..-- eiclcnsaccs cd aetna isa esa stab aan sietiaalmeapeasaies | 19, 899, 000 7 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961.........-.-.---.------------ | 530, 000 | 80 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 --......-.....-..-----.--.---.--|} 4, 971, 000 a Py ae 








PHYSICAL DATA 





North bank | South bank 





Levees: 
I a ae 13.5 feet..... | 22.9 feet. 
a eek 61.5 miles__.| 85.5 miles. 
NS RIES SELLE EEL LOT LAN SLIT ACS OT a ep ens as 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| 


Percent | Completion schedule 
| } 


North bank: 


I To a en einpe Rbaeaen 80 | June 1971. 
SN eee ne ee aaiaww | 78 | January 1972. 
Roads (Arkansas State Highway No. 15)__..-.--..--_- : | 100 | 
RN ES ee ERAS RR ESS eee | 68 Do, 
Channoine... sncn Saeeena eceee APE PTE REA ETE MIO AEE ele ; 100 | 
Ee ee a eS a Baie oe 59 | Do, 
Below Big Bayou Meto enlargement__....-..._.-.___- kamal 100 | 
Plum Bayou, new levee (item B) as ele 100 
Gravel for levee roads: Stations 45/29+39-49/34+01_______ Saeed 0 | June 1960. 
SAORIGITIRE WORKS BUI TI, C8 oso wc niciwaveanckncsanacucennennua | 0 | January 1972, 
I  hunadaw anu enusaus 100 
RM WINN ee cu te aie baulalbdh een wna ous 64 Do. 
South bank: 
a ae ee oe Ee Lee en x 85 | June 1971. 
Relocations (utilities)..............-. Saba aakig ph eaaeeeae hee sanet 87 | January 1972. 
I ee it Ge | 100 
Levees.......-- sled acted biden Reachiainw ic ween aie komen &3 Do. 
Round Lake and Kimbrough berms_____-____- cadbGieee x . 15 | June 1960, 
Gravel for levee road: | 
ne } 100 
Station 1821-2151....-- acon Cid tee nena hia wae e tes etait ee 0 Do. 
i ee eS eee ene ee Sasenidcutde sanacl 0 | July 1960. 
Pendleton-Red Fork-Hopedale, topping and roadway addition_| 0 | November 1960. 
BTC Rn CROSTE: | 0 | October 1961. 
Remaining work: Berms, etc ies deans erin pW apasagiwieaaiewegl dup ances ae miael 0 | Janu wry 1972. 
BOWE DON SIR se ss. nant at cccebecacue Sede reate eto herd oe ftulcoieh 85 | Do. 
MRA I on ig 8 es et 77 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is comprised of two separable units, namely, north bank and south 
bank. The north bank levee, when completed, will benefit 342,000 acres of the 
total of 568,000 acres that are subject to flooding. The 1943 high water would 
have caused damages estimated at $4,161,000 had no protection existed. Under 
present conditions of development in the flood plain it is estimated that these 
damages would amount to $6,697,000. Annual flood-control benefits are esti- 
mated at $2,680,000. Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will be used to 
Strengthen the levee at locations where seepage endangers the protection during 
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high water. The south bank levee is an integral part of the main line Mississippi 

River levee system and will afford protection to approximately 3,770,000 acres of 

highly productive farmlands, numerous cities and towns, highwavs, railroads oil 

and gas fields, and other developments in Arkansas and Louisiana. 
Fiscal year 1961. 


North bank: The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to— 
Continue acquisition of lands_____________ pba aoe - 6,000 
Initiate and complete Birmae berm * ‘ 31, 000 
Initiate and complete above Little Bayou Meto berm- ; : 115, 000 


Initiate Swan Lake berm_. 59, 000 

Initiate and complete gravel for levee roads, stations 32/21+13— 
35/20-- 00 ‘ er rae ’ . ‘ 33, 000 

Engineering and design ‘ ‘ aaa ie oe tre _ 31, 000 


Supervision and administration 


7 pe eee nue 25, 000 


‘ — : re 


The construction of the levee berms will control underseepage which endangers 
the levee at the above locations; the gravel is to be placed on an isolated reach of 
levee to provide access during high water; and the acquisition of lands will be 
necessary to permit continuation of the levee berm construction in fiscal year 1962, 

South bank: The requested amount of $230,000 will be applied to—_ 


Total 


Continue acquisition of lands_________. ; i ‘ _. $18, 000 
Complete Adkins Lake Berm 16, 000 

Initiate and complete Pendleton-Red Fork-Hopedale topping and 
roadway addition 62, 000 
Initiate and complete gravel for levee roads, stations 1441-1821____ 45, 000 
Initiate Medford-Burnett berm___ ; : _._. 55, 000 
Engineering and design eee ee : F 15, 000 
Supervision and administration_____- SR Brea eras oe : 19, 000 
PARROTS RE Renee ct fee de By soe __.. 230, 000 


The construction of the levee berms will control underseepage which endangers 
the levee at the above locations; the topping and roadway addition consists of 
topping-out low sections on a 10-mile reach of levee and widening the crown fora 
roadway to provide access during high water; the gravel is to be placed on an iso- 
lated reach of levee to provide access during high water; and the acquisition of 
lands will be necessary to permit continuation of the levee berm construction in 
fiscal year 1962. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment by local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is as follows: 


Land acquisition expense: 
North bank __ BA parecer ce rol garg al RA None 
Bouth bank..........- ee oe ore ae aan i an tite a $104, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after completion. 
The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $40,000 for the 
north bank and $50,000 for the south bank. 

In addition, local interests estimate that $1,700,000 has been expended on 
north bank levee and drainage improvements prior to inclusion of this unit 
under the overall flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries project and that 
an additional $1,048,000 will be expended on connecting ditches, main laterals, 
and on-farm drainage improvements. The annual cost of maintenance of the 
associated local drainage improvements is estimated to be $21,000. Similar data 
for the south bank are not available as this unit is an integral part of the main line 
Mississippi River west bank levee and local interests’ expenditures applicable to 
each part cannot be separated. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances have been furnished by eight levee dis- 
tricts to operate and maintain the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$25,400,000 is a decrease of $400,000 from the latest estimate ($25,800,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. There was an increase of $364,000 due to rise in price levels 
and a decrease of $764,000 due to reduction in requirements of uncompleted fea- 
tures based on more detailed planning. 
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issippi Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
‘res of ——— 
ds il ] 
S, Ol Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| } year 1961 
9 (2) F ; 
6, 000 (1) (2) | (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
1, 000 aaa ee ane | as co oss Ot On aie Meee ee 
5, 000 North bank: | 
9 000 Lands and damages_- - -- $440, 000 | $352, 000 | $9, 700 $6, 000 $72, 300 
ay Relocations___- SE 92, 000 | 39, 300 | 32, 600 20, 100 
Channels-- ous 141, 600 WO eee ca I. che cae ona naals 
3, 000 Levees 6,854,000 | 3, 808, 600 263, 400 238, 000 2, 544, 000 
1) 000 Bank stabilization__- | 342, 400 | 342, 400 |____- ’ Z 
a Preauthorization studies__- 10, 000 | 10,000 }___- SS 
5, 000 Engineering and design- | 820, 000 579, 200 | 37, 000 31, 000 172, 800 
eee Supervision and administra- | | | 
0, 600 tion 3 : 700, 000 __ 440, 500 _34, 400 se 25, 000 — 200, 100 
angers Subtotal, north bank. ' 9, 400, 060 | 5, 718, 600 _ 377, 100 |___ 300, 000 _ 3008, 300 
ach of South bank: | 
vill be Lands and damages----- 750, 000 629, 300 14, 400 18, 000 88, 300 
: 1962 Relocations.___- pS EST 75, 000 65, 600 nn ae =| ‘s 9, 400 
JOZ, Channels owerannl 2,054, 500 | 2, 054, 500 — See | 
Levees and floodwalls 11, 320, 500 | 9, 340, 000 171, 800 178, 000 1, 630, 700 
. Preauthorization studies... 15, 000 | 15,000 |_..-... eT ae 
8, 000 Engineering and design_.._--| 675, 000 538, 300 | 27, 200 | 15, 000 94, 500 
6, 000 Supervision and administra- | | | 
tion. - re 1, 110, 000 933, 900 | 18, 400 | 19, 000 | 138, 700 
6 pe eee Ce Wee ene teen Perey eee ot ‘aaa ee 
2, 000 Subtotal, south bank__--} 16, 000, 000 13, 576, 600 | 231, 800 | 230, 000 | 1, 961, 600 
’ | 
5, 000 sa 2 = = 
5. 000 Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
w eral funds only) - ~~ -_- 25, 400, 000 19, 290, 200 | 608, 900 530, 000 4, 970, 900 { 
5, 000 Undistributed costs peeled Ran ant pieataeaSe . 
9, 000 a : . ee pare ae eee ee 
a Total project cost (Fed- | | | | 
eral funds only) ----- 25, 400, 000 | 19, 290, 200 608, 900 | 530, 000 4, 970, 900 
0), 000 Pending adjustments__....------| | 
angers Total cost (Federal funds | | | 
ists of only) Boe ee 25, 400,000 | 19, 290, 200 608, 900 | 530, 000 4, 970, 900 
1 fora Undelivered orders -- Boece ind | 47, 800 — 47, 800 . 
an iso- Total obligations _-_- = | 19, 338, 000 561, 100 | 530, 000 | 4, 970, 900 
‘ion of = == |= = = —=—=|= = = 
ion in METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations ca Bh. | 19, 369, 100 | SOO GOR cco ew, 3A ks 
tion of Unobligated carryover from 
prior year__-.-.. onteninaaet aed 31, 100 | inlaid tial 
Total funds available for | 
» obligation Sa a a | 19,369,100 561, 100 |....- jes ntideatathe 
a Appropriations required___..._..|...-.------ ---| or ae boiseaiinnalewre oe 530, 000 4, 970, 900 
)4, 00 : 1 
letion. be 
‘or the Tensas Basin, ARK. AND La, 
P rt © ~ 
led on | Mr. Cannon. Tensas Basin, $1,115,000. 
s unit Insert pages 80 to 87. 
4 ry re 
a ae (The pages referred to follow:) 
iterals, 
of the 


lat CONSTRUCTION 
ir aata 


iin line 
able to 


RS reas EE 


TENSAS BASIN 


: (CONTINUING) 
ree dis 


a 


Location.—The Tensas Basin is located in Arkansas and Louisiana between the 


rate of Mississippi and Ouachita Rivers and extends southward from the Arkansas 
0) sub- | River to the vicinity of Old River, La. 
> levels Authorization.—1941, 1944, and 1958 Flood Control Acts. 


ed fea- | Benefit-cost ratio.—3.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 














| | 
Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
Se cing —| a ‘ 
NN ES ELE AO LEENA DNA DITO PEE $31, 700, 000 i ee ot 
Estimated non-Federal cost........................... SEPT PRE | SEED iicneonueconaue 
I suas | Wi cunee ee 
ee bie tes aciesac ced hah athe aes Naaes “Gcex eriocas esac adanegusnaeeivoas | OO a it eae 
SE EE eee oo eee | BONO O00 Nc ceayewesancte 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959___.-- Sniaceie SEN SRmsansongeEenqeeerucesees PR Linnviconnece cw 
DCOREIAtaed GO TURE WORE BEOO, 6 pce 3c cdi scence ccnenneccens cnwmwel SEED | lv enkaswiceseens 
Appropriations to date... _-- : nae neinetnenndehsapeesnes peuaee 24, 126, 000 | 76 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.---_-.----- ceenke ean 1,115,000 | & 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_..........-.-.-.-.------------ OK GEO So denccensrcae 
' ! 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete.: 
Channel improvement: 
84.6 miles on Boeuf River, Ark. and La. (includes 5.6 miles ¢ 
reaches). 

170.3 miles on Bayou Macon, Ark. and La. 

160 miles on Tensas River, La. (includes 2.5 miles of ‘‘no work’’ reaches), 
89 miles on Big and Colewa Creeks, La. 


f ‘‘no work” 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 





Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc......-.---.-------- ain he 3 67 | June 1967. 
Lands and damages. -...-.......---- 3 ss aioli a ae 40 | June 1965, 
OSS ae sepliclaedaiecaia 5 aio ee) 63 | June 1967. 

Louisiana State Highway 577 bridge and road, Bayou Macon, | 0 | October 1960. 

reach 2. | | 

Madison Parish Bridge, Bayou Macon, reach 2.._......-.-.--. | 0 | November 1960. 
CN on cccsbencntcensucdrnccmeawinenacciesepiesccac} 71 | June 1967. 

NE 250 na ciahvineasieneadteenenee ob eames | 96 | January 1960. 

EO cn Cc iicawasaeeaienumnn sates eee anaes 70 | June 1967, 

Bayou Macon, Ark. and La----- eee Seanad 5 | June 1965. 

Remaining channel improvement after fiscal year 1961___---_-- 0 | June 1967, 

Ne i Cahaakeraorantacaavceteienen 97 | December 1961. 
Lands and damages. - --.---- SSe Rea eestigs enone 100 | 
ak atin eal * 100 | 
os nents whe baeeubenhmaniheunn 100 
es a adn eia mabe eeaioawiakesnies 96 Do. 

Entire project--.--- puqakesbedariebnines sienna Sata pcre ds sailplanes isc ] 75 | June 1967, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tensas Basin project is comprised of two separable units, namely, Boeuf 
and Tensas Rivers, etc., and the Red River backwater area. 

Continuation of the work on the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., unit is necessary 
to reduce, and ultimately minimize flood losses in the basin. Based upon the 
recurrence of floods of record, the average annual damages prevented are estimated 
to be $648,000. Average annual benefits for this unit when completed are esti- 
mated to be $5,831,000. Completion of the project at an early date is needed to 
prevent recurring flood losses and to continue the ultimate economic development 
of the area, 
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Channel improvement: 
75.8 miles on Bayou Lafourche, La, (includes 11.7 miles of “no work” 
reaches). 
33.3 miles on Big Bayou, Ark. 
78.9 miles on canal 19, Arkansas. 
34.5 miles on canal 43, Arkansas. 
34.6 miles on canal 81, Arkansas. 
32.6 miles on lower Boeuf River, La. 
9.4 miles on canal 19 extension, Arkansas. 
8.8 miles on canal 18, Arkansas. 
13.9 miles on Black Pond Slough, Ark. 
7.6 miles on Kirsch Lake, main canal, Arkansas. 
1.7 miles on Kirsch Lake, Main lateral canal, Arkansas, 
7.2 miles on Fleschmans Bayou, Ark. 
7.1 méles on Caney Bayou, Ark, 
6.2 miles on Rush Bayou, Ark. 
Red River backwater area: 
Levees: 
Average height: 10.2 feet. 
Length: 93.0 miles. 
Floodgates: 
Cocodrie Bayou: Five 10- by 15-foot concrete box culverts. 
Other: Eight 24-inch, one 42-inch, three 36-inch, and two 60-inch pipe 
culverts. 
Drainage: 
Buckner Bayou diversion: Length, 13 miles. 
Miscellaneous ditches: 2.4 miles. 
Brushy Bayou diversion: 1.6 miles. 
Smithland Landing Cutoff: 1.5 miles. 
Relocations: 
6.3 miles roads. 
1 bridge. 

Continuation of the work on the Red River backwater area consisting of roads 
on levees, is essential to provide access to project features during highwater and 
for maintenance of the project. Major features of this unit include levees, drain- 
age canals, and control structures, and are considered complete. 

In the Tensas Basin, the floods of 1949 (Januarv-May) would have caused 
damages amounting to $500,000, assuming flood control works not in operation. 
A recurrence of these floods, under present conditions of development in the 
flood plain and without the flood control works, would result in damages amount- 
ing to $600,000. The floods of 1958, January-June and September—October, 
would have caused damages amounting to $8,104,000, assuming flood control 
works not in operation. These damages would be essentially the same now. If 
the flood control works were completed, they would prevent damages amounting 
to $580,000 and $5,619,000 in event of a recurrence of the floods of 1949 and 1958. 

Fiscal year 1961.— 

Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc.: The requested amount of $1,090,000 will be 
applied to: 


Complete Louisiana State Highway bridge and road, Bayou Macon, 

AS ER RNS Sea Sy CE ee NS ee ee eee ee $80, 000 
Complete Madison Parish Bridge, Bayou Macon, reach 2________~ 66, 700 
Complete channel improvement, Bayou Macon, reach 1 ; 33, 700 
Initiate and complete Franklin Parish Rd., Bayou Macon, reach 2 1, 600 
Initiate and complete alteration of telephone line, Bayou Macon, 

Shae Sicek eh ee eatig gohe =e scalar ae 1, 700 
Continue alteration of powerlines, Bayou Macon, reach 2 7, 000 
Continue lands and damages ; Seer = fe ah ee 210, 000 
Continue channel improvement, Bayou Macon, reach 2_.- 5 491, 800 
Engineering and design ; s ; 104, 500 
Supervision and administration________________ : re oe 90, 000 


NE gear Te Se ee hte ee tg ty 2 pote rh gs gn eth 2 1, 090, 000 


52882—60 38 











592 


All the funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will be used on Bayou Macon, one 
of the principal drainage arteries ot the basin. The improvement of this stream 
is essential to provide an outlet for upstream runoff from canais 43 and 81 and to 
reduce the serious flooding on Bayou Macon itself. Funds for channel work are 
essential to complete work now in progress and continue additional improvement 
on the lower reaches of this stream. Funds for bridges and utility relocations are 
needed to relocate and alter existing facilities necessitated by the project work, 
Funds tor lands and damages are required to continue the acquisition of lands to 
provide necessary rights-of-way for construction proposed in fiscal year 1962, 
With the expenditure of these funds improvement of Bayou Macon wiil be ap- 
proximately 31 percent complete. 

Red River backwater area: The requested amount of $25,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete gravel roads on levees, item 5B _ $20, 000 


Engineering and design___- i Se i ibs - 3, 000 


Supervision and administration____-_-~-_--- Pe ee aie ea 2, 000 


TI fe ie ea eee x eet ag 25, 000 


The funds scheduled for gravel roads on levees, item 5B, will provide an all- 
weather road on an isolated reach of the project levee for the maintenance during 
high water. 

Non-Federal cost.—The estimated first costs to local interests required by the 
project document are: Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., $100,000 (includes $51,000 
incurred for lands and damages prior to passage of the 1950 Flood Control Act, 
and $49,000 for engineering, legal and administrative functions directly connected 
with rights-of-way acquisition). 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after comple- 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation is estimated at $243,000, 
plus an estimated $148,000 for maintenance of associated local drainage improve- 
ments, for Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., unit, and $57,000 for the Red River 
backwater area unit plus $51,000 for maintenance of associated local drainage 
improvements. 

Local interests estimate that they have expended some $5,900,000 in the area 
of the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., unit on drainage improvements prior to 
initiation of construction of the authorized Federal improvements. Similar 
data on the Red River backwater area unit are not available, but it is believed 
that expenditures per acre in this area were comparable to those in the Louisiana 
portion of the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., unit. 

Also, in addition, it is estimated that local interests will expend $7,360,000 on 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., and $2,654,000 on the Red River backwater area 
in constructing connecting ditches, main laterals, and on-farm drainage improve- 
ments. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances have been furnished by seven levee and 
drainage districts to operate and maintain that portion of the project authorized 
prior to 1958. Assurances have not been requested for the extensions authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates ——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$31,700,000 is an increase of $1,800,000 over the latest estimate ($29,900,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is on the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., 
unit, and is based on more detailed planning and reanalysis of requirements. 
This resulted in increases of $580,000 in ‘‘ Lands and damages’’; $640,000 in “‘Re- 
locations’’; $170,000 in ‘Channels and eanals’’; and $410,000 in “‘ Engineering and 
design” and in ‘‘Supervision and administration.” 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| 
Item 


(1) 


Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete.: 
Lands and damages... .-.--.-.. 
SO ae a ee 
Channels and canals_....---- 

Engineering and design--._-- | 

Supervision and adminis- | 

Se a wthsiGabidinhie dupinbernt 


Subtotal, Boeuf and | 
Tensas rivers, etc....-- 


Red River backwater area: 
Lands and damages 
Relocations-____- 
Channels and canals_..-..--- 
Levees and floodwalls_..-..-- 
Preauthorization studies... } 
Engineering and design_-.-.-- | 
Supervision and adminis- 

tration 


Subtotal, Red 
backwater area 


River 
Total applied cost (Fed- 

eral funds only) 

Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 


Total cost (Federal funds | 
GI tic Gudonenewemuaiwae 
Undelivered orders. .......-.-.-- | 


Total obligations. .....----| 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations__- 


Unobligated 
prior year 


carryover from 


Total funds available for 
obligation... 
Appropriations required 





| 

B iLlance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


| Budget, fiscal] 
year 1961 


(6) 


$210, 000 | 
160, 000 | 


| 525, 500 


$1, 213, 600 
853, 100 
3, 604, 300 


era 104,500 | ~—~«:112, 200 
90, 000 | 515, 800 





1, 090, 000 


| 20. 000° "344 200 
Sn? eGR 2 <8 a 100 

| 
2.000 | 15, 300 
Ja 
25, 000 | 159, 600 


| 
| 


1, 115, 000 


6, 458, 600 





| 
| } 
Project cost | Total to Current fis- 
estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 
j 
(2) | (3) | (4 
$2, 570, 000 | $889, 800 | $256, 600 
3, 005, 000 1, 910, 200 | 81, 700 
14,814,000 | 10, 211, 100 | 473, 100 
41, 000 | GOR A> == 
1, 320, 000 955, 600 | 147, 700 
| i 
1,750,000 | 1, 057, 100 | 87, 100 
23, 500, 000 15, 064, 800 1, 046, 200 
i 
534, 200 Re OO 2 35 
100, 800 100, 800 |__- 
860, 700 860. 700 j...... 
5, 455, 000 5, 223, 100 | 67, 700 | 
17, 000 | EF OO Boece mcicn P 
716, 000 | 704, 400 | 8, 500 
516, 300 | 488, 900 | 10, 100 
| 
8, 200, 000 7, 929, 100 86, 300 
| | 
31, 700,000 | 22,993, 900 | 1, 132, 500 | 
rr 
| 
31, 700,000 | 22,993, 900 1, 132, 500 
seconde ek —1, 500 1, 500 | 
Pct 3 
31, 700,000 | 22,992,400} — 1, 134, 000 
Resa oe en ad 299, 500 | —299, 500 
es a ee 
eee ctcer | 23, 291, 900 | 834, 500 | 


| | 








pee a a ea nae | 23, 292, 400 834, 000 | 
picanhinnineeie |--------------| 500 
i ls | 23, 292, 400 | 834, 500 


| 
ee ee ee 
| 


1, 115, 000 





YAZOO BASIN, MISS. 


Mr. Cannon. Yazoo Basin, $4,390,000. 
Insert pages 97 through 121. 


(The pages referred 


to follow:) 
CONSTRUCTION 


Yazoo BASIN 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—This project is located in Mississippi and extends, generally, from 
Memphis, Tenn., southward to Vicksburg, Miss., and from the escarpment at 


Greenwood westward to t 
Authorization. 


he Mississippi River. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.7 to 1. 


1928, 1936, 1941, 1944, 1946, and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_.......-- sl data lactated ee os ‘ aiakads $195, 000,000 |__._____ 
Estimated non-Federal cost neceemechimdiddessn tien itil | 41, 000 sec 
Cash contribution .--.....-- emiiniadadaane : = ib son S.C 
Other costs.....-- Satie pmiebencienbeine wbesces oe panic 41, 000 Be Soe a 
Ono i cousnanearnncieessenssoneniea se oe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_.__.......--..-- oat a OB a aaa ea isa 


Appropriation for fiscal year 1960. ._.........-- ae 3, 559, 000 | 











Appropriations to date_--_.-._--- cemne Se 100, 783, 000 52 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961_. . ee asec 4, 390, 000 54 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __..................-- aeer nee 0a ne 
Physical data 
| Reservoirs 
Sardis Arkabutla Enid Grenada 
} 
I ie le Earthfill_.-_. --| Earthfill--- : Earthfill. _._.. Eartbfill. 
Spillway Uncontrolled__._...| Uncontrolled___...| Uneontrolled.. Uncontrolled. 
Outlet works (design j 10,000 cubic feet | 10,000 cubic feet 9,400 cubic feet 10,000 cubic feet 
capacity). |} per second. } per second. per second. per second, 
Gross storage ca- | 1,570,000 acre-feet__| 525,300 acre-feet ___| 660,000 acre-feet ___ 1,337,400 acre-feet, 
pacity. | | 
Conservation pool_.| 92,000 acre-feet. _..| 31,500 acre-feet 57,600 acre-feet __ aA 85,700 acre-feet. 


Yazoo City: 
Levees: 4.3 miles; average height 9 feet. 
Channels: Yazoo River Cutoff; 1.3 miles: average bottom width 160 feet. 
Pumping plants: 

Storm water, one, capacity 243,000 gallons per minute (540 cubic feet 
per second). 

Sanitary sewage, one, capacity 2,600 gallons per minute. 

Sanitary sewer line: 1.7 miles; 18-inch line. 
Belzoni: Levees and floodwalls: 0.7 mile; average height 6 feet. 
Greenwood: 
Levees and floodwalls: 29.4 miles; average height 4.6 feet. 
Pumping plants: 

Sanitary sewage, one, capacity 1,500 gallons per minute. 

Storm water, five, capacity from 30,000 to 303,000 gallons per minute 
(67 to 675 cubic feet per second). 

Channels: Pelucia Bayou diversion. 

Relocations’ Illinois Central Railroad, and Highway No. 7 bridges. 
Lower auxiliary channel: 

Levees: 63 miles: average height 11 feet. 

Channels: 32 miles; average depth 23 feet; and one control weir. 

Relocations: 

Roads: U.S. Highway No. 49-W Bridge; county roads, Yazoo County 
bridges and Humphreys County bridges (two floodway crossings, six 
drainage ditch bridges and 3 miles of road relocations). 

Railroads: Illinois Central Railroad, one bridge and 0.4 mile of track 

Utilities: Oil and gas lines, 5 miles; power and telephone lines, 15 miles. 

Upper auxiliary channel: 
Levees: 59 miles; average height 7 feet. 
Channels: 48 miles; average depth 18 feet; and one control weir. 
Relocations: 

Roads: 2 U.S. highways, 2 State highways, and 12 county road bridges. 

Railroads: One Illinois Central Railroad and one Central of Georgia 
Railroad bridges. 

Utilities: 4.14 miles of REA and 1.63 miles of Mississippi Power & Light 
Co. 
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Main stem: 
Levees: 265.6 miles; variable height 3 to 25 feet and 66 drainage structures 
ranging in size from 24 inches to a 6-by 6-foot box culvert. 
Channels: 44 cutoffs, 251 miles channel clearing and 8 miles channel enlarge- 
ment, all complete except for 4 cutoffs. 
Relocations: 
Roads: Twin bridges (U.S. Highways 82 and 49—-E) and minor county 
bridge alterations. 
Railroads: Alteration of 1.1 miles Illinois Central Railroad. 
Utilities: Power, telephone, and gas pipelines. 
Tributaries: 
Levees: 126 miles, variable height, 3 to 25 feet. 
Storm water pumping plant: One (McKinney Bayou) 115,000 gallons per 
minute, 250 cubic feet per second. 
Channels: 360 miles. 
Relocations: 
toads: 26 county road bridges and 3 highway bridges. 
Railroads: Illinois Central Railroad bridge. 
Utilities: Power and telephone lines and oil and gas pipelines. 
Big Sunflower River, ete.: 
Channels: 
Big Sunflower River: 162 miles. 
Quiver River: 59 miles. 
Steele Bayou: 50 miles. 
Deer Creek: 7 miles. 
Bogue Phalia: 52 miles. 
Little Sunflower River: 21 miles. 
Hushpuckena River: 28 miles. 
Bear Creek diversion: 13 miles. 
Tributaries: 165 miles. 
Relocations: 
Roads: 21 bridges. 
Utilities: Power and telephone lines and oil and gas pipelines. 
Yazoo backwater: 
Levees: 98 miles, variable height, 10 to 26 feet. 
Storm water pumping plants: Six, capacity 200, 300, 800, 2,600, 6,300, and 
6,300 cubic feet per second. 
Channels: 26 miles, average depth 10 feet. 
Relocations: 
Roads: U.S. Highway No. 61 and minor bridge alterations. 
Railroads: Illinois Central Railroad bridge. 
Utilities: Power and telephone lines. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 








| 
Percent Completion schedule 
UTE a a mis 94 | June 1970. 
PGS Te NO TNE nat ecuscnnndceduadcasdaanenscebineind 100 | 
I I a a ak atm aiseiie 37 | June 1970. 
PRINTER OS) ol fc ee ke Ae 90 Indefinite. 
Features for primary use_......---- RRebAceatedbaasecweuseeuacouaes 100 
I NONNRRINI TS WG wii se a as wee wmamand 77 Do. 
7) en NRCS atl... shincoanexaunasousiad suienwcemniamuaenS 17 | June 1970. 
Enid Reservoir_. A a ee RE ee ee 93 | Do. 
SiR IGD TOR ONAIN ONE as ce nennceahadeeaasnbacadeenbownal 100 | 
Send oo bcs hae eeeewleaaSaeenawabn 11 | Do. 
Grenada Reservoir. ete ee ee ee | 98 | Do. 
SUPORTE NNATIRGEI ND oie cc apes ddeacabehandaeadeuk } 100 
=) NOONE SIE eo ae erate cansnbakusentaanee nnd } 27 | Do. 
Yazoo City Pee Ee eR Soa etne se a ee a | 100 | 
aa ae eR asthe whedtinniks | 100 
aN eee Na Ne : "| 43 | June 1965. 
Lands and damages_.._..____.- Satan Lee tate cee 2 ah a UE og 75 | September 1962. 
Relocations._.........__- STS A eS earns ess ope 3 | June 1964, 
Roads, railroads, and bridwes......<<..........<<<<-...<.-. dna & 100 | 
Channels and canals...........<<<<.<.ccccccccccccace saa kee 0 | January 1970. 
Levees and floodwalls._..........._- ees ea eee tS ees 77 Do. 
Pumping plants-__- pee ; z 34 | June 1965. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__- ; 100 
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Percent 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960)—Continued 
Land 
Reloca 
U.S. H ‘ ‘ 
Humphre ( = 
tail is (I bridge) -- 
tilitic power ne lines ' 
Ch it id can 


I 

1 

Item LAC-19_... 
Item LAC-24 
Item LAC-29 


Levees--. : 
Item LAC-19 a © 
Item LAC-24 . 
Item LAC-29 : i - 
Upper auxiliary channel 


Main Stem 
Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Roads 
win bridges, 
Cutoff 
Railroads 
Utilities (powerline 
Roads, railroads, and t 
Channels 
Levees 
Yazoo River levees: 
Piney Creek to Techeva Creek_- 
Yazoo City to Piney Creek (1.C. 
Piney Creek levees 


U.S. 


Highways 82 and 49-E, Greenw 0 


Illinois Central RR 


s, telephone lines, and pipelines 









Techeva Creek levee enlargement “ 
Yazoo City to Belle Prairie_- 
Coldwater River levees 
Pompey ditch, east bank sethack_. “ ‘ a 
Pompey ditch, west bank setback 
Tributaries_. ‘ ; 
Lands and damages-.. sacvaaed ‘ 
Relocations_._. 3 . ‘ 
Roads . ‘ siete > 
County Road Bridge, McKinney Bayou---_- 

Railroads-__.-- : a sisidoes esoasin 
Utilities eet nieve : 
Roads, railroads, and bridges . 
Channels : ‘ - . 

McKinney Bayou . 

David-Burrell Bayous__- : sia 
Levees ; ? 

Pumping plants 
MekKinney Bayou. 
Bank stabilization.................. 

Big Sunflower River, etc_.._-. os wianiate aailadg dee ‘ . 
Lands and damages-_..-........-.- “ 
Relocations ‘ even 
cg oe oa | Lees ete. f a : 

State Highway 438 bridge, Bogue Phalia, item 15 

State Highway 450 bridge, Bogue Phalia, item 38 

Washington County bridges, main canal 9_- 

Leflore County bridges, Quiver River 

Bolivar County bridges, Bogue Hasty ‘ 

Bridge, State Highway 450, Bogue Hasty_- 

Utilities (power, telephone, and pipelines > 

Channels ; EAE ‘ 
Big Sunflower River, Holly Bluff Cutoff to Quiver River___.-- 
Big Sunflower River, Quiver River to Hushpuckena River 
Lattice Sunflower River... ..............-«.«- a 
Steele Bayou, main canal 9 peneeaenss s e 
Bogue Phalia, item 15 aidecbeatptaut e ; 
Bogue Phalia, item 38... _- ee 
Quiver River, item 30.............-- a ‘ 
Bogue Hasty-_- =e aie = isdpat 

Yazoo backwater ae ae Seaaee ; ee 
L inds and damages_--_-- ie Rehan eGo dean eenbinin es wie etree 
Relocations___- ais -. 

Roads , tee af ‘ 

Alteration State Highway 1-...-.- 

Railroads ‘ : 

Utilities_- : Fe 5 : cisheaies 
Channels and canals__. m ; a 
Levees____.- euaanmae ‘ 

Brunswick extention to station 3606+-00, item 1_- 

Station 3606+00 to Victory Eagle Lake Ferry, item 2_- 
Pumping plants NS ee S “ 

Reams aR RIN Ne eee ae 


1 Not started. 


100 
66 


12 


100 
100 
0 
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100 


100 


100 
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October 1961, 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Continuation of the Yazoo Basin project in fiscal year 1961 is necessary to permit 
orderly construction sequence and realization of progressive increase in benefits. 
The Yazoo headwater portion of the project will provide protection against over- 
flow to 1,067,000 acres, will materially benefit 299,000 acres, and will provide 
protection to Greenwo od, Belzoni, Yazoo City, and numerous smaller communities 
In the western part of the basin the channel improvement work on the Big 
Sunflower River and its tributaries will alleviate flooding and improve drainagy 
on approximately 568,000 acres of which 352,000 are highly cultivated. The 
project will improve natural drainage permitting the floodwaters to run off more 
rapidiy thus increasing the effectiveness of local drainage. In addition, approx- 
imately 535,000 acres in the Yazoo backwater area will be given protection against 





all but the larger floods and an additional 296,000 acres will be materially 
benefited. Of these 296,000 acres. about 204,000 acres are benefited by the 
channel improvement work in the Big Sunflower River area. Improvements by 
local interests have kept pace with the degree of protection afforded, large sums 
having been spent on clearing land, constructing lateral drainage systems and 
converting to more modern farming methods. In the Yazoo Basin, the floods 
of 1945 (January-June) would have caused damages amounting to $2,640,000, 
assuming flood control works not in operation. A recurrence of these floods 
under present conditions of development in the flood plain and without flood con- 
trol works, would result in damages amounting to $6,560,000. The floods of 1958 
(April-June and September) would have caused damages amounting to $16,024,- 
000, assuming flood control works not in operation and these damages would be 
essentially the same now. If the flood control works were completed, they would 
prevent damages amounting to $5,990,000 and $12,874,000, in the event of a 
recurrence of the floods of 1945 and 1958, respectively. 

In addition to flood control benefits, the four Yazoo Basin reservoirs are being 
exte are used for recreation purposes and each year there has been a marked 
increase in public visitations requiring a continual expansion of the facilities. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,390,000 will be applied as 
follows: 

Sardis Reservoir: Requested funds ($50,000) will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete: 


Bituminous road surfacing (damsite)_______________________--_- $19, 500 
Roads, construction, and bituminous. surfacing (damsite) ___- aes 2, 900 
Parking areas, construction, and bituminous surfacing (di amsite) - 7, 600 
Comfort station (damsite) : : Ae eit a ioc ee wae, ) Lae 
Family camping facilities (various locations) sip palsy ec occa Sha a 800 
Engineering and design____ z Se eS i SALE Fae 3, 000 
Supervision and administration_______....--__--_- a 5 oer Seas 4, 200 
RNR sean a Aa re rg ke hn ae Seat ee 50, 000 
Visitation at Sardis Reservoir amounted to 922,500 visitor-days in 1958 which 


is an increase of 109,500 over 1957. Public use areas and facilities in vicinity of 
dam are extremely overcrowded and wholly inadequate, necessitating continued 
expansion. Requested funds are to continue the established program designed 
to meet demonstrated needs. Attendance for first 10 months of 1959 was 1,229,- 
000. Total for fiscal year 1961 is expected to reach 1,500,000. 

Arkabutla Reservoir: Requested funds ($70,000) will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete: 


Parking areas and roads, bituminous surfacing (damsite)______-__- $38, 600 
Parking area construction and gravel surfacing (damsite) ___ = 600 
Road construction and gravel surfacing (damsite) _- é a 600 
Site preparation (various locations) _______-------- Sy oa : 1, 000 
Guardrail (damsite) __ ct ee ae LEE ENS rE a : : ss 1, 000 
Launching ramp (damsite) Smee cuecoauy eee 
Family camping facilities (various locations) - : Foon . 3, 700 

; Comfort station (damsite)_____- Ben eater tle tos arsearaad ao eae ee 3, 100 
Engineering and design Sere ee eed, ol . E. 1 100 
Supervision and administrs ation. eee eed ania von ; ee 5, 900 
BC OI Bi x I pe psn Sea : __.. 70,000 
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Visitation at Arkabutla Reservoir amounted to 261,300 visitor-days in 1958 
which is an increase of 7,300 over 1957. Public use areas and facilities in vicinity 
of dam are extremely overcrowded and wholly inadequate, necessitating continued 
expansion. Requested funds are to continue the established program designed to 
meet demonstrated needs. Attendance for first 10 months of 1959 was 276,000, 
Total for fiscal year 1961 is expected to reach 400,000. 

Hnid Reservoir: Requested funds will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete: 
situminous road surfacing (Persimmon Hill) Se OS a a Saas aan da $13, 700 
Comfort station (includes water and power) (damsite) __---- a. ee 
Tent and trailer campground (damsite) alae a tite - 5, 000 
Well (hand pump) (damsite) oats ates eet aioe 6 500 


Family camping facilities (various locations) epee Coie Nac eal ei 4, 200 

Ski ramp (damsite) ce Pe ete eaten it pret ee agian cs 2, 000 
Parking areas, construction and gravel surfacing (damsite and 

Persimmon Hill) are 1, 600 

Parking areas, bituminous surfa icing ‘(damsite and Persimmon . Hill). 1, 200 

Site preparation (various locations) amie awa S arn ee ad apo — 4, 600 

Engineering and design_________-_ een ee cette a eth Ra 2 eee es ees 3, 000 

Supervision and administration___-___-_- Patna 5 5 amu 5 4, 200 

ne edna xn 50, 000 


Visitation at Enid Reservoir amounted to 426,100 visitor-days in 1958. Publi¢ 
use areas and facilities in vicinity of dam are extremely overcrowded and wholly 
inadequate, necessitating continued expansion. Requested funds are to continue 
the established program designed to meet demonstrated needs. Attendance for 
first 10 months of 1959 was 379,000. Total for fiscal year 1961 is expected to reach 
600,000. 

Grenada Reservoir: Requested funds ($30,000) will be applied to: 


Initis ate and complete: 


{oad construction and bituminous surfacing (damsite) — __- : $15, 900 
Parking areas, construction and bituminous surfacing (d: imsite and 
Grenada Landing) a cae og Rh 8, 100 
Family camping facilities (various locations) ______________- 8 Nes 1, 700 
I atk eee 1, 800 
Supervision and administration__.......-__----- 2, 500 


RN oar a ee 30, 000 


Visitation at Grenada Reservoir amounted to 1,248,300 visitor-days in 1958 
which is an increase of 146,300 over 1957. Public use areas and facilities in 
vicinity of dam are extremely overcrowded and wholly inadequate, necessitating 
continued expansion. Requested funds are to continue the established program 
designed to meet demonstrated needs. Attendance for first 10 months of 1959 
was 1,241,000. Total for fiscal year 1961 expected to reach 1,375,000. 

Lower auxiliary channel: Requested funds ($1,555,000) will be applied to: 
Lands and damages: Continue acquisition_......._._._.....--------- $30, 000 
Relocations: 


Complete: Illinois Central RR. bridge 430, 000 
Continue: Humphreys Oe MMIUMON ss ose cee kee eee 431, 800 
Initiate and complete: Relocation power and tele ‘phone lines__-- 40, 400 
Channels and canals: 
Rep OSUE? RCI BOE oo ce acne ce ceic ou 
Complete: Repairs to erosion control structure (LAC-3) 59, 900 
Continue: Maintenance of completed items 21, 600 
SORIA ENTS RG I ninth ew 15, 000 
Levees: 
Complete: Item LAC—24____.___.__--- 
Continue: Maintenance of completed items 34, 200 
Sa rie TE a TUE UN EO 2h 15, 000 
Engineering and design___- 74, 400 


Supervision and administration eh ene SITS 110, 500 


at reer 207, 500 


84, 700 


Total Fe a ae a ee 1, 555, 000 
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3, 700 
J, 000 
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500 
4, 200 
2, 000 


1, 600 
1, 200 
4, 600 
3, 000 
4, 200 


0, 000 


Public 
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reach 


5, 900 


8, 100 
1, 700 
1, 800 
2, 500 


0, 000 
1 1958 
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f 1959 


0: 


30, 000 


30, 000 
31, 800 
10, 400 


17, 500 
59, 900 
21) 600 
15, 000 


34, 700 
34, 200 
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74, 400 
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Continuation of construction of the lower auxiliary channel is necessary to 
permit orderly completion of the levees, channels, and relocations. The lower 
auxiliary channel will provide additional channel capacity, hasten the runoff 
of floodwaters and reduce the project flood flowline by 3 feet at Yazoo City and 
7 feet at the head of the channel near Belzoni. Reduction of the flowline is 
necessary in order to obviate expensive high levees and permit drainage structures 
along the Yazoo River to be opened earlier tollowing a highwater, thereby ma- 
terially improving drainage conditions in the protected areas. 

Main stem: Requested funds ($1,040,000) will be applied to: 


Lands and damages: Continue acquisition._.........-...------- $180, 000 
Relocations: 
Continue: Greenwood Cutoff: bridges... .... $=. -..6....<-.. 421, 000 
Initiate: 3 road alterations, Humphreys County_.________--_-_- 5, 000 
Initiate and complete: Alterations 16 power and 2 telephone 
NN eae ta eae ete een te ea a onan Ree cs 2 19, 000 
Levees: 
Compiotat: ney tree levees. oooc occ c cote cn cacwowoewen 77, 400 
Complete: West levee setback, Pompey ditch...__.._._______- 190, 000 
INGO ARAN CORON 8 re anit ale weenie 69, 600 
Gupervinion Ame Amminimizetion oo. gn on le ee cence wewn 78, 000 
ra eR a ei ty cai tect ee 1, 040, 000 


Continuation of construction of the main stem unit is necessary to permit 
orderly construction and meet scheduled completion dates. The channels of 
the Coldwater, Tallahatchie, and Yazoo Rivers have relatively small capacities, 
consequently it is necessary to improve the channels and to construct levees 
throughout most of the basin to prevent flooding of more than 1 miilion acres of 
rich agricultural lands. 

Tributaries: Requested funds ($450,000) will be applied to: 


Lands and damages: Continue land acquisition_____....-_-..-------- $60, 000 
Pumping plants: Continue McKinney Bayou pumping plant___----_--- 295, 000 
RpIMIA NICSE ENNIS Fo rs Ge ee os wns nile wate teu oni 60, OOO 
PUNerVisiON ONG Baministration:. ..... = | 2 sic ecco ccceccsscsece 35, 000 

NN a a a 450, 000 


he MeKinney Bayou pumping plant will be a new plant with a capacity of 
250 cubic feet per second to replace an obsolete plant of 100 cubic feet per second. 
The additional capacity will reduce the sump elevation about 2.5 feet thereby 
benefiting approximately 1,900 acres of cleared lands and 2,000 acres of wooded 
lands. Acquisition of lands will be necessary to permit imitation of the Bobo 
Bayou channel improvement in fiscal year 1962. 
Big Sunflower River, etc.: Requested funds ($820,000) will be applied to: 


Lands and damages: Continue land acquisition__.__.......--.__---- $235, 000 
Relocations: 
Complete 2 bridges, Bolivar County (Bogue Hasty)_____.___-._- 38, 000 
Complete 1 bridge, State Highway 450 (Bogue Hasty) - - _ _- acus 30,400 


Channels and canals: 


Complete channel improvement, Quiver River, item 30__._.-.-_- 156, 100 


Complete channel improvement, Bogue Hasty_____________- _.. 118, 000 
Initiate channel improvement, Big Sunflower River-Quiver River 
: rrr nT a ara ck annals se allasein kadai 110, 000 
Engineering and NO a 70, 200 


supervision and administration... _. .. «= cc cen un ccccceuekewe 62, 000 


Total 820, 000 


Continuation of construction on the Big Sunflower River, etc. unit of the 
Yazoo Basin is necessary to permit completion of work under contract to meet 
scheduled progress and minimize costs. This unit is designed to alleviate flood- 
ing and improve drainage conditions on approximately 568,000 acres of rich delta 
lands. Construction should be continued as rapidly as funds will permit in order 
to receive maximum benefits. 
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Yazoo backwater.— Requested funds ($325,000) will be applied to: 


Lands and damages: Continue land acquisition..........-....-----.- $40, 000 
Relocations: 
Initiate and complete: 


Alterations to State Highway No. 1... ......«.........-.- 18, 000 
Alterations to private owned telephone line__-____-__-----_-- 2. 000 
Levees: 
Initiate and complete item No. 1, Brunswick extension to station 
3606 + 00 . es ao . 170, 000 
Initiate item No. 2 from station 3606+. 00 to vicinity of Eagle Lake 
Ferry ae oo ae ae . a 10, 000 


Engineering and design 


nearness ' _. 60,000 
Supervision and administration 


cae eo —- oe eee: 


Total__-_ ads 325, 000 


Continuation of the Yazoo backwater unit is necessary to permit orderly 


sequence of construction and minimize costs. The Yazoo backwater area is 
subject to flooding from the Yazoo and Mississippi Rivers. In the past, floods 
of extended duration have occurred which have prevented the planting of crops 
during the early spring and at other times partially or completely destroyed 
growing crops. The 1945 flood caused damages estimated at $1,152,000 based 
on prices at that time. Considerable lands in the area available for crop produc- 
tion remain idle because of the possibility of flooding. 

Non-Federal cost.——l.ocal interests are required to maintain and operate the 
works in the Big Sunflower River, ete., unit and maintain the levees of the Yazoo 
backwater unit. The annual cost of maintenance and operation of these units 
is estimated at $264,000 and $15,000, respectively. The Federal Government is 
required to maintain the works in the Yazoo headwater area. Local interest 
have incurred cost of $11,000 in the Yazoo headwater area and $30,000 in the Big 
Sunflower River, ete., prior to the passage of the 1950 Flood Control Act. In 
addition, local interests estimate that $20 million has been expended in the Yazoo 
headwater area on drainage improvements prior to initiation of construction of 
the authorized Federal improvements and in the Big Sunflower River area the 
expenditures are estimated at $3 million. Expenditures in the Yazoo backwater 
area are not known, but they are believed to be relatively small. Also, it is esti- 
mated that local interests will further expend $11,750,000 in the Yazoo headwater 
area, $3,191,000 in the Big Sunflower River area, and $5,989,000 in the Yazoo 
backwater area on connecting ditches, main laterals and on-farm drainage ime 
provements. 

Status of local cooperation.—Informal discussions with local interests (Yazoo- 
Mississippi Delta Levee District and the Mississippi Levee Commissioners) indi- 
cate that there should be no difficulty in furnishing assurances that they will 
maintain the levees in the Yazoo backwater unit and will agree not to raise the 
levee above limiting elevations established by the Chief of Engineers. Formal 
request will be made after planning progresses to the point where the approved 
plan can be presented to local interests, estimated to be in January or February 
1960. 

Necessary assurances to operate and maintain the Big Sunflower River unit 
have been received from the Yazoo-Mississippi Delta Levee District and the 

Joard of Mississippi Levee Commissioners. No local cooperation is required for 
the Yazoo headwater area of the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$195 million is an increase of $4 million over the latest estimate (S191 million) 
submitted to Congress. $588,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels 
and $1,822,000 to inelusion of additional recreation facilities. Lands and dam- 
ages were increased $800,000 due to a reappraisal of requirements and adjustments 
to reflect previous experienced cost. Relocations were increased $1,178,000 due 
to more detailed planning and adjustments to reflect work previously reported 
under other features. Engineering and design and supervision and administra- 
tion were increased $1,480,000, based on a reanalvsis of requirements. These 
increases have been offset by a net reduction of $1,868,000 in other features, due 
primarily to favorable bids received on work under contract and to reanalysis 
based on more detailed planning. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item Project cost 
|} estimate 
| 
Q (2 
Sardis Reservoir: 
Completed features.......-.-} $10, 200, 900 
Recreation facilities_........- } 1, 029, 000 | 


Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design.____. 
Supervision and administra- 


20, 000 | 
231, 100 











CR. 6 ca dianctcmanweewks 1, 019, 000 
Subtotal Sardis Reser- } 
volr teas iat aco Gigs an aes | 12, 500, 000 
Arkabutla Reservoir: 
Completed features_......-.-- 8, 653, 300 | 
Relocations aoe ee eke 2, 597, 900 
Recreation facilities.........- 672, 000 
Preauthorization studies_...- 20, 000 
Engineering and design _....-} 468, 800 





Supervision and administra- 
I cca cassis i ccecooeetnapebicco tee 788, 000 | 
Subtotal (Arkabutla Res- } 
OO acicedasccucenaekes | 13, 200, 000 | 
Enid Reservoir | | 
Completed features.........- 12, 574, 200 
Recreation facilities........-- } 1,017, 000 
Preauthorization studies__..-| 30, 000 
Engineering and design_.__-. 624, 000 | 
Supervision and administra- | 
Ss ic'ac cs acdsee angrmnmieeb peeinearae 1, 854, 800 
Subtotal (Enid Reservoir)-| 16, 100, 000 


la Reservoir: 





eied features.........- 2is2 
Recreation facilities.......--- 657, 600 
Preauthorization studies..... | 70, 000 
Engineering and design...... 921, 000 


upervision and 


2, 965, 100 


Subtotal (Grenada Reser- 
Voir aha a hae tee ee 31, 900, 000 
Yazoo City: Completed unit -—_. 2, 210, 000 
’ : cee 
Belzoni 


Lands and damages-- 
Relocations -scecccesn| 


Levees and floodwalls 


39, 800 
. . | 
15, 600 | 

190, 800 


Preauthorization studies... _- 500 
Engineering and design.-.-_- 40, 800 | 
Supervision and administra- 

NE mica ork NE | 32, 500 


320, 000 


Greenwood 
Lands and damages... 
telocations 


270, 000 | 
790, 000 


Roads, railroads, and bridges , 200 
Channels and canals_......-. | 346, 000 
Levees and floodwalls..._._. 1, 525, 000 


Pumping plants 
Suildings, grounds, 
utilities. _- ee a 
Preauthor ization studies 
Engineering and design. 
Suy 


1, 688, 000 | 


3, 600 
15, 000 
323, 800 


ervision and administra- | 
tion 


417, 400 


Subtotal (Greenwood) 


5, 400, 000 | 


Total to 
June 30, 1959 


$10, 200, 900 
366, 900 

20, 000 

176, 000 


932, 800 | 


1, 696 


, 600 


8, 653, 300 
2, 005, 900 
112, 900 
20, 000 
416, 800 





680, OOO 


11, S88, 900 


12, 574, 200 
59, G00 

30, 000 
568, 100 


1, 734, 800 


14, 967, 000 


27, 286, 300 
151, 000 
70, 000 
879, 900 


2, 897, 500 


31, 284, 700 
2, 210, 000 


39, 800 
15, 600 

l 83, 500 
5OO 

40, 800 


30, 800 


311, 000 


203, 600 
22, 800 
, 200 


572, 200 
3, 600 
15, 000 
195, 400 


141, 100 


2, 322, 900 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 


78. 500 


3, 000 


8, OOO 


Budget, fiscal 
year 1961 


1), OUL 


3, 000 
4, 200 


50, 000 


9 500 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 


year 1961 





76, 000 


701, 900 


592, 000 
455, 200 


44, 5f 0 


107, 800 


993, 500 


66, 400 
767, 200 
366, 000 
357, 000 
1, 115, 800 


128, 400 


276, 300 
100 


3, 077, 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal 
Item Project cost Total to 
estimate June 30, 1959 
(1) 2 (3 
Lower auxiliary channel: 
Lands and damages---....-- $935, 000 $851, 100 
Relocations ee sine 2, 473, 500 971, 400 


Channels and canals_.--___-- 
Lev vees 
Eng ginee ring and de sign. s 
Supervision and administra- 
SA ae 
Subtotal (lower 
iary channel). 


au xil- 


Upper auxiliary channel: 
I ) 


L ands and | damages - - 


L evees _. 

Preauthorization studies_.._- 

Engineering and design_____- 

Supervision and administra- 
tion 


Subtotal (upper auxil- 
iary channe]l)-_......... 

Main stem: 
L ands and damages. --....-- 


Ro: sie, oe ilroads, and bridges- 
Channels and canals__...._- 
Levees and floodwalls_-_.___- 
Preauthorization studies____- 
Enginee ring and design_____- 
Supervision and administra- 

tion 


Subtotal (main stem) 


Tributaries: 


Lands and damages--_-.--.--- 
Relocations.______- 
Roads, railroads, and bridges. ‘ 
Channels and canals 
Levees and floodw: 
Pumping plants (McKinney 
Bayou) -_- eciaala acai 
Bank stabilization___- 


Engineering and design_____- 
Supervision and administra- 
tion 


Subtotal (tributaries) _._- 


Big Sunflower River, etc.: 


Lands and damages 
III oe 
Channels and canals__.___..- 
Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design...._- 
Supervision and administra- 

tion 





Subtotal (Big Sunflower | 


River) 


esa 





2, 200, 000 
3, 684, 500 


1, 306, 900 
2, 413, 700 


years 


1960 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 


sa 


27, 800 
599, 900 
390, 100 
290, 400 


and 1961— 


Budget, fiscal 
year 1961 


$30, 000 

902, 200 
309, 000 
133, 900 





Continued 


Balance to 
complete 
after fisea] 
year 196] 


94, 700 


1, 545, 400 | 





23, 000 23, 000 
842, 000 661. 000 
9382, 000 §28, 100 - 142, 500 
11, 800, 000 6. 755, 20 
1, 500, 000 |_..__- 
3, 000, 000 a 
5, 500, 000 |_._..__- 
1,431,000 |__._..- 
27, 500 | 27, 500 z 
NI Raich ala lc New eas ee ae an 
! 
1, 011, 500 eg AN ee en 
, 460, 000 | 


2, 190, 000 | 


2, 125, 000 


1, 400 | 


3, 115, 000 


9, 090, 000 | 


38, 000 
1, 960, 600 


1, 580, 000 


20, 


3, 284, 
3, 269, 000 

5, 900 
8, 443, 000 
9, 145, 000 


326, 000 
38, 600 
53, 000 

1, 244, 500 


2, 100, 


000 





1, 482, 000 | 


1, 248, 000 
4, 534, 000 
19, 000 
609, 200 


617, 800 


100, 000 | 


000 | 


16, 690 

1, 400 

2, 063, 500 
923, 800 
38, 000 

1, 578, 200 


| 523, 500 








1 
533, 500 
172, 500 
5, 900 
3, 629, 400 
292, 900 


| 53, 000 
203, 700 


448, 900 





| 505, 
| 505, 900 
| 1, 413, 900 

19, 000 
388, 400 


201, 600 





803, 400 | 


5, 948, 400 


700 


3, 034, 500 


129, 100 
388, 000 


400 
62. 500 





34, 500 


15, 300 | 





60, 000. 
| 
15, 200 35, 000 | 
169, ‘100 | | 490, 000 
262, 400 | 235, 000 | 
230, 900 | 131, 700 | 
887, 600 436, 000 
ee "90,6001 70,200 
109, 900 


1, 590, 400 


250, 100 | 


74, 400 
110, 500 


L@ 560, 000 


180, 000 | 
445, 000 


69, 600 | 
78, 000 


1, 067, 600 


60, 000 
10, 000 


62, 000 


934, 900 


1, 500, 000 
3, 000, 000 
5, 500, 000 

431, 000 


13, 432, 500 


i 077, 500 
275, 400 


ae 
7, 621, 100 


916, 000 


“12 2, yi 8, 900 
2, 656, 000 
3, 062, 200 
"4, 750, 300 
8, 852, 100 








2. 950, 20 


Su 
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961 


90, 000 


11, 500 


116, 000 


(78, 900 








956, 000 
)62, 200 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 


—— 
| ! | 


1 

| Balance to 
Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


Yazoo Backwater: | 





Lands and damages. .--...... $1, 900, 000 $1, 100 | $21, 000 $40, 000 $1, 837, 900 
RNIN 625 oe accuses chan 256, 000 | ice nctinaienw 20, 000 176, 100 
Channels and canals__.._.-_- We ca owe nncaes PARC: ee 373, 000 
NI ere ne 9, 868, ee ie aiid “180, 000° 9, 688, 000 
Pumping plants__..._._...-.- 16 O0 Ge t.. ... .. Re ee 14, 830, 000 
Preauthorization studies. ._.. 60, 000 | MOM eet oc onthe eel ade eee 
Engineering and design_..... 1, 980, 600 134, 600 | 32, 500 | 60, 000 | 1, 752, 900 
Supervision and administra- | 

NN cher ehetacereLeaake 2, 333, 000 15, 900 2, 100 25 , 000 2, 290, 000 








Subtotal (Yazoo Back- | 
En cco tp eon winced 31, 600, 000 | 271, 500 55, 600 | 325, 000 | 30, p O87, 900 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 

















eral funds only) --| 195,000, 000 96, 096, 600 4, 499, 200 4, 577, 500 89, 826, 700 
pir ASTOR OUR ise So as cbc bE ctasbens | PON Bd cincc nin aes be baa cena k e et eeaowaeeeal 
Total project cost (Federal | , 
Pens IN on ok 195, 000,000 | 96, 096, 600 | 4, 499, 200 4, 577, 500 89, 826, 700 
Pending adjustments-_-_........- eaeeckeerenien | RN Belg Warauasi aks vameeineeen ene: fare eee oe 
| \|— _ = - 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
so) eas ee eet 195, 000, 000 | 96, 096, 600 | 4, 499, 200 4, 577, 500 89, 826, 700 
Wreliwernd CRGORG os a ccc cs | +987, { 500 | —800, 000 —187, COR bce cc iccccces 
GO RIAN = 8 nica Nodcceincic xcmainn | 07, 084, 100 | _3 699, 200 | 4, 390, 000 a 89, $26, 700 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
IPC REN mo ra s+ » ARREST on Ss 
Unobligated carryover from | 
NN a a re ] MGI bs cticncnwsecocs ea oes 
Total funds available for | | | } 
Rape Nc santunces |__97, 224, 300 SIRI roca ccenie L sgdcnaitenceettae 
a eed ee eee oe , Joes 
Appropriations required.........|.............- Be rea et anos & St eee cee | 4, 390, 000 | 89, 826, 700 





LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. Has anything been done to improve local contribu- 
tion on this Yazoo Basin project? 

General Carter. Local contribution is still the same as it was last 
year, in accordance with the authorizing act. 

The local interests perform maintenance on the Big Sunflower River 
and Yazoo backwater levees and we procure the right-of-way and do 
the maintenance on the other features of the project. 

Mr. Pittion. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 


COST OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Mr. Pmtion. General, in this project I note that you have a total of 
something like $3,375,000 assigned to recreation, out of $195 million. 
You only have a local contribution of $41,000 toward $3,375,000. 
Isn’t that a rather low contribution by the localities for almost tis 
and a half million dollars worth of recreational facilities? 

General Carrer. The local contribution, Mr. Pillion, is as required 
by the authorizing act and the authorizing act of this project does not 
require any local contribution - $41,000 is a local cost. I do not know 
where that figure is in the book. 
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Mr. Prion. There are various pages here. I picked up the 
recreational costs. 

General Carter. These are costs that occurred prior to the passage 
of the 1946 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. Those acts relieve the local 
interests of responsibility for furnishing rights-of-way. 


NEED FOR ECONOMY 


Mr. Cannon. You know, General, if you are going to spend $3 
million after a project is completed on these frills and furbelows, we 
will establish a precedent so others will expect it all over the country, 
It is absolutely ridiculous. Last year, with the largest national income 
in the history of any country in the world, we spent twelve and a half 
billion dollars more than we took in. Our appropriation bills must be 
less than they were last year because we have got to live within our 
income. We lost, last year, $3 billion worth of gold in our gold 
reserve. It is all right to come in here and say, ““The people demand 
it. The people need it. We are just taking care of what needs to be 
taken care of,’’ but when it comes to going into a position where we 
are losing $3 billion in our gold reserve and getting down to a danger- 
ous situation, these spending bills have to be reduced. 

Expenditures must be reduced. We expect every agency, including 
the Engineers Corps to reduce expenditures. We haven’t any choice 
in the matter. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Kirwan? 

Mr. Kirwan. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion? 


AUTHORIZATION FOR RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Mr. Pituton. General, did the original act authorize recreational 
facilities in specific language for this project? 

General Carter. No, sir, not in specific language. 

Mr. Pitition. How do these recreation matters get in here if there 
is no direct authorization in the original language? 

General Carter. Section 4 of the 1944 act as amended allowed us 
to put in recreation facilities in these reservoir projects. 

Mr. Pitur0on. I would like to call this to the attention of the gentle- 
man from Ohio, that many of these expenditures are put in, not because 
of a direct mandate by Congress, but there appears to be, and in my 
estimation a fourth branch of the Government is really managing 
the affairs of the United States, which is the civil service group, which 
includes the U.S. Army Engineers, but most of these matters are 
discretionary. 

General Carter. No, sir. They are not. 

Mr. Pituion. That is a difference of opinion. 

General Carter. But they are not discretionary. 

Mr. Pitxion. It just appears that the bureaus which come in here 
and make these recommendations use very little restraint. In fact, 
they appear at all times to take a maximum leeway so far as the law 
is concerned. : 

Now, in this particular project, the Arkabutla Dam and Reservor, 
they have 12 different recreation projects projected and that is not a 
congressional mandate. That is purely a design made by the gentle- 
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men in the U.S. Army Engineers who come in with maximum recom- 
mendations for the spending of money. 

That is just a statement. That requires no answer. Now, may I 
ask this, General? 

General, this is primarily a flood control project, is it not? 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 


RESERVOIR STORAGE 


Mr. Pinti0on. Yet you have these dozens and dozens of recreation 
areas and centers in each of these four dams and reservoirs. Now, is 
the flood control storage space emptied after a flood is possible? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. We operate these reservoirs strictly on 
a plan of operation for flood control. 

Mr. Pitution. How do you get the water there for recreation, then? 

General Carrer. The conservation pool, as I explained, when we 
design a reservoir, we design it so there is water in the reservoir at all 
times to provide for silting up over the next century and it is in that 
pool that the recreation facilities are used. The water is in the 
conservation pool all the time but the water is lowered during the 
late summer to get ready for the flood season. 


FINANCIAL CONDITION OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Pinion. I agree with the chairman about the seriousness, the 
almost critical situation of our finances nationally. I would like to 
impress upon the U.S. Army Engineers the need for strict economy 
until such time as the Federal financial situation is better, a restoration 
of confidence in the dollar. J am most worried, Mr. Chairman, about 
a run on the bank internationally in this country. 

Mr. Cannon. It might come at any time. 

Mr. Pintion. We had a $3,500 million adverse balance of payments 
internationally last year. The commitments on our gold are greater 
than the amou nt of gold we have. I think it is time that everyone 
pulled in their belt a little bit and attempted to cut out the frills and 
luxuries that we are seemingly engaged in. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The disaster of a run on our gold supply would involve 
not only the United States, but the world, because the dollar is the 
world’s standard. 

Mr. Prturon. As to our prestige internationally in this great massive 
struggle between the United States and the Soviet, we would be placed 
ina very dangerous position. 


ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA. 


Mr. Cannon. Atchafalaya Basin, $6 million. 
Insert pages 123 through 130. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION 
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in south-central Louisiana below the latitude 
of Old River and west of and generally paralleling the Mississippi River. The 
basin is approximately 110 miles long by 45 miles wide. The Atchafalaya River 
flows through the middle of the basin. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—7.3 to 1 (composite for the main stem). 


Summarized financial data 

















| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
tsuki duit snhibanbnnomiinncsnatnninets | $120,000, 000 |......-......... 
ce ssubekGeuscnt 0 4 <.=sconeweamnie 
Se IIIT dicen pinimwerceaycencencn inane ; Sica ot. ousadasuad 
Other Saati la esse dealihdioietslivkatgaabaelviase panei eneeae D linoncnnth 
"Total estimated project cost. . .............<..........- sé deoser teak | 120, 000, 000 |_. otal 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_.__..._..._- inkigleaceiees ce iteebawna satel 94, 266,000 b.. 3.x scusanabeus 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_--_..-__- eotcadnooncmeaaades — DOPOD fecncuwcnanuaaee : 
Appropriations to date a eal eat eh Ro ee ace 100, 565, 000 | M4 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961.-_-_-- ab uct dened 6, 000, 000 | 89 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __-_-- mae isenkeeuowion Pe 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 18 feet. 
Length: 454 miles. 
High level crossings: . 
Morganza floodway: Miles 
Be OEE SPORE LC: A 5 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway, length._......_-_----- ° 
Deane @ Pace Rallwny, lemgin........-...2......<.---..--- 7 
West floodway: 
i SE Ee BO AN ae ncakhniawaenccnan wens 10 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway, length...........----- 8 


Pumping plants: 
Number: 11. 
Capacity: 
Minimum: 50 cubic feet per second (22,500 gallons per minute). 
Maximum: 1,000 cubic feet per second (450,000 gallons per minute). 
Average: 300 cubic feet per second (135,000 gallons per minute). 
Channels: 
Size: Varying dimensions. 
Length: 28 miles. 
Drainage structures: 
Pointe Coupee: 2 gages, 10.5 by 15 feet. 
Melville: 72-foot pipe. 
Darbonne: 10 by 10 feet. 
Bayou des Glaises: 72-foot pipe. 
Bayou Courtableau: Weir type. 
Brushy Bayou: 5- by 6-foot gates. 
Bayou Courtableau: 5 Barrel, 10 by 15 feet. 
Floodgates: 
Charenton: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 
East Calumet: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 
West Calumet: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 
Locks: 
Bayou Boeuf: 75 by 1,120 feet, earth chamber. 
Bayou Sorrel: 56 by 760 feet, earth chamber. 
Berwick: 45 by 300 feet, concrete. 
Atchafalaya River navigation: New channel, 13 miles. 
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Slatus (Jan. 1, 1960) 





| Percent | Completion schedule 
| | 
i | = 


eR CI cian nt a heuuacainieediapanuisesiaoecebeies | ae} tect sane 
Relocations: 


DLS. wtbternedasndinenwaese pibwubonmeusebabed db decckedasonns 34 | June 1963. 
Railroads. .-- ‘ > és ge cates pe re eee 89 Do. 
Cemeteries, utilities, and structures. - ---- of Pte taictee | 62 | June 1964. 
I oa ee ee eee ee piteethat ee Pale ee 100 | 
Roads, railroads, and bridges ph Cede Siesta tae Cea 2 hint ee 39 | September 1963. 
Channels and canals_---_-_-- eances ; Jae 72 | June 1964. 
eee ea a i ee a es 95 | June 1963. 
Pumping plants: 6 completed -- _-- aces 29 Do. 
Structures. es a. +5 100 
Entire project. -.-.-- ices ieee ‘ eas om 80 | June 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


General.—The Mississippi River below the latitude of Old River is capable of 
carrying only 1,500,000 cubic feet per second without threatening the integrity 
of the levees along its banks which protect thickly populated areas, highly de- 
veloped agricultural lands, industries, and the city of New Orleans. Studies have 
indicated that the project flood against which the flood control protection works 
are designed will be of such magnitude that 3 million cubic feet per second will 
pass the latitude of Old River. Since the Mississippi below this latitude can carry 
only one-half this amount, the other one-half must be diverted from the main 
channel. This diversion is made through the natural channels of the Old and 
Atchafalaya Rivers, and through the Morganza and Atchafalaya floodways. 
In order to prevent diverted waters from spreading over the rich agricultural 
lands in the Atchafalaya Basin, these rivers and floodways have been leveed 
confine the diverted flow. It is essential that the work proceed vigorously and as 
expeditiously as possible, in order to eliminate unnecessary damage. This flood- 
Way system is for all practical purposes a part of the main river system, since the 
integrity of the main river system depends upon its utilization. Since this 
construction began, people have developed their farms and industries have moved 
into these areas adjacent to the floodway with full confidence that they would 
receive protection. Therefore, overtopping or crevassing of the levees would 
cause far more damage than when the project first started. Due to foundation 
conditions in some localities the levees sometimes become deficient, due to con- 
solidation of the soil. These levees must be maintained at the proper grade. 
Interrupted drainage has been diverted into natural sump areas and gaps have 
been left in the levee to prevent impoundment of rain water. During floods, 
such as that of 1950, these gaps must be closed at great expense to the Govern- 
ment, and damage increases on the interior lands because of the additional amount 
-im pean ded. Drainage structures and pumping plants must be provided 
hese gaps can be closed and high flood fighting costs eliminated. The 
ain protection levees, especially below the latitude of Krotz Springs, are almost 
inaccessible except by boat during high water. It is important that they be 
rought up to grade in order that roadways can be constructed on them so that 
the necessary men and equipment can be moved to any threatened spot during 
an extreme flood. This inaccessibility adds additional costs to flood fighting 
operations which would not be necessary if the levees were brought to grade and 
access roads constructed upon them. 


SO that t 


~~. ‘ . ° 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied to 
Initiate Chicot Pass channel enlargement, mile 80.2—-85.1_ _- _. $166, 400 
Initiate and complete: 

Relocate pipelines and utilities, Yokley and Centerville drainage 


areas 7 ‘ ; akg : = : 60, 000 
Furnishing surfacing material for surfacing roads on east and west 

Atchafalaya Basin protection levees__- ; 65, 000 
Low-level levees and interior drainage, Yokley and Centerville 

areas __- E oe 60, 000 


Hydraulic lift for increase in base width, east Atchafalaya Basin 
protection levees, stations 1545+ 00-2107+ 00, below Bayou 
Sorrel lock 


bens : ee Speer oe ae 178, 000 
Continue: 
Lands and damages (flowage below Krotz Springs levee and 
dredging right-of-way) ____- eenioe~s  Sapsenkeeetars 24, 000 
Relocation of U.S. Highway No. 190 across west Atchafalaya 
floodway ein é 1, 875, 000 
New Orleans, Texas, and Mexico high-level crossing over the west 
Atchafalaya floodway _-__. : een ; 50, 000 
Wax Lake, west and east, shaping Bayous Blue, Possum, and 
Bethel _ _ - be - : Serie he 31, 600 
Bayou Boeuf interim lift Se ee 15, 000 
Re pair to levee failure, vicinity of Little Bayou Sorrel___- 8, 400 
Interim enlargement levee with hydraulic material prev iously 
pumped, west Atchafalaya Basin protection levees, stations 
4075+ 00-4502 4+-00____- ¢ Aas sah het : 265, 000 
Chicot Pass channel enlargement, mile 89.0—-95.0_ _ _ wine | ep ne 
Engineering and design eens es ; 150, 000 
Supervision and administration__- : 432, 000 
Complete Wax Lake east pumping station, structure : si 350, 000 
Total... ; : Scan, Sn 


Two thousand dollars included in lands and damages is for acquisition of 
flowage easements below the latitude of Krotz Springs, bringing it to 69 percent 
completion. The remaining funds in the amount of $22,000 will be used to acquire 
right-of-way for dredging operations and for construction of levees. 

U.S. Highway No. 190 high level crossing over West Atchafalaya Floodway 
from Krotz Springs to Bayou Courtableau is the last of the high level crossings 
to be constructed. Funds requested will continue the work at an economical 
rate and bring this item to 62 percent completion. 

Funds for the New Orleans, Texas & Mexico high level crossing over the West 
Atchafalava Floodway are required for track adjustment, additional ballast, 
and stabilization of embankment, if required, under deferred construction. 

Funds are required for relocation of pipelines and utilities in connection with 
levee construction ana low level drainage in the Bayou Yokley and Centerville 
areas, 

Funds are required for furnishing surfacing material for surfacing roads on 
East and West Atchafalaya Basin protection levees. Roads constructed along 
the crown of the levee are necessary to provide access to the levees for patrol 
and high water emergencies. 

Dredging to lower flowline, Chicot Pass Channel, mile 89.0 to 95.2. Funds 
for this work are necessary to service a continuing contract initiated during 
fiscal vear 1960. 

Dredging to lower flowline, Chicot Pass Channel, mile 80.2 to 85.1. Funds 
for this work are necessary to initiate a continuing contract. This work is 4 
continuation of the effort for the removal of a serious bottleneck in the lower 
reach of the Atchafalaya Basin main channel. 

Funds are required for levee construction and low level drainage in the Yokley 
and Centerville areas. 

Wax Lake East and West, shaping fill across Bayous Blue, Possum, and Bethel. 
This work is a phase of shaping hydraulic fil! previously pumped across Bayous 
Blue, Possum, and Bethel to grade and cross section. Due to poor foundation 
it is necessary to bring the fill across these bayous to project grade and section 
in increments. 

Bayous Boeuf interim lift. Funds for this work are necessary to continue 
raising the fill across Bayou Boeuf to project grade and section. Due to poor 
foundation it is necessary to bring this fill to grade and section in increments. 
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Funds are required to repair levee failure vicinity Little Bayou Sorrel. Due to 
poor foundation conditions it is necessary to bring the fill across Little Bayou 
Sorrel to grade and section in increments. 

Enlarging levees, WABPL, with hydraulic material previously pumped, sta- 
tions 4075+ 00-4502+ 00. Funds for this work are necessary to service a con- 
tinuing contract initiated during fiscal year 1960. The levee through this stretch 
will be enlarged to an interim grade and section. It is necessary to bring the 
Atchafalaya Basin levees to grade and section in increments. 

Hydraulic lift for increase in base width, East Atchafalaya Basin protection 
levee, stations 1545+ 00-2107+ 00. Funds are required for the cost of clearing 
and construction of retaining dikes to confine dredge spoil to be produced by 
scheduled channel work on the Plaquemine-Morgan City alternate route, Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway, Louisiana, miles 3.0-18.0. The dredged material from 
channel work will be used for future levee enlargement through the stretch between 
levee stations 1545+ 00-2107+-00, below Bayou Sorrel Lock. 

Wax Lake East pumping station. Funds are required to service a continuing 
contract for Wax Lake East pumping station structure initiated during fiscal year 
1960. Construction of the Wax Lake East pumping station is required to provide 
ameans for removing storm water runoff from the Wax Lake East area whenever 
operation of the Morganza Floodway raises stages at the lower end of the Atcha- 
falaya Basin Floodway to the point where the gravity outlets provided for the 
area cannot function properly. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances to maintain the project have 
been furnished by the two levee districts and two towns within the basin. 

Comparison of Federal cost esttmate-—The current estimate of $120 million is 
an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate ($119 million) submitted to 
Congress; $463,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. ‘‘Engineering 
and design”’ and ‘‘Supervision and administration” have increased $70,000, based 
on a reanalysis of requirements. The remaining increase of $467,000 is due pri- 
marily to increased requirements for the channels and levees, based on more 
detailed planning. 


Sunmary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
5 : 7 = : ) : 


Balance to 


Item Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiseal 
| | year 1961 
| ' 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) | 5 (6) 
Atchafalaya River navigation___| $303, 500 $303, 500 |... --- biel is ircaleniwiaiae aS 
Lands and damages_--_- Sed 3, 931, 000 | 3, 446, 600 $16, 900 $24, C00 $443, 500 
Relocations aoe 23, 203, 000 12, 897, 300 2, 731, 600 2, 360, 000 5, 214, 100 
a } 6, 539, 500 6, 539, 500 a ; 
Roads, railroads and bridges... 582, 000 213, 500 35, 200 65, 000 268, 300 
Channels and canals : 24, 712, 000 17,019, 500 1, 899, 700 2, 436, 000 3, 356, 800 
Levees and floodwalls_.._.-_-- 41, 741, 000 39, 287, 800 549, 200 558, 000 1, 346, 000 
Pumping plants : 2, 897, 000 796, 800 231, 000 350, 000 1,519, 200 
Structures 14, 500 14, 500 
Preauthorization studies____.----| 254, 060 254, 000 
Engineering and design : 4, 761, 000 4, 064, 600 154, 900 150, 000 391, 500 
supervision and administration 11, 061, 500 9, 337, 100 397, 000 | 432, 000 895, 400 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only)__.----..} 120,000, 000 94, 174, 700 6, 015, 500 6, 375, 000 13, 434, 800 


Undistributed cost | 


Total project cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only)__--_----} 120, 000, 000 94, 174, 700 6, 015, 5CO 6, 375, 0CO 13, 434, 800 
Pending adjustments__.--------- Pee “r 


Total cost (Federal funds | 


__ only) ee _| 120,000, 600 94,174, 760 6, 015, 500 6, 375, 000 23, 434, 800 
Undelivered orders... +568, 000 —193, 000 — 375, 000 
Totel obligations........ oS eee 94, 742, 700 5, 822, 500 6, 000, C00 13, 434, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations ; ‘ . 94, 765, 200 5, 800, COO | 
Unobligated carryover from | 
Prior year - _..---.-..-.----|--------------|--------------| $22,500 |-..-----------|-------------- 


o- : - +22, 500 


Total funds available for | 
obligation _.__ . coe 5, 822, 500 : "494 RIM) 
Appropri itions required i : ; ae ; 6, 000, 000 | 13, 434, 800 











DEVELOPMENT IN FLOODWAY 


Mr. Cannon. A staff field inspection report indicates that new 
structures and other type improvements are being built by local people 
in the floodway proper. 

Here is the statement: 

Although the Corps of Engineers has flood easements in the floodway there has 
been considerable new development of private homes and farms in the flood 
plain which might result in the floodway not being operable in time of need— 
et cetera. 

What is the situation there? 

General Carrer. Does that refer to—it must refer to the West 
Atchafalaya Floodway. The West Atchafalaya Floodway and the 
easements which we have over that floodway do not have provision 
in them which prevents the local people from constructing and living 
in the floodway. That floodway is the last one which would be used 
in the event of a major flood. It would only be used in the event the 
maximum flood, which, as I stated a minute ago, was 25 per cent above 
the 1927 flood which came down the river. In the Morganza Flood- 
way, which comes in earlier and will be used much more frequently, 
our flowage easements specifically prohibit any structures from being 
built and they are not being built. 

Mr. Cannon. I trust those people that are encroaching on the 
floodway have been fully apprised of the situation? 

General Carter. They definitely have. 

Mr. Cannon. They are doing it on their own responsibility and at 
their own risk? 

General Carter. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, if they get flooded, they will be right on 
top of Uncle Sam to take care of them, regardless of the notice they 
have had. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Iowa. 


USE OF FISCAL YEAR 1961 FUNDS 


Mr. Jensen. The American taxpayer is requested to spend a total 
of $120 million on this project. Here you are asking for $6 million 
for fiscal year 1961. That is to be ex nes for what purpose? 
Can you explain that in just a few words, General? 

General Carter. It is being expended for a number of purposes. 
The major purposes are enlarging the Chicot Pass Channel which 3s 
through the center of the Ate hafals ava Basin, $2,669,000; to continue 
the continuing contract to raise Highway 190 across the West At- 
chafalaya, $1,875,000 and to do certain work on the other, on the levees 
along the banks of the river and on the guide levees for the flood control 
work. 

Mr. Jensen. The justifications state: ‘‘Krotz Springs Ring Levee, 
N.O.T. & M.R.R. and U.S. Highway 190 high level crossings. 

That is going to entail a lot of exper nditure. 

General Carrer. Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Jensen. When that is done, without a doubt it will greatly 
increase the value of all that property. 


General Carrer. I don’t think it will, sir. That property is in 4} 


floodway. 


\ 
G 
pur} 
Bat 
the 
T 
tral 
tua! 
incl 
ally 
\ 
( 
floo 


\ 
this 
mill 
are} 
loc; 

( 
at | 
Un 
in t 
her 
the 
fro 
the 

j 
by 


be 


of { 
the 


As 
we 
eve 
lan 
ho 


— 


At 
Sale 
gre. 


it a 


it new 
people 


here has 
he flood 
ieed— 


West 
nd the 
Ovision 
1 living 
»e used 
ent the 
t above 
Flood- 
uently, 
n being 


on the 
and at 


ight on 
ce they 


a total 
million 
urpose? 


ur poses. 


vhieh is | 


continue 
Test Ate 
e levees 
| control 


c Levee, 


. 
>. 


greatly 


ris in 


611 


Mr. JENSEN. Are these around it or adjacent to it? 

General Carter. No, sir. That property is in a floodway and the 
purpose of raising that highway—that is the main highway between 
Baton Rouge and Shrev eport-Alexandria and we must raise it above 
the floodway so when the flood comes the traffic will not be cut off. 

The railroad parallel to the highway has already been raised so rail 
traffic will be able to continue when the floodway is operated. Ac- 
tually, I don’t think, in fact, I feet quite sure that there will be no 
increase in any land values along this high level crossing. It is virtu- 
ally a swamp in any event. 

Mr. JENSEN. How often will this floodway be used? 

General Carter. It will not be used very often, we hope. The 
flood frequency on it goes up into several hundred years. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Jensen. Here is the thing that always bothers members of 
this committee. The American taxpayers are requested to pay $120 
million on a project of this nature, whichis going to benefit a particular 
area to a very great degree, and yet there is not one single penny of 
local contribution. 

General Carrer. This project, sir, will not benefit the local people 
at all. Actually, half of the water that falls on 41 percent of the 
United States has to run through this area. The water that falls up 
in the Missouri, the upper Mississippi, the Ohio, comes down through 
here and goes out to sea and what we are doing is trying to confine 
the water from the rest of the people of the United Siates to keep it 
from going out all over Louisiana in this part of the world and that is 
the purpose of these floodways. 

Mr. Jensen. General, you aren’t going to tell this committee that 
by spending $120 million here on this project that it is not going to 
be a benefit to that area, not one penny? Are you going to say that? 

General Carrer. It is, of course, a benefit. However, the benefit 
is very difficult to determine. It benefits everybody from the Lake 
of the Woods up in Minnesota to the mouth at the Gulf of Mexico, 
This is the exit for the floodwaters of the Mississippi River. 


DEVELOPMENT IN FLOODWAY 


Mr. Jensen. You are letting people move right into the middle 
of this flood area to build homes and business establishments. Surely 
they wouldn’t be building there if this project was not being constructed. 

General Carrer. They are building there, sir, at their own risk, 
As | explained before the easements, the flowage easements which 
we hold on this floodway do not prohibit building i in the area. How- 
ever, they are still in the floodway and it is a matter of ree ord on the 
land records that we do have the right to flood them and the *y have 
no claim for damages. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Jensen. From what I understand, the expenditure we make 
for flood control is not re ‘imbursable. I told my people that on the 
Little Sioux River project in my district. They knew that, but I 
said, “Here are over 300 farmers and several towns that will be 
greatly benefited by a Little Sioux flood control project if we can get 
it authorized and get the money to build it.’ 
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I told them at meetings where hundreds of these farmers were jn 
attendance. I said, “While flood control expenditures are not reim- 
bursable, this project is going to be of great benefit to you folks 
because you have been flooded out on an average during the past 10 


years about | year out of every 2 and you lost most of your crops.” 
oe cert: ainly think you should pay a reasonable amount of this 
project. And they asked, “How much?” I said, “Well, I cannot 


give you a firm figure, but this project is going to cost a total of about 
$19 million.” I said, “I feel, and I think you will all agree that you 
should make a substantial contribution.”’ I got the project author. 
ized in 1948. We spent some money for surveys and then came the 
Korean war and after the Korean war, we started getting some money 
for construction, after the Army Engineers had explained to the people 
that they would need to pay about $10 an acre for this project, ora 
local contribution of around $4 million out of the $19 million. 

That was quite a surprise to the farmers, of course, to think that 
they would have to pay about $10 an acre. Anywi ay, they said, 

‘We want it,” and it is now under construction and about half com- 
pleted. The Army Engineers first opened the mouth of that river 
that empties into the Missouri River and that area has not been 
flooded since and the farmers are very well pleased, as are the towns 
in the flood area. 

Now Mr. Chairman, when I see projects of this nature in some other 
sections of America where there is no local contribution requested, or 
very little, I begin to wonder if | was unfair to my people. But surely 
to be fair to all the taxpayers of America, even ona project of this kind, 
and regardless of what kind of justification you, General, can voice here, 
I still say that, even though flood control is not reimbursable, under 
our present U.S.A. financial situation as we know it to be today and as 
the chairman has explained, surely we should insist that a substantial 
contribution be demanded for such projects 

I am not going into a great explanation of our financial situation 
today. It is in the record. I explained it the other day as best I 
could and General, you are a public servant like we are. IT am not 
going to belabor you in person, but we are in a dangerous status today, 
when the American dollar goes across the Canadian line and you have 
io discount that American dollar by 5 percent. Then you can under- 
stand, anybody can understand, why the members of the Appropriations 
Committee—50 members—are gravely concerned about how we are 
going to get out of this financial squeeze. It depends to a very great 
degree — what we 50 members of the Appropriations Committee 
do. I cannot understand why the Army Engimeers cannot say to 
tliese sennis who want these projects, “This project is going to be of 
great benefit to you folks for flood control. Flood control is not re 
imbursable, but nevertheless we think, the Army Engineers think, 
that a substantial local contribution should be made in this instanc e.” 

General, that is about the only gripe I ever had with the Army 
Engineers. I have the highest regard for their ability and for what 
they are doing but I do not believe they take time out to explain to 
the people in these many flood control areas where px ople are asking 
for these great costly projects that they, the people who | benefit most, 
should pay a substantial share. I do not believe the A rmy Engineers 
take time out to do that, Mr. Chairman. I think they should: for the 
long-time benefit of the area, because surely sooner or later we are 
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just going to have to clamp down. One of these fine days we may 
just have to stop every project if this financial squeeze as we know it 
today gets any worse. We may just have to say, “No projects, 
period.” 
Mr. Chairman, it is just about to that point. Do you not agree? 
Mr. Cannon. | am imelined to think that the committee as a whole 
is verv largely in accord with what the gentleman has said. 


RELOCATIONS 


Now, vou tell us, General, that some of these relocations total, in 
this instance, $2,360,000. How many of these are on continuing 
proje cts and how many are on hew proje cts? 

General Carrer. This major one, Highway 190, is on a continuing 
contract. 

Mr. Cannon. A continuing contract? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I was hoping it would be possible for us to defer, at 
least on all of the new projects. Why couldn’t we for the time being? 
You say the floodways are infrequently used. Why couldn’t we for the 
time being defer these expensive relocations? 

General Carrer. We have a contract with the Louisiana State 
Highway Department and they have let contracts with various con- 
tractors to do the work under the agreements. We must service that 
contract. This is the estimated amount of funds which will be 
required to service that contract this year. 

Mr. Cannon. How much of this money as far as that particular 
contract is concerned, the relocation of 190, is for that purpose and 
how much for other purposes? 

General Carrer. $1,875,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Why couldn’t vou limit this for the year at least and 
defer the rest of it? If we have entered into a contract and the State, 
depending on that contract, has entered into a subsequent contract, 
there is nothing we can do about that one. 

General Carter. That is the way the situation is. 

Mr. Cannon. Why not defer the rest of it? 

General Carter. There is an item of $50,000 in connection with the 
high-level crossing of the railway, which is practically finished, which 
is also a contract which we have let with the railroad company some 
time ago to reballast the line after it takes its initial settlement. 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad when your remarks come back 
to you if you would indicate which of this is for continuing contracts 
over which we have no control and how much we could, for the 
present, defer. 

(The information requested is as follows.) 

The relocation items for which funds are requested in fiscal year 1961 now under 
continuing contract are U.S. highway 190 high-level crossing and the N.O.T. & M. 
high-level crossing. The item not under continuing contract is $60,000 for 
relocation of pipelines and utilities in the Yokely and Centerville areas. 


LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LA. 
Mr. Cannon. Lake Pontchartrain, $660,000. 


Insert pages 132 through 137. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION 


LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, La. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—-The project is located on the south shore of Lake Pontchartrain, in 
Jefferson Parish, La., and extends from the Orleans Parish line to the St. Charles 
Parish line. 


Authorization.—Flood Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


SS 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost______-- Ss lig SON aa aes $6, 340,000 |......._.. 
Estimated non-Federal cost Se ptt ee hectare ig ae ed ; : a 3, 130, 000 

Cash contribution _-- ‘ j ss coats . 1, 050, 000 

Other costs OED Boia aces 
Total estimated project cost--_--- ; 9, 470, 000 Spey a 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959- BE ; io 3, 372, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960--. . : 550, 000 
Appropriations to date ‘ ‘ 3, 922, 000 32 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961- st 660, 000 72 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ee 1, 758, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 10 feet (Lake Shore levees), 8 feet (levees along Jefferson- 
Orleans and Jefferson-St. Charles Parish lines). 
Length: 10.2 miles (Lake Shore levees), 7.2 miles (parish lines levees). 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Levees. 
Percent: 61. 
Completion schedule: June 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Destructive tides in Lake Pontchartrain occurred in the 1901 and 1915 hurri- 
canes and were repeated in the 1947 hurricane. Since 1920, commercial, industrial, 
and residential development in the city of New Orleans has progressed steadily, 
with a very rapid growth since 1940. This growth extended lakeward into 
reclaimed marshland and into the adjacent Jefferson Parish. During the hurri- 
cane of September 1947 excessive tides overtopped the Jefferson Parish lakeshore 
levees over much of their length and inundated the highly developed urban area of 
Metairie as well as pasture and other lands. This overtopping of the levees 
weakened them with the result that the crown was reduced in elevation or eroded. 
Residential sections as far as 2}4 miles from the lake were flooded to depths ranging 
up to 8 feet. Of the 50-square-mile area in Jefferson Parish lying between Lake 
Pontchartrain and the Mississippi River, 39 square miles were inundated. The 
three pumping stations which normally removed the interior drainage were 
flooded and rendered inoperative, as were the parish incinerator and sewage 
disposal plant, creating a serious health hazard. The Moisant International 
Airport was flooded and closed, urban busline operations interrupted, public 
schools made inoperable, stocks of many mercantile establishments suffered water 
damage, and livestock of many dairy and poultry farms were destroyed. Two 
thousand homes were damaged, 800 families evacuated, and home furnishings, 
automobiles, and personal effects damaged or destroyed. The present population 
of the area is in excess of 80,000 and the assessed valuation exceeds $38 million. 
The hurricane of September 1947 caused damages in the project area of $3,899,000. 
A recurrence of this flooding under present conditions of development and current 
price levels would cause damage in the order of $23 million. It is estimated that 
damages of $21,755,000 were prevented by the project during Hurricane Flossy in 
September 1956. If the 1956 Hurricane Flossy had occurred in 1959 the damage 
prevented would be about $22,843,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $660,000 will be applied as follows: 


Continue: 
Item B-8, continuation of enlarging lakeshore levee to grade and 
section, stations 285+ 00—481+32___________________________ $94, 000 
Continuation shaping lakeshore levee to grade and section and con- 
tinuation of wave-wash protection, St. Charles Parish line- 
Cir RORUG 2 TIN On oo aie ewinne damask ou canna wcw See 
Engineering and design_________-_- Jscannaasaa, sae 
Supervision and administration sceu. 4008 


aa i Se en ss a eas Sa AN sa wal st a en OTE ca a odie ed eh aa Ee 660, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $3,130,000, broken down as follows: 


PI OD MRO os ce I Ne ee os cas $1, 050, 000 
Lands, easements, and rights-of-way____---........-_.-_- Renee 310, 000 
Rehabilitation of drainage facilities. ........._._.-________- _... 1,500, 000 
NR SUR MIRIRR  2 o chr PEG SB ra 120, 000 
Utility alteration and building removal_.___._...___-__ _- Be elects 150, 000 

NO ee ae a a i eee, cre ere Ke ss selena sa oaks 3, 130, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual maintenance cost to local interests is estimated to be $130,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation were furnished for 
this project as follows: 

(a) Board of commissioners, Pontchartrain Levee District by resolution adopted 
on May 22, 1948, and February 3, 1953. 

(b) Board of commissioners of the Fourth Jefferson Drainage District by reso- 
lution adopted January 9, 1953. 

Local interests have completed the enlargement of approximately 45 miles of 
drainage canals; rehabilitated four pumping stations and have contributed the 
total amount of the required cash contribution. Local interests are meeting their 
obligations as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,340,000 is an increase of $150,000 over the latest estimate ($6,190,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| | Balance to 

Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 

estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 

| year 196] 

| py Po 
] 2 3 4 (5 6 

Levees and floodwalls_-......--.| $6,537,800 $3, 867, 700 $507, 500 $588, 000 $1, 574, 600 
Preauthorization studies _ - | 27, 200 27, 200 . é 
Engineering and design 291, 000 120, 900 25, 000 38, 000 107, 100 
Supervision and administration - 534, 000 365, 700 | 43, 100 49, 000 76, 200 


Total applied cost (Federal 
and non-Federal)._---- 7, 390, 000 


4, 381, 500 575, 600 
Undistributed cost _- 


675, 000 


, 757, 900 








Total project cost ae 7, 390, 000 4, 381, 500 575, 600 675, 000 1, 757, 900 
Pending adjustments. - oe ae an tlt by Pe ins nda id eno ln ll ie 
Total costs paid kes 7, 390, 000 4, 381, 500 575, 600 675, 000 1, 757, 900 
Undelivered orders___...._----- +-37.8 —22.8 —15.0 aa 
Total obligations. .......-- 4, 419, 300 552, 800 660, 000 1, 757, 900 
Federal funds: 
Total applied cost (Federal | 
funds only) _-- ee aed 6, 340, 000 3, 331, 500 575, 600 675, 000 1, 
Undistributed cost. .....---- . ‘ ne 
Total project cost. ...-.--- 6, 340, 000 3, 331, 500 575, 600 675, 000 1, 
Penging adiastments.. ...<<<i<........- i ccisia balgiene nndngsirddaticaanahets 
IN NE 6, 340, 000 3, 331, 500 575, 600 675, 000 1, 757, 900 
Undelivered orders....-..-.-- & +-37, 800 —22, 800 —15, 000 


Total obligations. -- 1, 757, 900 


3, 369, 300 552, 800 660, 000 


Non-Federal funds: 
Total cost (non-Federal con- 


tribution 1, 050, 000 1, 050, 000 
Undistributed cost .......-.- 

Total project cost. ....--- 1, 050, 000 I 
Pending adjustments_--.-_-- 

Total costs _- 1, 050, 000 1, 050, 000 


Undelivered orders---- 


Total obligations -- hak 1, 050, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal costs: 
Appropriations - - cana ), 340, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year 


3, 372, 100 550, 000 


a siectbel +2, 800 


Total funds available for 
obligation 


aaa 552, 800 
Appropriations required-_-- 


660, 000 


Non-Federal costs: 
Contributions. ; : 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year 


1, 050, 000 1, 050, 000 


Total available for obliga- 
tion js 
Contributions required 





Mr. Cannon. No questions on that. 


WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TENNESSEE 


Mr. Cannon. West Tennessee tributaries, $400,000. 


Insert pages 139 through 143. 


(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION 
West TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located along the Obion and Forked Deer Rivers 
and their forks in west Tennessee, in Weakley, Madison, Gibson, Obion, Dyer, 
Crockett, Lauderdale, and Haywood Counties, Tenn. 

Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
| | Accumulated 
Amount |} percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 








IE - een aint a | SAG GE in aaauemnnnaned 
ON RR WMS sas ic cho unnkpcudacionewenedembbwwae a | WORE lesssineewenadeous 
SONIC ARIES oe soa Ae Anal o awencateubwaabiues | TE ch ccasininrm tected 
Re OD a ee Sin ee lb ie satel aa ae rte a ke ose PERG tintin inicmmtouaset 
Total estimated project Oe a a a 9, 100, 000 shenelateteeniadiniat 
Appropria tions to June 30, 1959 __.__.._____- eee eae eet 130, 000 é 
Appropriations for fiscal gt Es cae So eee a etee es RE UR Bik Sanda a cua an 
Appr IRIN OR CORD gon oa ale pedac nce kunenyounsithnnennaeceen | 230, 000 | 3 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961-._---------------------- <a 400, 000 | 8 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _ _................-.-----.-.-.-- 0; A ROE Tececuwsausuoun 
| | 
Physical data 
Relocations 
Ug 2ps MEU EEG. oe ee ee eae ae 3 
State highway bridges__--- Bea, ote s 2 
County bridges_._.... ~~ eR eae areas 9 
MINIM Face eee eS Le nT sateisDasn tee ee 7 
Channels: Miles 
Obion River I Re Ni a Lexan ate tee cen bias . SOU 
Forked Dee r River. wastes n, tabi oe ee Cie eco Ss $a Soc Dat cat ai ei cakd en nbis pl a 21 
Obion River forks_- ad eee ite, SAAR a has oda 5 5 al 60 
Forked Deer River forks_...___- is Ne areas NET Decade aree o 97 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| Percent Completion schedule 


Relocations : ee eee. , (1) | June 30, 1970. 
Channels Pas a Saas ca oe a () } Do. 


MP BONO oon nc. ccensncens ead pera sei cieaeein aoa Mere" Do. 


‘Construction not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a flood control and drainage project and is a unit of the compre = 
hensive plan for flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries. The channel 
improvements will eliminate overflow during crop season on a considerable portion 
of the area and provide drainage outlets. Flood runoff will be so accelerated that 
the duration of the overflow periods will be materially reduced. The area that 
will be protected above the general effect of Mississip} i River backwaters is 
comprised of 455,000 acres of cleared and wooded areas (174,000 cleared, 281,000 
wooded). The population of the drainage basin is estimated at 290,000 of which 
about 75 percent is rural. Urban centers in the basin include Jackson, Dyersburg, 
Union City, Humboldt, Trenton, Milan, Tenn., and Fulton, Ky. Farming, 
including truck farming, stock raising and dairying is the principal occupation 
throughout the basin. Construction of the project will reduce flood damages to 
Crops and timber, with annual benefits estimated at $1,186,600. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied as follows— 


Complete item No. 2, Forked Deer River_____...-.----- i ... $85, 000 
Initiate, complete item No. 3, Forked Deer River below Richwood____- 178, 000 
Initiate item No. 4, Forked Deer River above Richwood_-—_-_____--_- _. 76,000 
Enginee ring and design- Sessile as a pliniteecsa eas, 
Supervision and administration... __- lei etei se ie) 


RPh oe ett a ns Pi Eo ee ee ee ee oe a bt ore te 400, 000 


Forked Deer River item No. 2: Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to com- 
plete channel enlargement cleanout and realinement of this channel. Completion 
of this work is needed to provide needed improvements to reduce the duration 
of experienced overflows and provide effective drainage for uplands. 

Forked Deer River item No. 3, below Richwood, Tenn.: Funds will be used in 
fiscal year 1961 to initiate and complete the channel enlargement, cleanout and 
realinement of this item. Completion is needed to provide needed improvements 
to reduce the duration of experienced overflows and provide effective drainage 
for uplands. 

Forked Deer item No. 4, Above Richwood, Tenn.—Funds will be used in fiscal 
vear 1961 to initiate channel enlargement, cleanout, and realinement of this item, 
Completion is required to provide needed improvements to reduce the duration of 
experienced overflows and provide effective drainage for uplands. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests for con- 
structing the authorized project is estimated at $700,000 for lands, easements and 
rights-of-way. Local interests are required to maintain all work after completion 
at an estimated annual cost of $101,000. In addition to the above, local interests 
state that they have constructed about 820 miles of main and lateral ditches in 
the Obion Basin prior to authorization of the project, at an estimated cost of 
$4 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—-The commissioner of highways and publie works, 
State of Tennessee, has furnished the necessary assurances of local cooperation, 
which have been approved. Right-of-way for the initial construction item has 
been requested and it is expected that this item can be amended in fourth quarter 
of fiseal year 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,400,000 is the same as the latest estimate ($8,400,000) submitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| i j 
| Balance to 


j 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3 { (5) (6) 
Relocations...._-_- 7 $840, 000 | | $840, 000 
Channels_. | 6, 180, 000 $439, 000 5, 741, 000 
Preauthorization studies._- 55, 000 $55, 000 | } om 
Engineering and design-.. 650, 000 | 34, 200 | $36, 900 | 20, 000 | 558, 900 
Supervision and administration _| 675, 000 1,700 | 2, 200 | 41, 000 630, 100 
Total applied costs (Fed- | | | es 
eral funds only) 8, 400, 000 90, 900 | 39, 100 | 500, 000 | 7, 770, 000 


Undistributed cost - - -- 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 2 : 90, 900 | 39, 100 | 500, 000 | 7, 770,000 


Pending adjustments-__- | | 
5 soe Se csc 
Total costs (Federal funds | | | | 
only) : 90, 900 39, 100 | 500, 000 | 7, 770, 000 
Undelivered orders __------ Sas 100, 000 | — 100, 000 | 
lial a ee Sl et aed ! : aaa 
Total obligations. _....--.-|--- 90, 900 | 139, 100 400, 000 | 7, 770, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING . 
Appropriations sien aie | 130,000 | 100, 000 | 5 
U —— carryover prior | | 
year. ieee eer ee | _ 39, 100 


Total funds available for "a" 
obligation - em ete , Pe =| 139, 100 |__..-- Rae =---- 
Appropriations required___._-- Peglewien ve Ti See -| 400, 000 7, 770, 000 
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STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. This project has not been started as yet. What is 
the status of your design memorandum? 

General Carrer. The design memorandum has been submitted to 
my office and has been approved for the first portion of the project. 
The general design memorandum as a whole is 50 percent complete 
and it is sc scheduled for completion in May of this year. 

Mr. Cannon. Could you give us firm, definite figures prior to the 
approval of the entire memorandum? 

General Cartsr. For the first two items we can, sir. The items 
for which we have funds this year; just the initial opening up for the 
Forked Deer River, at the mouth of the river; the items which are 
included in this request for $400,000 this year are the next two items 
above that and the general design memorandum is sufficiently com- 
plete that we expect to advertise this first item for contract, which 
should be let early in April. 

Mr. Cannon. Thank you. 


WOLF RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TENNESSEE 


Mr. Cannon. Wolf River and tributaries, $500,000. 
Insert pages 145 through 150. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION 
WoLF RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in Shelby County, Tenn., and extends from 
Grays Creek to the confluence of the Wolf River and Mississippi River at 
Memphis, Tenn. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 

| estimated 

Federal cost 


et” TE eh a ne a nc bainenenwewties CO Ee 
ee, ee EN ee eee eee ee 8 ee 
Sen ON cacchin ans cape enn sc dialects ae SEE te pcan ea wowuae 
Other costs___..- Se ee a ee See ee ph RIES: ateh a ee 
Total estimated project SONNE SNe RIEU SEC ete ai oa ge gs en” eee 
Appropr ee ON EE a ee ea ene ae Ree 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960__....-..---------- 3 eee ee Mae 200, 000 | _ 
Appropriations to date Z ae Deas ee ER Se Be Be 243, 000 | 12 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye BeNpe eS eA nist 500, 000 | 36 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _-......--.-.--.---------------- 1, 307, 000 





' Preauthorization studies only. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations: Railroad bridges, 2. 

Closure dam: 275,000 cubie yards. 

Channels: . 
Wolf River: 38 miles 
Fletcher Creek: 2.5 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 








Percent | Completion schedule 
- | 
sAeiicaisncmsiaoins a a acl ica ilaapd cain cat ce ae 
NI S 25 he a SL pbditsiadcis hema nanadsdndine dtnice nee | (1) June 30, 1962. 
ee A! (') Dec. 31, 1963. 
ape nee he ea | (4) Do. 





§ Construction not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a flood-control and drainage project and is a unit of the com- 
prehensive plan for flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries. Straighten- 
ing and enlarging of the Wolf River and Fletcher Creek will reduce flood stages 
and decrease the duration of flooding from headwaters of the Wolf River and will 
greatly reduce damages over approximately 54,000 acres of croplands and wooded 
lands (18,000 crop and 36,000 wooded). Flooding has occurred throughout the 
area every year with few exceptions, and the flood of record occurred in (most 
damaging) June 1949 which caused crop losses of $305,000. The average annual 
flood-control benefits for the project has been estimated at $152,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate Illinois Central Railroad bridge - — _ . $340, 900 
Complete Wolf River, item No. 1, new channel and river closure 83, 600 
Iengineering and design___- : 16, 200 
Supervision and administration ___ 59, 300 

NINES ere Sa oleae acer cee ate ‘ a 500, 000 


Illinois Central Railroad bridge: Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to initiate 
construction on this bridge. The Wolf River Channel when enlarged cannot 
function as designed until this bridge is extended and necessary excavation com- 
pleted under the bridge. 

Wolf River, item No. 1: Funds will be used in fiscal year 1961 to complete the 
new channel and river closure on this item. Completion of the item will extend 
the flood protection into the headwaters of the Wolf River by permitting a faster 
runoff during heavy storms. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required by local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,200,000. The estimate 
consists of $160,000, lands and damages; $74,000 State highway bridge; $496,000, 
interceptor sewer; $470,000 contributions. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the improvements after 
completion. The estimated cost of maintenance is $14,400 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—Official request has been made of local interests to 
furnish the required assurances for local cooperation. No difficulty is expected 
in obtaining these assurances and the necessary rights-of-way from the Memphis 
City commission and the Shelby County commission. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,050,000 is an increase of $25,000 over the latest estimate ($2,025,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


{ 


























} | 
| Balance to 
Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) (5) (6) 
——— — — — | — | — — 
Relocations_..-. .--- chia aeecpatte eer al $706, 000 \ $430, 800 275, 200 
Channels__-- js 1, 438, 000 | $50, 000 250, 000 1, 138, 000 
Preauthorization studies__._. 43, 000 $43, 000 2 ; 
Engineering and design__. ’ 114, 000 | 42, 300 20, 000 | 51, 700 
Supervision and administration 219, 000 | 7, 800 63, 000 148, 200 
‘ —|_—__$$ | $f} J ___— : 
Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- | 
eral contributions) 2, 520, 000 43, 000 100, 100 | 763, 800 1, 613, 100 
Undistributed costs e | 
| ee ——s a =e = = | a 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds and non-Federal | | | 
contributions) - 2, 520, 000 43, 000 100, 100 763, 800 1, 613, 100 
Pending adjustments. __- -| | 
Total costs (Federal funds | | 
and non-Federal contri- | | | | 
butions). 2, 520, 000 | 43, 000 | 100, 100 | 763, 800 | 1, 613, 100 
Undelivered orders | 146, 800 — 146, 800 | 
Total obligations (Federal 
funds and non-Federal | | 
contributions) -_ | 43 000 246, 900 | 617, 000 1, 613, 100 
Federal funds 
Total applied cost 2, 050, 000 43, 000 81, 100 618, 900 1, 307, 000 
Undistributed cost 
Total project cost__. 2, 050, 000 | 43, 000 | 81, 100 618, 900 | 1 307. 000 
Pending adjustments 
Total costs ‘ | 2, 050, 000 | 43, 000 | 81, 100 | 618, 900 | 1, 307, 000 
Undelivered orders_._- 118,900} = —118, 900 | 
Total obligations 43, 000 200, 000 | 500, 000 1, 307, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
Total applied cost 470, 000 | 19, 000 | 144, 900 | 306, 100 
Undistributed cost ~ | | 
Total project cost... -- 470, 000 19, 000 144, 900 | 306, 100 
Pending adjustments. | 470, 000 | 
| ——_—_— ue q—“—) ———_—/|—_— mae 
Total costs - | 19, 000 144, 900 | 306, 100 
Undelivered orders___- 27, 900 —27, 900 | 
Total obligations - - 46, 900 | 117, 000 306, 100 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( | 
| | } 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations oe eeees i 43, 000 | 200, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year s | a=] 
Total funds available for | | | 
obligation } | 
Appropriations required. | 500, 000 1, 307, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
Contributions ghee | 16, 900 | | 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
prior year 3 - o-< | -- -- 
Total funds available for 
; obligation Ce) ee Pe ee ee 
Contributions required ne ‘ 117, 000 | 306, 100 
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STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. This is a project which has not been started. What 
is the current status? 

General Carrer. The general design memorandum is about 75 
percent complete. Plans and specifications for the first item, which 
is to do the initial dredging on the diversion channel, which will divert 
Wolf River from its present course into the Mississippi, are scheduled 
for completion in March We expect to advertise that for contract 
and award early in April. 

Mr. Cannon. What is vour benefit-cost ratio here? 

Geereral Carrer. 1.2 to 1. 


MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. “Maintenance,” $17,250,000. Insert pages 151 
through 155. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


FLoop Controu, Mississtppr RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, FiscaAL YEAR 1961 


4. Maintenance 


The work to be accomplished under this category consists of operation and 
ordinary maintenance and rehabilitation of major features of the comprehensive 
project and revision of alluvial valley maps and navigation charts. The tentative 
allocations are based upon presently estimated requirements on recurring annual 
expenses and known and anticipated needs for maintenance and rehabilitation. 
The recurring and normal needs are based upon experience and actual require- 
ments over a 10-year period. However, the actual expenditures may vary con- 
siderably from these tentative allocations depending upon the weather, river 
stages, and unpredictable developments in channel conditions that may obtain 
during the fiscal year. 

For levees, funds will be used for condition and operation studies; surveys, 
gages, and observations; foreshore protection of levees against wavewash; con- 
struction of levee setbacks; and major restoration of levees damaged by heavy 
rains and wavewash to place the levees in condition so that they can be adequately 
maintained by local interests. The amount requested includes funds for main- 
tenance of the Bonnet Carre spillway which forms part of the main line levee 
above New Orleans. 

For channel improvement, funds will be used to maintain the completed portions 
of the 450-mile authorized revetment program and the 28-mile dike program; 
provide for maintenance dredging of the 9- by 300-foot channel from Cairo, IIL, to 
Baton Rouge, La.; condition and operation studies; maintenance of regular dis- 
charge stations and gages; and repairs to revetment failures and the reinforcement 
of areas weakened by heavy attack of river currents during high river stages. 
Immediate repairs to the damaged and weakened areas are necessary to prevent 
additional failure which would resuit in higher cost if deferred. By the end of 
fisea, year 1959, 377 miles of revetment were completed and in fiscal yerr 1960, 30 
miles of revetment were scheduled for construction. Thus, at the beginning of 
fiscal year 1961, 407 miles of revetment will be constructed and will require main- 
tenance. Maintenance dredging includes the necessary patrol of the channel to 
locate shoaling in the formative stages. There are some 100 crossings in the river 
where shoaling may occur and constant surveillance must be maintained to assure 
uninterrupted navigation in the river. Rehabilitation consists of dredging at 
those locations where shoaling has occurred and inadequate channel dimensions 
prevail. 

For mapping, funds will be used to revise and republish quadrangle maps of the 
Mississippi River alluvial valley. Up-to-date maps are required for planning and 
estimating purposes on flood control and navigation works and for engineering 
studies in connection with channel maintenance and revetment construction. 
There are over 250 maps in the quadrancele series, several of which are revised and 
republished each year to provide for current nee‘s. 

For the St. Francis Basin, funds will be used for maintenance of Wappxpello 
Reservoir; for condition and operation studies; gages and discharge observations; 


floo 
two 


gag 


and 
sloy 

i 
hab 


bee 


Tese 
and 
the 

clea 
trib 
drif 
hat 

ma! 


a" 


¢ y 
gag 


rev 


larg 
faci 
rep: 
levi 
mai 


ODS 





Vhat 


it 75 
Thich 
ivert 
luled 
tract 


961 


n and 
ensive 
tative 
ynnual 
sation. 
‘quire- 
v con- 

river 
obtain 


rveys, 
; con- 
heavy 
uately 
main- 
- levee 


»rtions 
gram; 
Ill., to 
ar dis- 
-ement 
stages. 
revent 
end of 
960, 30 
\ing of 
» main- 
nnel to 
e river 
assure 
ring at 


ensions 


; of the 
ng and 
neering 
uction. 
ed and 


prpello 
ations; 


623 


flood fight planning and liaison work in the entire basin:; and for rehabilitation of 
two recently constructed levee items which have been damaged by heavy rains. 

For lower White River, funds will be used for condition and operation studies; 
gages and discharge observations; and flood fight planning and liaison work. 

For lower Arkansas River, funds will be used for condition and operation studies 
and for rehabilitation of the levees where heavy rains have so badly eroded the 
slopes that local interests cannot maintain them. 

For Tensas Basin, funds will be used for condition and operation studies, re- 
habilitation of levees at locations where sod has failed to grow and the slopes have 
been eroded by rainwash. 

For Yazoo Basin, funds will be used for operation and maintenance of four 
reservoirs; pumping plants and drainage structures at Greenwood, Yazoo City, 
and along the main stem; for condition and operation studies; maintenance of 
the toe drainage systems at Enid, Grenada, and Arkabutla Dams, including 
clearing relief wells; dewater and inspect spillway; restore drainage in reservoir 
tributaries; resealing of asphalt roads in the vicinity of the dams; removal of 
drift from channels of Coldwater, Tallahatchie, Yazoo, Yalobusha, Little Talla- 
hatchie, and Yocona Rivers, and Cassidy, Bobo, and David-Burrell Bayous; and 
maintaining existing public-use facilities in a safe and usable condition. 

For lower Red River, funds will be used for condition and operation studies; 
gages and discharge observations; and restoration of deteriorated dikes and 
revetments which protect the south bank levees from destruction by caving banks. 

For Atchafalaya Basin, maintenance funds will be used on seven locks and 
large floodgates, the Morganza structure, five lesser structures, and their service 
facilities; condition and operation studies; gages and discharge observations; 
repair of levee protection works; restoration of Atchafalaya Basin protection 
levees where subsidence has occurred and the top of levee is below grade; and 
maintenance of the lower reaches of the Atchafalaya navigation channel. 

For Bayou Cocodrie and tributaries, funds will be used for gages and discharge 
observations. 


The tentative allocations by projects follow: 
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LOWER MISSISSIPPI BASIN 


WITNESS 


MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY DIVISION, AND PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM- 
MISSION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Next is the Lower Mississippi River Basin. General 
investigations, $7,900. 

Insert page 156. No questions. 

(Page 156 is as follows:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR 1961 
1. Surveys 
(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $20,300 is requested for prosecution of 
two studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of one 
report and progress on one other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 














| | | 
| Total Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 
Study | estimated priorto | allocation, {complete after 
| Federal fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
| cost 1961 | 1961 1961 
Louisiana: | 
Bayou Bonfouca. -- eh eee $15, 000 $9, 800 $5, 200 0 
Terrebonne-Caillou-DuLarge-_---.---- al 35, 000 12, 000 15, 100 $7, 900 
MRE ao oisws Sicanmienamaknees 50, 000 21, 800 20, 300 7, 900 
Grand total _-_--- : Leask eeee 50, 000 21, 800 20, 300 7, 900 
i 
CoNSTRUCTION 


AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL 


Mr. Cannon. Aquatic plant control, $700,000. Insert pages 161 
through 168. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 
CHANNELS AND Harsors (NAVIGATION) 


Aquatic PLant ConTrrot, ALABAMA, FLoripa, GEorG1A, LovuIs1aNa, MISSISSIPPI, 
NortH CAROLINA, SOUTH CAROLINA, AND TEXAS 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located along the waterways and streams of the Gulf 
and South Atlantic States of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —Not currently evaluated. 
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Summarized financial data 


1S 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_...........-.-- siaite bs kDa Svs Caliente i eeiimie $6, 196, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost eae eS At A ie Th ey) eee» 
Cash contribution or equivalent work _____- 3 eee 2, 584, 000 | 
Other costs_-__- seis ae I a a 0 “ 

Total estimated project cost ..._-------- bs BF Shae god a toe 8, 780, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1959 | 384, 000 |_- ‘ ool 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960- - pes oe ea che 457,000 | want 
Appropriations to date . aes : | 841,000 | 14 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ents a 700, 000 | 25 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 , CS oa ul 4, 655, 000 s 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Progressive control and eradication of water-hyacinth, alligator weed, and other 
obnoxious and detrimental aquatic plant growths from the navigable waters, 
tributary streams, connecting channels, and other allied waters of the Gulf and 
South Atlantic States listed above; and research on the most effective control 
and eradication measures. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and ! June 1964. 
Texas. } 

Louisiana 

Total project 


‘ise beee | > | June 1965 
Do. 


1 Construction not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Obnoxious and detrimental aquatic plant growths, including water-hyacinth 
and alligator weed, are well established in the watercourses of the Gulf and South 
Atlantic States, and have spread markedly in recent years. The belt of damaging 
infestation extends across the Southern States from North Carolina to Texas, 
and from the salt-water line on the south to the area of intense winter freezing 
to the north. Generally after rains and floods, large masses of aquatic plants are 
carried downstream into the principal waterways. Clogging of waterways has 
become very extensive, often blanketing a long stretch of a watercourse from bank 
to bank. The thick mats formed by the growths clog vessel propellers and rud- 
ders, cause jams at bridges, and increase navigation hazards by masking floating 
logs and snags. Additionally, these thick growths retard runoff, impede drainage, 
and increase flooding of low cultivated lands; block pump intakes; adversely 
affect fish and wildlife by destroying their food supply and depleting the dissolved 
oxygen in the water; and constitute a menace to public health by increasing the 
malaria hazard and polluting public water supplies from plant decomposition. 
The control and eradication of these pest aquatic growths will prevent damages 
estimated at several millions of dollars annually. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $700,000 will be applied as follows: 


Continue control and eradication operations__- = _.. $547, 700 
Engineering and design (including research on me sthods of control) ___- 90, 500 
Secor WaesOri diets NMIEIIMIN ION os ee thn cuec nu ena< 61, 800 

Total 


700, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—Loecal interests are required to participate, by means of 

cash contributions or equivalent services, to the extent of 30 percent of the total 
cost of the program exclusive of preauthorization studies costs. This participa- 
tion is presently estimated at $2,584,000. In addition, local interests are require 
to hold and save the United States free from all claims that might occur from 
operations under the program. 
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Status of local cooperation 


Alabama.—The Governor designated the department of conservation to repre- 
sent the State in the program and agreed to the terms of local cooperation pre- 
scribed by law. The sufficiency of the State’s assurances is being investigated. 

Florida.—Legislation was enacted in 1959 authorizing the State to participate 
in the project through its game and fresh water fish commission. The “hold and 
save’ assurances have been accepted. A contract to cover the work to be per- 
formed by the State has been prepared, and surveys by State forces, as part of 
work in kind, are in progress to determine the extent of infestations. 

Georgia.—The Governor does not deem it advisable at this time to enact legis- 
lation for State participation in the project. However, at least two interested 
local governmental organizations (Crisp County Power Authority and Chatham 
County) will participate in the project and provide local cooperation. 

Louisiana.—The State of Louisiana and some of the individual parishes are 
presently engaged in controlling the growth of the pest plants in the interest of 
better drainage and improving fish and wildlife conditions, and are presently ex- 
pending about $287,000 annually on this work. Part of this work is being ac- 
cepted as work in kind where it falls within the framework of the Corps of En- 
gineers plan of operations. The State of Louisiana intends to continue its own 
separate program to augment the Corps of Engineers plan. Formal assurances 
of local cooperation were received from the State of Louisiana. 

Mississippi.—The program and the extent of State participation required will 
be presented to the Governor of Mississippi in January 1960 for appropriate action. 

North Carolina.—Legislation to permit the State to participate in the program 
wis adopted by the general assembly in June 1959. The State has been asked to 
furnish the required ‘‘hold and save”’ assurances through approval of a contract 
which is under review by the attorney general. Initial program funds for the 
designated State agencies to participate in the project were provided in fiscal 
year 1959. 

South Carolina.—The Governor has been advised of the legal requirements of 
local cooperation. Legislation permitting the State to participate in the program 
has not been adopted. It is planned to initiate the control and eradication pro- 
gram through the South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee-Cooper 
project), a State agency which has funds to participate in the project in its reser- 
volr area. 

Texas.—The Governor has advised that the local cooperation requirements for 
State participation in the expanded project were referred to the State board of 
water engineers, for review and recommendation. No further formal information 
on action taken by the State of Texas has been received. However, informal 
contacts with State officials indicate favorable cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
6,196,000 is an increase of $514,000 over the latest estimate ($5,682,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase, $92,000 is due to higher price levels, 
$383,000 is based on a reevaluation of the scope of the work, and $39,000 is based 
< a reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and for supervision and 
administration. 








628 





Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| | 
Item | Project cost Total to | 
| estimate | June 30, 1959 
| 
| 
| | 
(1) | (2) } (3 | 
Sethi hclataaniensaiipeiednipiiaiaati mannan — joa 
Channels and canals__.....------ $7, 209, 000 | $78, 100 
Preauthorization studies__......-| 167, 500 | 167, 500 
Engineering and design. re 781,900 | 33, 900 | 


Supervision and administration -- 621, 600 | 6, 100 


Total applied cost (Fed- / 
eral and non-Federal .| 8. 780.000 | 


| 


Total project cost (Federal 


285, 600 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 


(4) 


$639, 100 | 


139, 300 | 


54,600 | 


833, 000 
ITI OU asi englnee db Leebnaenaicie~ 


and non-Federal_.- 8, 780, 000 285, 600 | 833, 000 
Seer nn ee NIE a maknun Inecbeoneencoeclawesedouen 
Total cost (Federal and | | 
non-Federal RC EAS 8, 780, 000 285, 600 | 833, 000 | 
nN de abe emimal +-2, 900 +1, 100 | 
Total obligations. ......- Ae si teas 288, FOO | 834, 100 
Federal funds | | 
Total applied cost__....--- 6, 196, 000 | 257, 600 578, 900 | 
. . . } 
Undistributed cost .-.-.--- is . pecialll: Sieadaceis nara ccinae Coaanb 
Total project cost....--_. 6, 196, 000 | 257, 600 | 578, 900 
Pending adjustments__...._.|.--- hs PEP RES : : 
Total cost SET. 6, 196, 000 257. 600 578, 900 
Undelivered orders........_- aaa +2, 900 | +1, 100 
Ge GEERONS . ooo occ lewccccencus 260, 500 580, 000 


Non-Federal! funds 
Total applied cost ........-_- 2, 584,000 | 28, ( 
Undistributed costs_......-- | 


Total project cost_......._- 2, 584, 000 28, 000 
Inn RI oo a sl ct emsmennmnienea 
Total cost niassanaiel 2, 584, 000 28, 000 
Undelivered orders ipsa godieiaicesete Rote 
Total obligatior seed eee a 28,000 | 
| 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Federal funds: 
DNR s. cnocckndsmicletonecsnnuseas | 383, 500 
Unobligated carryover from | 
STs icccheaesumndiaels se hameeen . 
Total funds available for 
obligations - ‘ a 383, 500 
Appropriations required 
Non-Federal funds: 
Contributions or equivalent | 
work. ._.... ee a 29, 300 
Unobligated carryover from 
ORENe SOU cco ccageeesenes Sualinweaacciote 
Total funds available for 
ee a ¥ 29, 300 


Contributions required 


Mr. Cannon. What can you report on this program? 


water-hyacinth? 


)00 


254, 100 


457,000 |. 


123, 000 


580, 000 


to 
tr 


1, 300 


254, 100 


2, 800 


Budget ° fiscal 


year 1961 


69, 300 


1, 009, 200 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


Hh 


$5, 658, 500 
eA 502, 100 
491, 600 


1, 009, 200 


—4, OOO 


1, 005, 200 


704, 000 


704, 000 


704, 000 
—4,000 
700. 000 
305, 200 
305, 200 
305, 200 
305, 200 
700, 000 
305, 200 


6, 652, 208 


6, 652, 200 


6, 652, 200 
$655, 500 
4,655, 500 


4, 655, 500 


4, 655, 50 
1, 996, 70 
1, 996, 700 





1, 996, 700 


That is the 


General Carter. It is the water-hyacinth and the alligator weed. 
It is a type of weed which grows out from the banks and covers the 


stream or a lake almost completely. 
Florida, as it is in Louisiana as well. 


It is particularly noxious in 


We have agreements with the 
State of Louisiana and they are contributing their 30 percent of the 
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funds which they must contribute to this project. We have selected 
three areas in the State of Louisiana for the initial work. We have 
contracts with Southwest Louisiana Institute and Auburn University 
for research on better methods of killing, particularly the alligator 
weed, but also the water-hyacinth. On the Ist of January we had 
$580,000 available for obligation and we had obligated $255,600 of 
those funds and expended $172,400. This project was slow in getting 
underway, as you know. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. Are you requiring the States to comply with our 
provisions? 

General Carter. Yes, sir; strictly. 

Mr. Cannon. They are to put up 30 percent of the cost? 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are all of them doing that? 

General Carrer. The State of Louisiana is putting up its 30 percent 
and we have gotten well along in Louisiana. I can go downjby States 
to give the status. 

Mr. Cannon. I wish you would do that. 

It is largely a matter of local benefit. 

General Carrer. It is a joint benefit, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It is also interstate, but it seems to me that the 
allocation of 30 percent by the locality is very conservative. 

General Carrer. The State of Alabama in a letter dated August 20, 
1959, from the conservation department, expressed the opinion that 
title VIII of the Code of Alabama is ample authority to permit the 
assumption by the State of indemnifying the Federal Government 
against claims arising from activities under the program. We have 
not yet concluded agreements with the State of Alabama and do not 
have any contract and no work is yet being done in Alabama. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you notice the Governor of Georgia says 

The Governor does not deem it advisable at this time to enact legislation for 
State participation in the project. However, at least two interested local gov- 
ernmental organizations (Crisp County Power Aut! 1ority and Chatham County) 
will participate in the project and provide local cooperation. 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Governor says he deems it not advisable at this 
time for the State to participate. 

General Carrer. Specifically commenting on Mr. Jensen’s observa- 
tion, those two counties, Crisp and Chatham Counties, are providing 
the 30 percent of local cooperation required for work in their areas. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is most of this infestation problem centered in those 
counties in Georgia? 

General Carter. Crisp County is on the Flint River, and the 
problem starts in the upper end of the Flint, which is a good place 
to start eradicating these things. It goes on down to the south. 
Chatham County is on the § Savannah River, and that river is badly 
infested with both water-hyacinth and alligator weed. I believe the 
the Governor’s proposition was that the counties involved would 
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be the ones which would have to put up the local cooperation rather 
than the State treasury. 

In the State of Louisiana, the State Department of Public Works 
of the State of Louisiana is putting up the money working through 
their Bureau of fisheries. 

Mr. Jensen. This problem is centered in those two counties almost 
exclusively? 

General Carter. No, sir, it is not. It goes into many counties in 
Georgia. However, Mr. Bush just advised me that the State attorney 
general felt it would require a constitutional amendment in the State 
of Georgia to provide the local cooperation on a statewide basis. 

Mr. JensEN. That is very interesting. 

General Carter. We were advised to that effect. 

Mr. Jensen. The other States cooperate without any excuse like 
that. 

General Carter. We have not yet presented the program to 
Mississippi, but we expect to present it. It was scheduled to be 
presented in January, but I do not think it has been presented yet. 
We have a new Governor who is just beginning to get organized in 
Mississippi. 

In North Carolina the legislation necessary to provide local co- 
operation has been passed by the general assembly. 

Mr. Ritey. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. Ritey. Is this 30-percent local contribution provided in the 
authorization? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir, itis. It is provided in the authorization. 

Mr. Ritey. There is nothing you can do about it? 

General Carter. I do not know that there is anything I could do 
about it, Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Ritey. I just do not think it is enough. I do not think it 
is great enough. 

General Carter. The object of the project is to determine ways 
and means of eliminating or eradicating these plants from navigable 
waterways. 

Mr. Ritey. I understand that, but the Federal Government pro- 
vides most of these inland waterways—— 

General Carter. And we also maintain them, sir. 

Mr. Rixey. The local people should be interested enough at least 
to help keep the weeds and debris out of them. 

General Carrer. It is the responsibility of the Corps of Engineers 
to keep the weeds out of the navigable waterways now, and by pur- 
suing this project we hope that cost will be reduced materially in the 
future, if we can eradicate these weeds. 

Mr. Cannon. You may continue with the rest of the States con- 
cerned in this project. 

Has the maintenance cost actually been reduced up to this time? 

General Carter. No, sir; not yet, because we have barely started 
on this project. 

Mr. Cannon. You anticipate it will be reduced? 

General Carter. If we are able to accomplish the purpose of the 
project, which is to eradicate the alligator weed and water hyacinth, 
we will reduce our maintenance costs a great deal. 
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Mr. Ritey. Do you have a project to find something which will kill 
those water lilies and things of that kind without having to go in there 
and cut them out? 

General Carter. That is right. That is what we are working on, 
to try to eliminate the thing. 

Mr. Ritry. By some scie mtifie method? 

General Carter. By some scientific method. 

Mr. Ritey. And economical method? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. You may oo with the rest of the States. 

General Carter. In South Carolina, the Governor has been 
advised of the legal requirements of local cooperation. Legislation 
permitting the State to participate has not vet been adopted. It is 
planned to initiate the control and eradication program through the 
South Carolina Public Service Authority, the Santee-Cooper project, 
a State agency which has funds to participate in the project in its 
reservoir ares 

In Texas the problem is not very great. The Governor has adv ised 
loc ‘al cooperation requirements for the State have been referred to the 

tate board of water engineers. No other formal action has been 
ase on this project. 

That covers all of them. 

Mr. Cannon. You are making a record of these surveys? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. This is operated under the three divi- 
sions—the Southwest Division, the Lower Mississippi Valley Division, 
and the South Atlantie Division. 


ORGANIZATION AND CONTROL 


Mr. Cannon. Supplementing what the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina asked, how is this work actually organized and controlled? 

General Carrer. In Louisiana we have a contract with the State 
which provides for them to do work in certain areas and for us to do 
work in certain areas. We audit the amount of funds that are ex- 
pended by the State. We have design memorandum, for example, 
approved for Louisiana. We have design memorandum approved for 
the research on this project, not development. The New Orleans 
Distriet, which includes the area of Louisiana, works with the Public 
Works Commission and the State bureau of fisheries and wildlife, 
which is actually doing the work for the Public Works Commission. 
We work with them continually in carrying out the project. 


BENEFIT TO PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. You told us last vear that the benefits accruing from 
this work were rather indefinite. 

Are they now sufficiently definite to be included in the benefit-cost 
ratio? 

General Carter. Yes, sir, they are. We have not vet evaluated 
the benefit-cost ratio due to the problem of deve loping the entire area 
which is involved, but the benefits are very definite in that we will 
save maintenance costs in our navigable streams. 

We estimate, for example, in Louisiana, that the estimate of annual 
damage and losses is $1 875,000 to navigation, $1,584,000 to drainage, 








632 


$19 million to agriculture, $14 million to fish and wildlife, and $250,000 
to public health. That is in Louisiana alone. 


PROGRESS ON ERADICATION 


Mr. Cannon. What have vou done since our last discussion of this 
question to improve your methods and provide more effective control? 
In what length of time do you anticipate complete eradication of these 
objectionable plants? 

General Carrer. The project is authorized for a 5-vear period. 
Whether it will be completed in that period depends upon the success 
in our research, of course. I personally do not believe we will com- 
pletely eradicate the water-hvacinth and alligator weed in 5 years. 
I hope we can develop a method which will be economical to com- 
pletely eradicate them and keep them out, like eradicating malaria 
and mosquitoes. 

I have an interim report here which the district engineer of the 
New Orleans Engineer District has prepared on this project. It is 
several pages long. If you would like, sir, I can insert that in the 
record. It is a very complete report. 

Mr. Cannon. If vou will. 

(The information requested follows:) 


EXPANDED Aquatic PLANT CONTROL PROJECT, 
INTERIM REPORT, JANUARY 1, 1960 


General—While the expanded aquatic plant control project has been referred 
to as new work, it is in reality the expansion of work which has been underway in 
Louisiana for many years by both the Corps of Engineers and the State of Louisi- 
ana. The results of this previous work cannot be easily ignored in evaluating the 
present situation as it has led to the reduction in the scope of the original hyacinth 
problem to a point where present efforts are producing a marked effect on the 
overall picture. At this writing, it is interesting to note that in contrast to the 
general situation in the streams of the State prior to 1950, there are no major 
waterways, with the exception of those within the Atchafalaya Floodway, in which 
hyacinth mats impede the passage of even the smaller boats. The major problem 
of control has shifted from the opening of the main waterways to the destruction 
of the pest growth in the feeder areas. This matter was given full consideration 
in planning the pilot operations of the past 6 months. 

Scope-—Under the pilot plan, three areas were selected (after flights over the 
entire State) to test the theories and techniques of hyacinth destruction. The 
first was a complete waterway system from headwaters to mouth. The Bayou 
Teche and its feeder streams from Alexandria, La., to the Wax Lake Outlet near 
Patterson, La., was selected in this case. In the second instance, the isolated 
lakes and waterways in the northern half of the State in which the Louisiana Wild 
Life and Fisheries Commission had been conducting hyacinth control operations 
for several years were chosen. And, in the third instance, the swampy area 
bordering Lakes Pontchartrain and Maurepas and extending northward to the 
highland along Highways U.S. 61 and U.S. 190 was selected to test the combined 
operations of both parties and the degree of cooperation between the initial crews 
using heavy equipment and the followup crews with their lighter boats and 
equipment. 

In each area, boundaries were established for the work and assignments made to 
best utilize the equipment and forces available. 

In the Bayou Teche, the State was assigned that area north of Highway U.S. 190, 
and to Martin Lake near Breaux Bridge, La. This latter assignment was at their 
request. All of the lakes and isolated waterways in the northern half of the 
State were assigned to State crews. In the Maurepas-Pontchartrain Basin, the 
Corps of Engineers utilized their mechanical equipment to clear access ways Into 
hitherto uncleaned areas and their large spray units to treat growths along the 
banks of the main waterways with chemicals. The State crews furnished the 
smaller chemical equipment which was used in followup operations in the smaller 
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streams and for cleanup operations in the main waterways after the engineer 
crews had departed. 

In each case, the chemical used was the amine salt of 2,4-D (applied by engi- 
neer crews in a one-half of 1 percent concentration by weight, at the rate of approxi- 
mately 4 pounds per acre, while State used a one-fourth of 1 percent concentration 
by weight applied at the same poundage per acre). This chemical has been 
accepted by both engineers and State as being satisfactory for the purpose 
intended and has been in continuous use by both since prior to 1950. The 
treatment is considered as satisfactory and no experiments are presently be- 
ing conducted to determine other chemical means for destroying the water 
hyacinth. All experimental work in the case of the hyacinth has been directed 
toward improving the technique of application. 

Methods.—The Corps of Engineers uses mechanical equipment only insofar as 
it is necessary to provide access ways for the chemical spray units, after which 
» job is completed by the gc of chemicals from suitable floating plant. 
arious types of spray nozzles and chemical guns are used to meet the different 
conditions encountered. Piston pumps of standard manufacture are utilized. 
The chemical is mixed with overboard water in a simple mixing device developed 
by engineer personnel and permits continuous spraying without the necessity of 
stopping from time to time to mix another batch of chemical. 

\Medium-sized spray pontoons carrying a 20-g.p.m. pump, necessary guns and 
hose and a two-drum supply of concentrate are used for the heavier work. These 
units are pushed by powerful workboats and can be driven into many places 
where ordinary boats would not attempt to enter. Smaller shaliow draft skiffs 
driven by outboard motors and equipped with 10-g.p.m. pumps and spraying 
equipment are used to enter the very shallow water, the narrow waterways, and 
for cleanup operations. These units can be mounted on a trailer attached to a 
pickup truck and are highly mobile. 

In instances where such is practicable, the roadside feeder areas are sprayed 
with truck-mounted equipment. This is the exception rather tl 
method of operating. 

In very hard to reach places where no better means are at hand, ~~ nozzleman 
wades into the swampy area and sprays all vegetation within his reach while the 
pump unit remains ashore. Four hundred feet of spray hose socmibh a wide 


an the usual 


coverage under such circumstances. This System is frowned upon because of 
the natural hazards involved and is used only as a Jast resort. 

Generally, all of the ee in a waterway are under the supervision of one 
field foreman. He and his crew are based on a suitable quarterboat and mor e 
along the waterway as the work progresses. Such a unit is self-sup sported and is 


highly mobile. When considered necessary, portions of his crew are diverted to 


eet special conditions and are quartered ashore for short periods. 


lo meet its problems of operation, the State of Louisiana uses many small 
two-men crews supplied with a small skiff (outboard motor driven) and a small 
rotary pump of approximately 5 gallons per minute capacity. The chemical is 


mixed in a 50-gallon drum with water pumped into it from overboard. After 
mixing the bateh of chemical, the pump suction is shifted and the contents of the 
drum are then sprayed on the vegetation. Where jams are encountered, the 
nozzieman uses a ditechbank blade to cut a passage for the skiff and then resumes 
spraving when the plant has advanced far enough into the growth. 

Streams and borrow pits along highways are sprayed from a 500-gallon tank 
and tractors have been utilized in some of the swampy areas to furnish 
the power for pumping the chemicals while the men waded waist deep in the 
swamp to get coverage of the area. 


Generally, the State utilizes fixed-base crews who sare hired locally and are 


wago 


responsible for maintaining the streams in a given area. As the work moves 
along a stream, it may pass from the jurisdiction of one crew to that of the next. 


It is diffieult to move these crews from their primary areas of work and efforts 
often are met with the protests of the local inte ‘rests. Some crews are mobile 
and are used to cover special requests or sudd enly deve loping con ditions. While 
this plan lends itself to general maintenance work and cleanup operations in a 
small area, it is not entirely suited to handling a changing situation over a wide 
area, This fact has been realized, and steps are now being taken by the State 
to correct the matter to insure a better coverage over a larger area in future 
operations. 

Weather during test period .— Since the work was started in May 1959, the 

eather has run the full gamut from extremely hot weather with prolonged 
dry spells to severe frosts and deluge rains. The weather of an entire year has 
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been experienced in the past 6 months. Each change had its individual effect on 
the growing habits of the water hyacinth and has given the crews an excellent 
chance to observe the effects of weather on both the hyacinth and the effect of the 
chemicals used under these varying weather conditions. 

Adjacent crop problems.—It became apparent early in the work in the Teche 
Basin that there would be a serious hazard to the cotton planted along the water- 
way as far south as St. Martinville, La. Preoperations inspections showed that in 
many areas the cotton was planted almost to the water’s edge. Even the use of 
very low pressures and heavy droplets did not remove the threat of crop damage 
in many cases. Where such conditions were met, the field crews (both Engineer 
and State) bypassed the area and returned after the cotton had been harvested, 

In these cases, the bypassed section of the waterway served as a continued source 
of reinfestation to the downstream portions that had been treated and necessi- 
tated an almost continuous series of cleanup operations to maintain any headway 
in the overall test operations. At the end of the cotton season, the areas were 
quickly treated and the growing hyacinths destroyed. 

It is clearly indicated that the shore crops will determine largely when full-seale 
operations can be undertaken in any area where cultivated land is adjacent to the 
site of operations. Plans are presently underway to spray the streams in the 
Cotton Belt early in the spring before the valuable crops have begun to grow. 

Application problems.—The waters of the main streams and their principal 
tributaries do not present too many problems of application. Generally the 
greatest problem is securing a shallow-draft boat which can still carry the needed 
equipment to work along the banks and in the shallows. This is not considered 
too serious. However, as the main streams are cleared and the work progresses 
further back into the swamp area, the problem of reaching the vegetation with 
chemicals is intensified. There are literally thousands of acres of vegetation 
growing between the trees in the deep swamps which we are unable to reach at 
this time. The use of aircraft has been considered and has not been entirely ru 
out; but, the problem of penetrating the umbrella set up by the leaves of the 
trees under which the vegetation grows in the shallow swamp water is one of serious 
proportions. The passage of equipment in narrow stump-infested feeder streams 
is another problem which is being given considerable consideration. In some 
instances, modified swamp buggies can be used, while in others an entirely new 
approach must be developed. Preliminary studies of various methods of meeting 
these problems are progressing within the limit of funds available. Only a small 
start has been made thus far with the examination of certain equipment of stand- 


ard manufacture as the preliminary move to suggestions for its modification to 
meet specific needs to foliow. An informal study of the methods employed by 
various custom sprayers has been underway for the past few years with nothing 


being found thus far which meets all the requirements of the job. 

Alligatorweed.—Thus far, no mention has been made of this pest growth. It is 
considered by some to be even a greater menace than the hyacinth since there 
has not yet been found any satisfactory method of killing the floating alligatorweed 
by the use of chemicals. At best, its growth can be retarded by repeated applica- 
tions of 2,4-D and this is the present method employed by both the Corps of 
Engineers and State in their efforts to control the spread of this vegetation. The 
surface vegetation appears to be killed by the chemical, but the underwater 
portions of the mat are not affected and regrowth follows quickly after treat- 
ment with chemicals. Research work to determine ways and means of killing 
the alligatorweed is now underway in Louisiana under contract with South- 
western Louisiana Institute, Lafayette, La. However, the contract was signed 
just prior to the advent of the first cool weather and the number of experiments 
that could be completed in the limited time was few. While some preliminary 
indication of promise was noted in four of the seven tests made, nothing definite 
has been developed thus far. The experiments will be intensified with the 
coming of the warm weather. 

In the meantime, personnel from the Corps of Engineers have conducted two 
informal tests with machines of standard manufacture developed for other 
purposes and have succeeded in each case in killing the alligatorweed passed 
through the machines. <A further study of this method will be made during the 
coming season so that there may be a method of control of the vegetation until 
such time as suitable chemical means can be developed. 

Other obnorious aquatic plants.—In operations to clear the streams of unwanted 
vegetation, it has been noted that as the surface vegetation is destroyed the 
underwater growths increase in area and density. This is probably due to the 
filtering trough of light and warmth needed to make them grow. In many areas 
where the hyacinth has been destroyed, the water has become clogged with under- 
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water growth to the extent that it is rapidly destroying the use of the waterway. 
This is particularly true in the case of the isolated inland lakes. It is a matter 
which can no longer be ignored and one which should be included in the research 
work at an early date. 

Conditions at the end of the first 6-month pilot operations.—Hyacinths in all of 
the main waterways and their principal tributaries have been destroyed. Some 
few plants remain in areas where application of chemicals during the initial phase 
of the work was impossible. Hyacinths remain in the swampy areas between the 
trees where no means has yet been devised to reach them. The Bayou Teche is 
free from hyacinths from its headwaters near Alexandria, La., to its mouth at the 
Wax Lake outlet near Patterson, La. All of the isolated lakes in which operations 
have been conducted are free of major growths of hyacinths. All of the main 
streams of the Maurepas-Ponichartrain Basin are free from hyacinths except for 
those in the adjacent swampland and on private property where operations have 
not been pushed thus far. Cleanup operations are continuing in all areas as the 
primary operations are completed. These are designed to hold the gains attained. 

\llivatorweed remains in evidence in ail of the areas mentioned. Its spread has 
heen controlled, but continued operations are required to maintain even this small 
legree of control. 

American lotus, and other surface plants encountered while conducting the 
primary operations, have been destroyed through the means of the same chemicals 
used on the water-hyacinths and alligatorweed. 

Troublesome underwater growths are on the increase at a serious rate. 

Probable reinfestation.—It should be understood that while the conditions 
existing at this time as a result of the combined operations of the Corps of Engi- 
neers and State during the past 6 months are excellent, there should be expected 
a moderate amount of reinfestation of the pilot areas at the advent of the warm 
season. Millions of seeds have been deposited over the years and line the stream 
bottoms awaiting favorable conditions to germinate. As light and warmth filter 
through to this seed crop in the previously cleared areas, a certain percentage of 
them will begin to grow and reach the surface as new plants. Spring freshet rains 
and high water will float other plants from the swamps and lowlands. Plans are 
now underway to anticipate much of this and to attack the new plants as soon as 
they show themselves. Work is presently going on in the normal feeder area in 
the headwaters of the streams of the Plaquemine Waterway and in the streams of 
the Maurepas-Pontchartrain Basin in an effort to reduce the number of plants 
which would otherwise find their way out of these areas into the main stream fur- 
ther to the south. Satisfactory results from this preseason work are anticipated. 

Recommendations.—In view of the results obtained thus far in the first 6 months 
of cooperative effort, it is recommended that the work be continued in generally 
the same manner. The utmost flexibility should be provided to meet developing 
conditions and permit the shifting of either engineer crews or State crews over a 
larger area than was encompassed in the pilot operations. The use of the amine 
salt of 2,4-D should be continued for the destruction of the water-hyacinth and 
the temporary control of the alligatorweed. 

Research work should be pushed in the development of a satisfactory method 
of destroving the alligatorweed. This work can best be accomplished under 
contract with competent individuals or institutions of learning close to the site 
of the real problem in Louisiana. 

Additional research should be initiated as soon as possible to determine means 
for the destruction of the rapidly spreading underwater growths now found in 
lakes and streams of Louisiana as the surface vegetation is destroyed. 


Mr. Cannon. Tell us how much of the money we are providing 
goes for research and how much goes for operations. I know in the 
handling of insecticides for vegetables and fruits, we have made 
tremendeus progress in the last few years. Possibly if you would 
concentrate on research and not expend control funds for the present, 
you would really shorten the time by which these plants would be 
totally eradicated. 

General Carter. We are working on the problem with methods 
Which we already know about. For example, the use of the chemical 
2,4-d will eradicate the water hyacinth and inhibit the alligator weed. 
"he figure I have here allocated for research is $513,000. The rest of 
the totel estimate will be utilized in actually eradicating the noxious 








636 


weeds in the upper reaches of the various drainage basins. We 
selected, for example, in Louisiana three areas, drainage basins, to go 
in and completely clean out, so when the water rises, these weeds will 
not come down on us and get into our navigable streams and block the 
drainage and back it over the country. 

Mr. Cannon. Have you discovered new methods or adopted new 
measures in the last year? 

General Carrer. We have just started, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently up to this time, your research has been 
unproductive. 

General Carrer. Up to this time our research has just started. 
We got these contracts last spring, and they are just beginning. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you collaborating with the Department of 
Agriculture, which also is making a study of insecticides? 

General Carter. Yes, sir, we are. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 


ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO STATES 


Mr. Pituron. General, the $6,196,000 is for a 5-year program? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Piittion. Could you tell us or do you have ane the amounts 
allocated to each of the States, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, North and South Carolina, and Texas? 

General Carter. No, sir, we have not allocated it to the States. 

Mr. Priuron. It is free, then, to float between any of these States? 

General Carter. As we work on the problem we will develop the 
problem in each State and allocate the appropriation as we go along. 

Mr. Piuuron. Is this $6,196,000 intended to completely rid the 
navigable streams of each of these States of both the alligator weed 
and the water hyacinth? 

General Carrer. It is intended to, yes, sir. 


USE OF FISCAL YEAR 1960 FUNDS 


Mr. Pitution. There was an appropriation of $457,000 for 1960. 
How much was used for the purpose of physically controlling these 
plants, that is, by chopping or by some such method? How much 
of that money has been used for that purpose? 

General Carrer. $434,000 has been used in physically, either by 
using chemicals or by mechanical method, eradicating the noxious 
weeds in the selected areas 


METHOD OF OPERATION 


Mr. Pinution. Do the U.S. Army Engineers have a method or means 
of doing this work themselves, or is this done by the States and reim- 
bursed by the Federal Government? 

General Carter. It is done by both. We do part of it ourselves. 
We have had to do this, of course, for years in connection with nav- 
igable streams. The States are doing part of it. We have selected 
an area for the State to work in and another area for the Federal 
Government: to work in. 

Mr. Pinui0on. The chopping of this weed or plant actually is 
perpetual situation rather than a 5-year program, is it not? 
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General Carrer. We do very little chopping of it. We generally 
use chemicals. We still have to do some chopping, of course, when 
it gets in such state that we must clear it out. The water hyacinths 
we can control fairly well with 2,4-d. 


RESEARCH ON PROJECT 


Mr. Prtuion. I notice on page 163 you have an item of engineering 
design, including research on methods of control, $90,500. How much 
that is engineering design and how much is research for this coming 
vear? 
~ General Carter. The research is $77,000. 

Mr. Prution. Who receives that money? 

General Carrer. It will go to Auburn University and the South- 
western Louisiana Institute. 

Mr. Pituion. Those two? 

General Carter. Those two. They have the contracts. 

Mr. Prnui0on. $77,000? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pinion. Is not the Department of Agriculture equipped to do 
this research work for you? 

General Carter. They are doing some research in the general 
problem of weed control. These universities are working with the 
Department of Agriculture in connection with that study, to combine 
their efforts. This is simply a small amount of money required for 
them to set up their people to work on the problem. 

Mr. Prtuion. Actually, since you do not break this down according 
to States and are unable to do that, is not your $6,196,000 pretty 
much a rough estimate? 

General Carrer. No, sir, it is a much better estimate now that we 
have defined the areas involved in the various States. I believe the 
estimate is a pretty good one at this time. 

Mr. Pinion. Actually, if you are doing research work for the 
purpose of finding methods to eradicate these plants by poisons, is not 
your other control work rather useless and of very little value? 

General Carter. No, sir, I do not think so. We are using poisons. 
The alligator weed is the real problem for research. In connection 
with using 2-4D, that chemical of course kills everything. The 
research the ‘re is to try to develop better methods to apply it to keep 
down the damage. We have had great difficulty in some of the States 
because they must hold and save the United States from all damage 
claims in addition to their 30 percent. If we spray 2—-4D around and 
it drifts over in somebody’s cane or corn or cotton field, then the 
State must pay for those damages, which can be terrific. 

Mr. Pinion. What is your experience with these poisons killing 
fish and wildlife? 

General Carrer. They do not kill the fish and wildlife nearly so 
much as the weeds themselves do. These water hyacinths and 
alligator weeds both follow the streams and cut off the oxygen supply 
in the water, and the fish all die. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Piruion. I notice only one State is actually contributing its 
share. Is it your policy not to do any work in those States which do 
not submit their share of the funds? 
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General Carter. That is correct. The State as a whole does not 
necessarily have to commit itself, but one of the local participating 
agencies—a county, for example, in Georgia, is participating then 
they do one-third and we do the other two-thirds. 

Mr. Pinturon. Only one or two States out of the eight or nine are 
firmly committed, as I would judge from your recitals here in the 
justifications. Why should we appropriate $700,000 this year if only 
one or two States are firmly committed? 

General Carter. This plan, sir, and the $700,000 are developed to 

carry on the work in the lower Mississippi Vallev division, $475,000, 
and in the South Atlantic division, mainly in the State of Florida, 
where they are beginning to give a contribution, $338,000. 

Mr. Busu. Three States actually can cooperate: North Carolina, 
Louisiana, and Florida. 

Mr. Pituion. They can? 

Mr. Busu. They have passed the necessary legislation. 

Mr. Prttion. Yes. But passing legislation authorizing cooperation 
and a contract for cooper: ation are two different things. 

General Carter. The South Atlantic divi ision feel very confident 
they will get the necessary contract with the State of Florida. The 
State of Florida has the problem, of course, about as bad as Louisiana 
has. 

Mr. Pittion. What is happening here, gentlemen, is actually this, 
is it not? We are now embarking upon a program of the Federal 
Government’s undertaking this whole problem, but it will be not a 

5-year program but a perpetu: al program. 


General Carter. No, sir. The reverse is true. Previously the 
Federal Government had the whole problem. Under this act the 
States are contributing 30 percent. The States contribute nothing 


to removing these weeds from the navigable streams. They needed 
to in their own streams and canals, but so far as the navigable streams, 
the Intracoastal Waterway, for example, and those streams, the 
Federal Government had to do it all. The authorizing act makes the 
State contribute 30 percent. 

Mr. CANNON. We still handle it in the navigable sections. 

General Carvrger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. But in the tributaries this work is being done by 
the States. 

General C That is right. 

Mr. ee What about maintenance from year to year? 

General Carrer. The maintenance for removing the noxious plants 
in the various navigable waterways is carried in the maintenance 
portion of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, for example, or the War- 
rior River or the other waterways in which the project lies. 

Mr. Cannon. When your transcript comes back to you, please 
break that down. 

(The information requested follows:) 

Federal maintenance expenditures for removal of hyacinths from navigable 
waterways in the gulf and Southeastern States averages about $300,000 annually. 


BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, LA. 
° > _— cel 
Mr. CANNON. Barataria Bay, $1,116,000. Insert pages i170 through 
175. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CHANNELS AND Harsors (NAVIGATION) 
BaRATARIA Bay Waterway, La. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in Jefferson Parish in southeast Louisiana, 
getending from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at about 14.6 miles west of 
Harvey Lock to the 12-foot depth contour in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —3.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers) 





cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers).................-..------.- $1, 680, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 50, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ..................-.-...- 590, 000 





Cash contribution............. 
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Channels: Channel enlargement and realinement from 5 feet deep by 50 feet 
wide to 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide. The channel follows Bayous Barataria 
and Dupont, Dupre Cutoff, Bayous Cutler and St. Denis, land and water cuts 
along west bank of Barataria Bay, and Barataria Pass to the Gulf of Mexico, 
a distance of 39.2 miles. 

Channel extension and enlargement: Bayou Rigaud from its confluence with 
Barataria Waterway to 4.3 miles westward; enlargement of existing waterway 
to 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960)—Construction not started 


Completion schedule 
Bayou Rigolettes to Bayou St. Denis, mile 30.4 to mile 16.7._ September 1960. 
Bayou St. Denis to Barataria Pass, mile 16.7 to mile 1.1__.__- June 1961. 
Bayou Rigaud, mile 0.3 to mile 4.3 and Bar Channel____----- October 1960. 
Bayou Villars and Bayou Barataria (mile 36.5) to Gulf Intra- November 1960. 
coastal Waterway. 
lanl June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


_ The Barataria Bay Waterway is used extensively by oil companies in transport- 
Ing supplies and equipment for use in drilling operations conducted in the area, 
and for the towing of crude petroleum and gasoline to refineries and tanker 
terminals. The existing waterway can no longer adequately accommodate the 
marine traffic negotiating the route, but works severe handicaps by limiting the 
tonnage of tows and by precluding the use of economical equipment. The pro- 
posed improvement will provide an adequate waterway for access to oil field 
operations in the coastal area. Development of a sulfur deposit in the Gulf of 
Mexico offshore from the southern terminus of the Barataria Bay Waterway 
makes the movement of sulfur over the lower part of the waterway a certainty. 
An extensive shrimping industry based at Barataria, Lafitte, Manila Village, 
Grand Isle, Harvey, and Westwego is supported by the waters of Barataria Bay, 
its connecting lakes and bays, and the Gulf of Mexico at the southern terminus 


52882—60——41 
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of the waterway. The improved waterway will prove an incentive for the de- 
velopment of additional shrimp facilities along the waterway, will save running 
time, and permit the use of lar ‘er shrimping vessels capable of withstanding open 
water fishing in the Gulf of Mexico. Improvement of the waterway will be of 
great value in providing access to other waterways connecting with supply centers, 
Improvement of Rayou Rivaud will allow the U.S. Coast Guard to construct boat 
and doc’ facilities to provide better storave and handling of their vessels at its 
site on the bayou. In 1958, this project handled commerce amounting to 996,312 
tons. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,116,000, completing the project, 
will be applied to the following: 


Initiate and complete: 
Contract for dredging the waterway from Bayou St. Denis to 


Barataria Pass, mile 16.7 to mile 1.1.............-.-------. $854, 4 
Contract for dredging the Y on Bayou Villars and Bayou Bara- 
taria to their intersection with the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway - 30, 200 
Complete: 
Continuing contract for dredging Bayou Rigolettes to Bayou St. 
Peoeine WRG) iD 0) NOY NOES ng a tne e mem meme ame 85, 900 
Continuing contract for dredging Bayou Rigaud, mile 0.3 to mile 
a en rN ee acai an ceca cho mance 54, 900 
I ae ws ian bs gm vn ne a 10, 500 
DDOPUENGH- ONO MOIMIOISTAUON 2c cc oereew cnn ccseenescuccboncd 80, 100 
I ee 8 Se i pada ae een 1, 116, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $590,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages---- $198, 000 
Relocations-readjustment of crossings_...-.------------------ es 348, 000 
Ie a Ge cn Oa OAS i Site a Sci rie 44, 000 





en a I eis nial ia bana Sareea ie aeiniaie 59.', 000 


Local interests are required to (a) furnish without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas necessary for construc 
tion of the project and for subsequent maintenance, when and as required; (6) 
accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States all alterations to 
pipelines, cables, and any other faci.ities necessary for the construction of the 
project; and (c) hold and save the United States free from damages resulting 
from construction and maintenance of the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The police jury of Jefferson Parish by resolution 
adopted August 10, 1955, agreed to provide the recommended local cooperation. 
This agency has been succeeded by the Jefferson Parish Council. The latter 
agency by resolution adopted March 5, 1959, has agreed to the alinement. The 
department of public works is acting as engineering advisers to the parish counci! 
and the project details have been furnished to both of these agencies. It is 
expected that the act of assurances and the right-of-way will be furnished by 
March 1, 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,680,000 is a decrease of $720,000 over the latest estimate ($2,400,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease is based on more detailed planning, and 8 
due primarily to enlargement of Bayou Dupont and Dupre Cutoff by local 
interests. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
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| 
| | Jalance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current, fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
een — — _ “y _ _ | —| ~ 
Channels and canals_..-..-.---- aS are : $220,000 | $1,245,000 scieacigndoitmeenion 
Preauthorization studies__.._.--- | 15, 0C0 | WS cients aoe ee 
ngineering and des'gn___.__- : 80, 000 58, 000 11, 500 1G BOO foes Sececas 
Supervision and administration 120, 00C 3, 500 | 18, 5C0 98, 000 EGET EAE 
ne a ee ee pe anaeeencties 
Total applied cost (Corps } 
of Engineers funds only) - 1, 680, 000 76, 50C | 250,000 | 1, 353, 500 None 
TINE, CHEN cite tenons nd ddiutddewntdnnanandes | Selecta auatien | Jwinm a |ewnme mime aimee 
Sh es sa eet ie —l- ‘ 
Total project cost (Corps | 
of Eng neer funds only) -- 1, 680, 000 | 76, 500 250, 000 Fe ky Ee ee ee 
Pending adjustments.........-..- | J Eee re | vee a ake 
Total cost (Corps of En- | 
g neer funds only) ----.-- 1, 680, 000 | 76, 500 | 250,000 | 1,008) GUO lncimacscacccne 
Undelivered orders. .........-.- | it ei a ee eee +300 | +237, 200 | eis on ds ca Bcc 
Total obl:gations.......... 76, 800 487, 200 1,116,000 | None 
METHOD OF FINANCE | 
| | | 
Appropriations............-- _.-| 1, 680,000 | 85, 000 | MOO ona 
Unobl gated carryover from | | | 
prior years.....- eainw Se aac aneee s - 8, 200 ade 
Total funds available for | | 
GOUMOE ON oe ee ae a et | 487, 200 as ce Bn 
Appropriations required__.-.--- sane ieee panentenensers I eel 1,116, 000 | None 
LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. This project has not been started. 


cooperation? 


What about local 


General Carter. The local people have been having some difficulty 


in local cooperation there. 


ment in the parish. 


furnish local cooperation. 


a parish council. 
elected in January. 


They have changed the system of govern- 


Louisiana, of course, has just been through an 
election which caused some complications. 
Jefferson Parish had adopted a resolution by which they agreed to 


Mr. Cannon. It is pending negotiations? 


General Carter. Yes, sir. 
for a large portion of the project at the upper end. 


into some oyster beds in part of that. 
with the people who own the oyster beds to try to iron out the costs. 
Actually, these oysters, being in the way of this project, are very 


valuable oysters. 


The police jury of 


This agency has now been succeeded by 
The new president of the parish council was just 
This project, however, has the backing 





They actually have the right-of-way 


However, we get 


The local people are dealing 
I Ss 


Mr. Cannon. You have not yet firmed up the local cooperation? 
What will be the local contribution? 


_ General Carrer. The estimated cost of right-of-way and relocation 


ls $590,000. 


Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact that this is still indefinite, how 
would it do for us to provide a half million dollars instead of the 
$1,116,000? Could you get along with that for the current year? 


General Carrer. This is a dredging project, you see. 


very large project. 


It is not a 


We will let the contract for the initial start on this 


Project this year. It will save us money to get set prices and to be 
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able to let the rest of the contract with funds which we are asking | cha 
for this year, rather than stretching it out. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. We already have a large number of access channels Locl 


along the gulf coast here. When the benefit-cost ratio is figured, you 
estimate the annual maintenance cost; but as the years go by, these 
costs steadily mount. What assurances can you give the committee 
that projects such as these actually maintain their economic feasibility 
over the years? os 

General Carter. We make an annual review of these projects, | reo 


You are speaking now of the Barataria Bay project? I 
Mr. Cannon. Yes. You are making these annual reviews with f 
that in view? : 
General Carter. Yes, sir. aes 


Mr. Cannon. Of course, when it becomes infeasible—when it Entir 
drops below the ratio, you discontinue dredging? — 
General Carter. Yes, sir. That is done in many cases. Many of 
these waterways which were authorized many years ago are no longer | 








maintained. 
Mis: 
natu 
PLAQUEMINE-MORGAN CITY ROUTE, LOUISIANA ucts 
» Rou 
. . nr n ft 
Mr. Cannon. Plaquemine-Morgan City route, $4,166,000 to com-| and 
plete. That will complete it, will it? : = 
General Carrer. Yes. Bate 
Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 177 through 183. No questions. The 
(The pages referred to follow:) equi 
whe! 
CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) ag 
0D 
PLAQUEMINE-MorGAN Crry ALTERNATE Route, GutF INTRACOASTAL ; =e 
Waterway, La. , @8 
due 
(CONTINUING) | _ 
ol 
Location.—Channel from the Mississippi Atchafalaya section of the Gul the 
Intracoastal Waterway, in the vicinity of Morgan City, via the borrow pit of the D 
east Atchafalaya protection levee to and through Bayou Sorrel lock and the traff 
resent waterway to Indian Village, and thence by way of a new land cut to the duri: 
fississippi River near Port Allen, opposite the lower limit of the port of Baton prin 
Rouge, a distance of 65 miles. retin 
Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. Alle: 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. rout 
deve 
Summarized financial data petri 
ee eC Tl 
Accumulated mod 
Amount percent of bye 
estimated passi 
Federal cost ; : 
NE IIE OIE scree nwa baheee ne ennnadnenorseeeciibanaena: $27, 706, 000 |..-..------2--- : 
TE NE Cs nnn cceennnenipebenemincnwnndcnenanemon 2, 250, 000 | -....~--- cen fi 
ee EI sn itentemendachibaneousdenmanahenincourssnanaddsesmns 0 . 
Ne as va estaba earns nin Aalst sosetosegenlpsininaneemseaiiniages ie 2, 250, 000 
Se eI, MEINE WNDU oo 2c ecieeseeusavensepenawensoreceston 29, 956, 000 
EINER £0) FUDD BO, ROO arenes ccncrandacadebuinacounsnndassneses 17, 058, 000 
ED ne SEE SEE BI once snvaseaciccacminaminennanssocnes 1 6, 482, 000 
IRIS 0) CMMI icnick oe) cin cedeductinbebeebhohancienwecanenbcndubes 23, 540, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961..............---..-..------- 4, 166, 000 





Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961._.......-..-----------------..- 0 


i Includes permanent transfer to project of $680,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Channel enlargement, Morgan City to Indian Village, from 9 feet deep by 
100 feet wide to 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide, 46.2 miles. 
Channel extension, Indian Village, mile 46.2 to Mississippi River near Port 
Allen, 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide, 18.8 miles. 
Locks: Port Allen lock (to Mississippi River) 84 feet wide by 1,200 feet long by 
14 feet deep; 47 feet, maximum lift. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 





Relocations: 
State Highway No. 1 (Old State Highway No. 168)................ 83 | July 1960. 
Highway vicinity Indian Village and Port Allen bridges.......... 0 | March 1961. 
Texas & Pacific Railway at Port Allen and bridge............-... 92 | February 1960, 
Texas & Pacific Railway at Morley and bridge--...............-. 100 
Power, telephone, telegraph, and pipe lines....................-.-. 66 | November 1960. 
Nk cmmcmnmenied 81 | June 1961. 
Channel enlargement and extension. ............-.......-..-..-----..- 58 | May 1961. 
REI NINO aan acide inn ici anna canes aleaaaanaiaeniaiptanpialaaip Raia aan mnaaeae 78 | June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The city of Baton Rouge, located opposite the authorized Port Allen lock on the 
Mississippi River, is the center of a rapidly growing industrial area with large 
natural resources. A considerable portion of the raw materials and finished prod- 
ucts move to and from Baton Rouge by means of water transportation. Baton 
Rouge is also a point of interchange for traffic originating in the Atchafalaya Basin 
and destined for upstream points. Industrial development in Baton Rouge 
increased from $286,101,000 in 1940 to $1 billion by February 1957. 

The existing route of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway from Morgan City to 
Baton Rouge passes through the town of Plaquemine and the Plaquemine lock. 
The Plaquemine lock, built in 1909, is grossly inadequate in size for modern towing 
equipment. A modern tow is slightly over 50 feet wide and about 1,200 feet long, 
whereas the Plaquemine lock is only 260 feet long by 55 feet wide. The channel 
through the town of Plaquemine is very crooked and hazardous to navigation due 
to bridges located over the sharp turns. Modern tows have to break up before 
reaching Plaquemine lock and pass their barges through the town and lock one 
atatime. The time consumed in passing this lock and waterway is very costly 
due to the high operating costs of modern tows. For this reason, the large tows 
find it more economical to go by way of Harvey lock at New Orleans, which is 
151 miles longer. Furthermore, Plaquemine lock must be closed to traffic when 
the Mississippi River stage reaches 38 feet. 

Despite the difficulties encountered in using the present lock and waterway, 
traffic through the existing Plaquemine lock has averaged about 2,539,383 tons 
during the 5-year period 1954-58 and amounted to 2,876,251 tons in 1958. The 
principal commodities were seashells, petroleum, and industrial chemicals. It is 
estimated that, upon completion, over 5 million tons will pass through the Port 
Allen lock, the additional tonnage being immediately diverted from the longer 
Toute via New Orleans. It is estimated that the average annual traffic which will 
develop over the 50-year life of the project is 7 million tons, principally crude oil and 
petroleum products, chemicals, sulfur, iron and steel, and dry products. 

The Port Allen lock is justified by the need for a lock capable of accommodating 
modern tows and traffic requirements. The benefits result from savings obtained 
by eliminating the longer distance by way of Harvey lock and the time lost in 
passing the inadequate Plaquemine lock. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,166,000, which will complete the oe 
project, will be applied to the following: " 
Initiate and complete: avai 

Contract to construct relocation of Louisiana State Highway No. 30 A 
vicinity Port Allen, and Louisiana State Highway No. 65 and the 
parish road at Indian Village__._________- Sf eae be a $120, 000 T 

Contract for construction of Pointe Coupee Electric Membership sary 
Corp. 7.6 kilovolt powerline in vicinity of Indian Village____-_- 97, 300 A 

Contract to dredge forebay and tailbay of Port Allen lock______- 540, 000 by 1 

Contract to dredge east Atchafalaya Basin protection levee C 
borrow pit between Morgan City and Bayou Sorrel lock, mile 3 $27, 
to-2nlle 18.0. 2. J. ee ae | Pub mewe a eee ee sub! 

Contract to dredge between Bayou Sorrel lock and Indian Village, and 
mile 37.0 to mile 39.0_.__.______- Se ae ee eR plac 

Contract to dredge between Bayou Sorrel lock and Indian Village, 
i eas wank cdi one eile 339, 700 

Complete: 

Relocation of Louisiana State Highway No. 1 (Old State Highway a 
No. 168) bridge at Port Allen, La____.______- ties 28, 000 

Construction of guide walls and lock eta z 874, 800 


Contract for furnishing and installing gates, bulkhead, and op- 
erating machinery for lock_......_......-_-_- ag 257, 200 


Contract for furnishing electrical work at Port Allen lock_ 131, 300 
Contract for dredrine new land cut between Indian Village and cond 
Port Allen lock (mile 56.6 to mile 60.9) __ 527, 000 
Engineering and desien___ os Sh ; 88, 900 
Supervision and administration____ 2 Sots 337, 000 
NE ee Ce ne te hs. See es pein So 3. __.. 4, 166, 000 





The funds requested will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs -—The cost to local interests of complying with the require : 
ments of local cooperation, as set forth in the authorizing lecislation for the Port Und 
Allen lock and canal, is $2,250,000 consisting of the cost of a vertical lift bridge 
over Louisiana Highway No. 77 (formerly Louisiana State Highway No. 65) near 
Indian Villave and payments for lands and damaves. In addition, local interests 
are required to maintain and operate the vertical lift bridge over Louisiana High 
way No. 77 near Indian Village, maintain a four-lane fixed bridge over Louisiana 
Hichway No. 1 (old Louisiana State Hithway No. 168) at Port Allen, and main 
tain and operate the Texas & Pacific bridges at Morley and Port Allen, all at an | 
estimated annual cost of $63,000. 

In addition, the Paton Rouve Port Commission has initiated the construction 


Pen 


Unc 


of terminal and transfer facilities at and in the vicinity of Port Allen reaching an Uh 
estimated cost of $35 million. During 1955, they completed a $4 million grain pI 
elevator and dock, and a molasses terminal costing $500,000. General cargo § 
doc's were completed in December 1956 at a cost of $5 million. ; 
These docks provide for berthing space totaling 1,400 feet and modern steel J Ap} 
covered transit shed totaling 120,000 square feet. This transit shed and dock J ae 
space are provided with a fire extincuishing system, water system, pipeline for J 1] 


handling bulk molasses, marginal railroad track, and truck service road. In 
addition, they have constructed a bulk material handling facilities at Burnside 
La., at a cost of $15,200,000. In the early months of 1959 the Baton Rouge 
Port Commission completed a public merchandise warehouse of 50,000 square 
feet at a cost of $300,000; expanded their grain elevator storare tanks to 4 ; 
capacity of 7,300,000 bushels at a total cost of $3,200,000, and constructed a ml 
barge terminal on the Baton Rouge Harbor (Devil’s Swamp Barge Canal) projet 
at a cost of $1,600,000. 

Status of local cooperation—The Greater Baton Rouge Port Commissi0d | 
furnished assurances of local cooperation by a resolution dated December 6, 
1954, to convey to the United States all lands and easements required; bear the Mi 
cost of alteration or replacement of existing hithway bridges and utility crossing 
and maintain and operate them; and provide adequate terminal and transfer 
facilities. The Department of Highways, State of Louisiana, furnished assur 
ances by resolution adopted on August 11, 1954, that it would maintain ane 


operate the highway bridges and alter or enlarge existing State highway bridges Mi 
across the canal. The port commission has acquired approximately 99 percent for 
of the rights-of-way required for the entire project. The local agencies have Ri 
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initiated action for modification of an existing highway, and arrangements have 
been made for relocation of existing facilities. 

All rights-of-way required for construction in fiscal year 1960 have been made 
available. 

A small area of right-of-way required in fiscal year 1961 will be obtained by 
the local ageney through condemnation proceedings in advance of construction. 

The Louisiana Department of Highways has acquired all rights-of-way neces- 
sary for the relocation of Louisiana State Highway No. 1 (formerly No. 168). 

Aequisition of the remaining ris hts-of-way for highway relocations is underway 
by the Louisiana Department of Highways. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$27,706,000 is an increase of $406,000 over the latest estimate ($27,300,000) 
submitted to Conrress. Of this increase, $176,000 is due to hicher price levels 
and $230,000 is due to actual cost of completed work and bids received for work 
placed under contract. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





























| | 
| ; | 4 Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1951 
} . 
q) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
| | 
— ee ee a a ag ee es — = = ie os " = _ 4 — a 
EEN IR a $5, 983, 000 $3, 345, 800 $2. 371, 900 IN De 
RR oe a eee 14, 559, 600 9, 298, 900 8, 457, 400 Se ee hee oats 
ee 4, 268, 500 2, 447, 000 130, 000 1, 691, 500 | a cis thee ed hile 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 19, 100 BE P00 lick cic ek cece te i ton cities te 
Preauthorization studies_..._...- | 1, 000 TE gga Fe Ce es PRS oer ee ee 
Engineering and design eae 1, 063, 000 R92, 400 | 81, 700 | BO Se Sandauvcshetwnne 
Super: ision and administration | 1, 811, 800 1, 026, 600 | 448, 700 | See bnntaigpa nena 
~ ee aaiian _ 7 - | 
Total applied costs (Fed- | 
eral funds only) -.-..-.-- | 27,706,000 17, 050, 800 | 6, 489, 700 EPO WO Siaivecdcncecete 
este CONGR naa lnecdcgencncaus a cen te i Fe As cabelas ia ked Selesos sith shoals 
Total project costs (Fed- | | 
eral funds only) - ---.-.-- | 27,706, 000 17, 050, 800 6, 489, 700 | Rp TON Bo ccnanccenabae 
una RCI TN oe cess leeches sence Rp whine eebiaes So ean ea oe ee 
17,050,800} 6,489,700 | 4,166,000 |___........-_- 
+6, 300 mG I Bo Dk ae 
Total obligations_--.-.---- }..............] 17,057,100 | 6, 483, 400 168 008 2 oo 
METHOD OF FINANCING | oe | — 
! | 
Appropriations. ............----- Recah ore 17,058,500 | 16, 482,000 }.............- Deak aoa 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year. ...... se tees aap at ent a ara hea ee a le eee eee | ARS MU (Fic erdeotsteidandaiie cca estes qudobcotemtiicleaeis 
Total funds available for | 
ee a os Fe 17, 058, 500 | ere i eae I cccteeneslsashis ouatadee 
I CID RSNA ee en 4, 166, 000 








'Includes permanent transfer of $680,000 to the project. 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF, LOUISIANA 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to the gulf, $2 
million. Insert pages 185 through 191. I have no questions. 

rn . 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 


Mississippr River, Baron Rovce To THE Gur or Mexico, La.—Sovruwest 
Pass AND Bar CHANNEL 


(CONTINUING) 


, Location and description.—The project is located on the lower reaches of the 
Mississippi River between Baton Rouge, La., and the Gulf of Mexico and provides 


for a 40-foot depth through the Southwest Pass at the mouth of the Mississippi 
iver, 
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Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—17.7 to 1 for overall improvement from Baton Rouge to 
Gulf of Mexico. 














Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (Co: 
of Engineers 
cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ............---...-----...-- $8, 300,000 |...25.. <5 ‘ 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -..........-...-.-.......---- POE Uscmeeccacen = 
LS ERE RA eee BB, OUD Faseicce onsen 
i oe Saleen edounsbbembneiiin OE occacete 
i en eb eeanibnenunesammenion 18,000. | nc.ccucinsailil 
cede eepnscveaseelbnioabdvtnsiehininesoiaanionhiinn™s Be bnmntinnncen 
heli gptnipr iin oencotncnininnewibike Minced acinar 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960- BE CO. lacennsaconanail 
I fa eal nse dunia aomstbidesiaerniinsmecmnintncinibeaiteulpnoewes 1, 601, 000 
Appropriations requested for fisca] year 1961...............-...-----..--. 2, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. .............-.-.-.-.-----.-..- eee 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels and canals 


Channel improvement, Southwest Pass, from 35 feet deep (mean low guide) 
by 1,000 feet wide to 40 feet deep (mean low guide) by 800 feet wide, 19.1 miles, 

Southwest Pass Bar Channel from 35 feet deep (mean low guide) by 1,000 feet 
wide to 40 feet deep (mean low guide) by 600 feet wide, from mile 18 to —40-foot 
(mean low guide) contour in Gulf of Mexico. 


Breakwater, seawalls, and jetties 


Control and contraction structures in Southwest Pass to restrict channel cross 
section to approximately 1,420-foot surface width. 


Status: (Jan. 1, 1960)—Construction not started 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Channels and canals: 


Dredging: 
Southwest Pass to —25 feet, mile 18 to 20.2.....................]........-- December 1960. 
Southwest Pass to —35 feet, mile 18 to 20.2_.-....-.-....--.----]---.---.-- Do, 


Mississippi River and Southwest Pass to —40 feet, mile 1.1 |-.......-. October 1962, | 


above head of passes to mile 18 below head of passes. 
Southwest Pass and Southwest Pass Bar Channel to —40 feet |.........- December 1962. 
mile 18 to 40-foot contour in Gulf of Mexico. 
Bank protection: 
Longitudinal bulkhead, Southwest Pass,west bank, mile 15.3 |.......... December 1960. 
to mile 16.1. 
Lateral pile dikes, Southwest Pass, west bank, mile 9 to mile |-.......-- June 1963. 
12.3. } 
Breakwater, seawalls, and jetties: 
Removal: 
Pile dikes, Southwest Pass, mile 18 to 20.2 east bank___......._]........-. May 1960. 
Bulkhead, Southwest Pass, mile 19.2 to 20.1 east bamk_......-.]........-- Do. 
Construction: 
Lateral pile dikes, Southwest Pass, mile 18 to 20.2 west bank__-].......... November 1961. 
Lateral pile dikes, Southwest Pass, mile 12.3 to 18 west bank---|.........- November 1962. 
Lateral pile dikes, Southwest Pass, mile 2 to 3 west bank-.....|_.......-- August 1960, 
UN phn dacp ete sccared eb cities aieneaia inept acne ansodovioeasier cinerea 8 | June 1963. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The port of New Orleans, located on the Mississippi River about 110 miles inland 
from the Gulf of Mexico, is one of the major ports in the United States. Ocean 
going vessels up to 33- to 34-foot draft regularly use its facilities. The Mississippi 
River above the passes affords an excellent 40-foot channel to New Orleans and 
35-foot channel to Baton Rouge, 135 miles farther upstream. The maintained 
depth of the channel of the Southwest Pass is, however, only 35 feet which ser- 
ously limits its usefulness for traffic to New Orleans. Military and naval sup 
plies move across the wharves of the New Orleans Port of Embarkation, the 
Algiers Naval Station, and across the public wharves in the harbor. General 
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export cargo consists in part of cotton, grain, sulfur, lumber, and manufactured 
goods bound to all parts of the world. Principal imports are bananas, coffee, 
sugar, molasses, aluminum ore, coal tars, nitrates, and phosphates. These 
items are vital to the national defense and the civilian economy, and a number of 
them require special handling facilities not available in sufficient quantity at 
other ports. The shoaling that occurs during the high water season in the channel 
between New Orleans and the gulf is normally composed of fine, hard-packed 
sand, subject to bed load movement which often changes the controlling depth 
in the channel several feet in a very short time. The large tankers using the 
Southwest Pass normally draw from 33 to 34 feet of water and it is unsafe to 
utilize a sea channel where there would be less than about 5 feet between ship’s 
bottom and channel bed. Practically all industry in the city of New Orleans 
depends to a large degree upon the harbor facilities and the outlet to the gulf. 
In 1958 this project handled commerce amounting to 79,452,251 tons. 

The trend of modern shipping is toward larger, deeper draft vessels. Since 
channel depths greatly in excess of 40 feet already exist between the Head of 
Passes and New Orleans, a 40-foot channel in the Southwest Pass will permit 
ships destined for the port of New Orleans to load to deeper drafts. A greater 
depth also will minimize the hazards to deep-draft vessels due to fluctuation in 
depths at the pass. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to the 
following: 


Initiate: 
By leased cutterhead dredge and hired labor, dredging to —40 
feet, Mississippi River and Southwest Pass, mile 1.1 at Head of 


Passes te mile 18.0 Southwest Pass._..................i..--. $41, 000 
A contract for construction of lateral pile dikes on west bank in 
BOULRWORS £OGE, INNO 16.010) 80 25. os oct cnn nncncuccccee 32, 400 


Initiate and complete: 
A contract for construction of longitudinal bulkhead on west 


bank in Southwest Pass, mile 15.3 to 16.1_______- Se eens 286, 000 
By Government hopper dredge and hired labor, dredging to —35 
feet, Southwest Pass, mile 18.0 to 20.2. ...................- 414, 000 
Complete: 
By leased cutterhead dredge and hired labor, dredging to —25 
feet, Southwest Pass, mile 18.0 to 20.2.._...............--- 991, 000 
A contract to construct lateral pile dikes, Southwest Pass, west 
Bane. tne 2) Om Os cc cueetasesaceueckouse 85, 600 
ED ET TE a a ee 13, 900 
DUnor VISION ANG GGImnINISITAMOR..- 8 one ca cones entce ree nenae 136, 100 
NN paket e ett ee ec ee ek eke sg 2, 000, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $18,000, broken down as follows: 


telocations (pilot station and pier near mouth of Southwest Pass)_.... $16, 100 
ORE ITE NE 1, 900 
rt ee dell Na Ai Tt le tases cel adi btw dblelee all 18, 000 





Status of local cooperation.—Under terms of their permit for a pilot station 
facility, the Associated Branch River Pilots have been notified to relocate their 
wharf and pier by June 1, 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal (Corps of Engi- 
neers) cost estimate of $8,300,000 is a decrease of $1 million from the latest esti- 
mate ($9,300,000) submitted to Congress. A decrease of $1,026,000 based on 
more detailed planning was partially offset by a net increase of $26,000 in engi- 
heering and design and in supervision and administration, based on a renalysis of 
requirements. 














648 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








| | | | 
| | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
| estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
year 196] 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
ca iheeaan nailed hla date dices etae SA ek lA debated Gt eacencasemdhcnlidaiaco ee : ee 
| | } | 
Southwest Pass and Bar chan- | 
nel: 
Channels and canals_....__-- | $5, 875, 400 Bilin bamebhavanbe $556, 000 | $1, 732, 000 $3, 587, 400 
Breakwater, seawalls and | | 
jetties. __ ee 1, 094, 690 |__..-- naenel 267, 000 | 118, 000 709, 600 
Prea ‘thorization st’ dies... -_| 25, 000 | E00) ees os ioe Deter 
Engineering and design..__--} 725, 000 648, 300 22, 800 | 13, 900 40, 000 
Super vision and administra- | | 
Re ee ee 580, 000 | 16, 200 65, 700 136, 100 362, 00 
ja —— — — - ne | enn iecinnry 
Totalapplied cost (Corps | | | 
of Engineers funds } | 
a | 8, 300, 000 689, 500 911, 500 2, 000, 000 | 4, 699, 000 
Undistributed cost. ..........--- lo havcinttcndit mina die acer sell atten Se 
iene — i — — 
Total project cost (Corps | 





Pending adjustments 


of Engineers funds only)-} 8, 300, 000 689, 500 | 911, 500 | 2, 000, 000 | 4, 699, 000 


Total cost (Corps of En- | | | | 
ginecers fnds only)......- 8, 300, 000 | 689, 500 | 911, 500 2, 000, 000 | 4, 699, 000 
Undelivered orders__.......--.-- | prs eres soph iopeminin enna sessment Re dimne alee dei 5 ciel ei eee 
Total obligations. ........- lie eins aha 689, 500 | 911, 500 2, 000, 000 | 4, 699, 000 
i= = == | > z 2 — 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
i j j j i 
Appropriations. _- c cals 782, 000 | 819, 000 


Unobligated carryover from | | | 
EIN ooo dic avacumeamice lion eeoanaadiekee Sethe oe eae +92, 500 


Total funds available for | 


melee ee: SERRATE ee ERD aee “2, 000, 000 | 4, 699, 000 





MISSISSIPPI RIVER—-GULF OUTLET, LOUISIANA 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi River—Gulf outlet, $8,750,000. Insert 
pages 193 through 200. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 
MississipPI RivER—GuLFr OutTLet, LOUISIANA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in the southeastern portion of Louisiana 
east of the Mississippi River. It is essentially a deep draft seaway canal extending 
for approximately 76 miles in a southeasterly direction from the city of New 
Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico. The plan of improvement provides for a 36-foot 
by 500-foot channel, protective dikes, a turning basin, and a highway bridge. 
Also provided for, when economically justified, is a new lock in the vicinity of 
Meraux, La., with suitable connecting channel, or the replacement of the existing 
lock at the entrance to the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—Public Law 455, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved March 
29, 1956. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 
(Corps of 


| Amount 
| 
| 


Engineers) 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers). .................-.....---.| S105. 000009 b..cndecdnmecacce 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). .......-..----...-.-..---..- SUR OO Tao e ee 
enna anONs URED IN 3a oh Slee o aioe saci oad mcinnbainn aw encinswcee Fp Flap O0G New ddandanacowen 

Sn CUR ins inca vewecdsgenudcds ssi cbteouqeadusmnneatelicns Bil iaicibatiechaebte 

Other costs acre tt anes laces wa tueestaiienseanadse sajaie hnialieatendahhts aaniineaateaimat Ba FE Ia cciecheaiecetnerentiiinndiiaen 
Tetel estimated project cost... ........ 2... <..an---<- eatsinigtinaaienivaecminamlaiia SR PY Noi win maeeacee 
SEITEN BO CHINO S BON son knee adnacaccéatecendsacdeuncuecana GOR ee bosecccd cin een 
SREP IRLION TO TORO YORE 200G 6 oc ckacasnidccmmnvccinegendcdnaccdamnnas } Dy DENI nie cvinids eshte 
RE SIREN 5: conan aaeerunt dn eae indaes aunedseecohaieegene | 10, 394, 000 | 10 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961............-.-..------------ 8, 750, 000 18 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __........-....----..2- 2-22-88 | 85, 856, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Channel, 36 feet deep by 500 feet wide from inner harbor navigation canal to 
Chandeleur Islands, 66 miles. 
Eased entrance channel, from Chandeleur Islands to 38-foot depth in Gulf of 
Mexico, 9.75 miles. 
Turning basin, vicinity Bayou Dupre, 36 feet deep by 1,000 feet wide and 
2,000 feet long. 
Dikes in Chandeleur Sound: 
Northeast retention dike to 6-foot contour. 
Southwest retention dil e to 6-foot contour. 
Dii e across Chandeleur Sound (20.2 n.iles long) deferred. 
sridve: Movable semihigh level vehicular bridge at Louisiana highway No. 47 
(Paris Road). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 








Percent | Completion 
| } schedule 
Relocations: Bridge, Louisiana Highway No. 47 (Paris Rd.)-..-.-.------- | 0 | December 1963, 
Channels 
36 by 500 foot inner harbor navigation canal to vicinity Paris Rd_..---| 100 
18 by 140 foot access channel, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to Bayou 17 | June 1960. 
Dupre | 
18 by 140 foot access channel, Bayou Dupre to Bayou Yscloskey------ | 31 | August 1960, 
18 by 140 foot access channel, Bayou Yscloskey to Bayou La Loutre-__-- 0.5. 2o 
18 by 140 foot access channel, Bayou La Loutre to vicinity Bayou | 0 | November 1960, 


Pointe en Pointe. 
18 by 140 foot access channel, vicinity Bayou Pointe en Pointe to 


0 | October 1960, 
Chandeleur Sound. 





Enlargement of access channel to 36 by 250 foot interim channel and | 0 | February 1961, 
appurtenant work, vicinity Paris Rd. to Bayou Dupre. | | 

Enlargement of access channel to 36 by 250 foot interim channel, 0 | October 1962. 
Bayou Dupre to Bayou Yscloskey. 

Enlargement of access channel to 36 by 250 foot interim channel, 0 | February 1962, 


Bayou Yscloskey to Bayou La Loutre. 
Enlargement of access channel to 36 by 250 foot interim channel, | 0 | September 1962. 
Bayou La Loutre to vicinity Bayou Pointe en Pointe. | 
Enlargement of access channel to 36 by 250 foot interim channel, | 0 | August 1962. 
vicinity Bayou Pointe en Pointe to Chande!eur Sound. 
$6 by 250 foot interim channel in Chandeleur Sound_......------------ 0 | November 1963. 


86 by 250 foot interim channel, Chandeleur Sound to 25 foot contour | 0 | October 1963. 
in gulf. | 

36 by 250 foot interim channel, 25 foot contour to 38 foot contour in 0 | November 1963, 
gulf. | 

Enlargement of interim channel to 36 by 500 feet from Paris Rd. to | 0 | June 1967. 


Gulf of Mexico. 


38 by 60(-foot eased entrance channel in Gulf of Mexico_.._---.---.--- | 0 Do. 
36 by 1,000 by 2.000 foot turning basin, vicinity Bayou Dupre-...------ 0 | Do. 
Dikes in Chandéleur Sound: 
Northeast retention dike to 6-foot contour (1st phase) .......---------- 0 | February 1961. 
Northeast retention dike to 6-foot contour (2d phase)_.-....-.-------.--- 0 June 1963. 
Southwest retention dike to 6-foot contour (Ist phase). ...--.--------- | 0 | October 1964. 
Southwest retention dike to 6-foot contour (2d phase)......-.---------- | 0 | June 1967. 
Deferred dike across Chandeleur Sound. .....-----..----------------- 0 | Indefinite. 
Entire a a eee 5 | June 1967. 


(Sarit cpccceceevsmeitiicesenieenctncinaemi aati inmates aaa rareinmemeaatcinas anism 
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JUSTIFICATION 


New Orleans is the gateway to the great system of inland waterways of the 
central valley of the Nation. Adequate outlets to the Gulf of Mexico are essential] 
to provide economical transportation to this area. The project will provide an 
additional outlet to the gulf via a shorter route than the existing river route and 
one which will not be subject to large fluctuations in the stages of the river. The 
improvement will provide a tidewater outlet and harbor sufficiently spacious for 
dispersion of docks and cargo-handling facilities, thus permitting flexible operation 
of the inland and seagoing commerce which will utilize the river, the tidewater 
canal and the Intracoastal Waterway. The project will provide savings in 
sailing time and ship turnaround time, reduce navigation hazards, and offer relief 
from congestion. 

The project “Mississippi River-gulf outlet” is a virgin outlet from the main 
stem of the river at New Orleans, therefore tonnages and commerce on the 
Mississippi River between New Orleans and the mouths of the passes are used to 
justify this navigation project. Commerce on the Mississippi River between 
New Orleans and the mouths of the passes amounted to 70,430,391 tons in 1958 
of which approximately half consisted of petroleum and petroleum products, 
Other important commodities included grain, aluminum ore and scrap, sulfur, 
iron and steel products, seashells, and soybeans. 

Commerce of the port of New Orleans has grown from about 7,500,000 tons 
in 1916 to about 51,712,000 tons in 1958. Public terminals extending over 7% 
miles, together with the industrial developments and privately owned wharfage, 
have practically exhausted the available east bank riverfront as well as the inner 
harbor space. The present wharfage space is already inadequate for existing 
traffic and with the expected continued growth the situation will soon be critical, 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $8,750,000 will be applied to the 
following: 


Initiate dredging contract for enlargement of access channel to a 36- 

by 250-foot interim channel from Bayou Dupre to Bayou Ysclos- 

eo satiate ye UNNI $1, 106, 000 
Initiate dredging contract for enlargement of access channel to a 36- 

by 250-foot interim channel from Bayou Yscloskey to Bayou La 

A KEENER REE ACER SKE Sian 722, 000 
Initiate dredging contract for enlargement of access channel to a 36- 

by 250-foot interim channel from Bayou La Loutre to vicinity 


ne Sei ccheh <oROEw nH RE EKER SE EOE ee 426, 000 
Continue construction of semihigh level, movable bridge at Louisiana 

Highway No. 47 (Paris Rd.) under reimbursable contract with 

Louisiana State Highway Commission___.-------------------- 970, 000 
Complete dredging contract for 18- by 140-foot access channel from 

Bayou wun <0 Bayou Yeclmey ..=.-. << 22-5 60.2. cue 203, 000 
Complete dredging contract for 18- by 140-foot access channel from 

Bavou Yecwoskey to Bayou im Loutre..........-......~-.-.... 227, 000 
Complete dredging contract for 18- by 140-foot access channel from 

Bayou La Loutre to vicinity Bayou Pointe en Pointe - ~~ _-- ; 742, 000 


Complete dredging contract for 18- by 140-foot access channel from 

vicinity Bayou Pointe en Pointe to Chandeleur Sound___-------- 559, 000 
Complete dredging contract for enlargement of access channel to 36- 

by 250-foot interim channel and appurtenant work, vicinity Paris 

I NN ihe cle tr bakin hikin ime eaiminid ween .. £2 
Complete construction of first phase of northeast retention dike to 





6-foot contour in Chandeleur Sound.......................-.- 979, 000 
EE EOS LAL ALL LANE AE EOE 75, 000 
Nee en ee nee od antignnenevabnweseecncas 480, 000 

a a a i ls ti as isl li 8, 750, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $7,712,000 for furnishing the required 
rights-of-way, spoil disposal areas, relocation of utilities, and damages. Local 
interests are required to operate and maintain the highway bridge to be built 
by the Government and provide or modify and maintain all necessary utility 
and other highway bridges or relocations that may be required. It is estimated 
that the average annual expenditure for maintenance operation and replacement 
will total $62,000. In addition, local interests are required to construct, malD- 
tain, and operate terminal facilities commensurate with requirements of the 
expanded port. The breakdown of non-Federal cost estimate follows: 
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In keeping the port facilities abreast of development, the port authorities 
constructed and opened to use in 1923 a lock and inner harbor navigation canal 
providing 6% miles of additional 30-foot draft dockage space at a cost of $25 
million. Since 1952, the port commission has spent an additional $30 million in 
modernizing the terminal facilities of the port. 

The board of commissioners of the port of New Orleans is planning an expendi- 
ture through fiscal year 1970 of $45 million in connection with the Mississippi 
River-gulf outlet. This amount includes the expenditure of $37 million for 
cargo wharves and other terminal facilities, and other funds for the acquisition of 
lands and the development of appropriate roadways and other utilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—On December 10, 1956, the Governor of the State of 
Louisiana designated the board of commissioners of the port of New Orleans as 
the cooperating agency for this project. Assurances of local cooperation were 
furnished by the board of commissioners of the port of New Orleans on April 4, 
1957, and approved by the Chief of Engineers on August 20, 1957. Requirements 
for rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas were furnished the local agency in 
March 1957. Rights-of-way and spoil areas have been furnished for the reach 
between Inner Harbor Navigation Canal and Bayou La Loutre; remainder will be 
furnished as required. 

Comparison of Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost estimates—The current Federal 
(Corps of Engineers) cost estimate of $105 million is an increase of $4 million over 
the latest estimate ($101 million) submitted to Congress. Relocations have 
decreased $53,000 based on a more detailed analysis of requirements. Channels 
have increased $1,169,000 and breakwaters have increased $2,733,000 as result of 
change in the alinement of the channel below Bayou La Loutre. Engineering 
and design, and supervision and administration have increased $151,000 based on 
reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 








Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 

(3) (2) (3) (5) (6) 

en ee a a | eee $120, $970, 000 $5, 357, 000 
Channels and canals. ........... 58, 900, 000 $3, 374, 200 6, 246, 000 44, 735, 800 
Breakwaters and seawalls_-..--- RUN RS ; 1, 229, 000 30, 787, 000 
Preauthorization studies - -....-- : Moos hhc ba eeees ea ee 
Engineering and design - -------- 1, 269, 000 894, 500 75, 000 161, 500 
Supervision and administration - 5, 996, 000 304, 200 480, 000 | 4, 864, 800 





Total applied costs (Corps 

__,, , of Engineers funds only) -} 105, 000, 000 4, 605, 900 
BOUIN RII SSS ee et be 
emporary field office 





Total project cost (Corps 


_ ofEngineersfundsonly)-| 105,000, 000 4, 632, 100 
Pending adjustments 





Total costs (Corps of Engi- 











_,. neers funds only).......- 105, 000, 000 4, 632, 100 9, 000, 000 85, 856, 000 
Undelivered orders..........----|-------------- +256, 700 ROT OU0 Lignsnncapccess 
70m) CulbetOne . . .. 2n03<|accccccenceces 4, 888, 800 8, 750, 000 85, 856, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING ‘ 
Corps of Engineers funds only: 
DINNRNIN ioc can esas iw abous BORDON ROO ONO ie ok sak can ie dadinision 
Unobligated carryover from 


NINE eee ee ee | OIE we guaosdioseiauabenace 





Total funds available for 
| RMA a SSS RESIN Resear 5, 068, 000 


Appropriations required 





|S. _ Oa 


eee ee en ee re ee ae oe 8, 750, 85, 856, 000 
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INCREASE IN COST 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you indicated that a slight change in route 
here would save money. You seem to have made a change in aline- 
ment, but instead of saving money you have increased the amount 
by $2,733,000. How is it that we have not realized a saving but 
instead hi ave run into a very substantial increase? 

General Carter. The increase in cost is due to a price level increase, 
I may say this project still carries in the estimated total cost the item 
deferred dikes, which are shown on the map opposite page 193. We 
will not build those dikes until we have completed the project and 
have had some experience with the maintenance. Many of the 
engineers feel those dikes will not be required and, if it so appears, 
the cost of this proje ct will be reduced by, I think, $18 million. 

Mr. Rasaut. That is the shortcut; is it? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir; that is the shortcut. 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Rasaut. I went down there some years ago and looked at it 
from the air. How much of it has been accomplished? 

General Carter. We have let several contracts. We have com- 
pleted the main channel to its full dimensions only up from the very 
beginning right next to the New Orleans area. We have let contracts 
for all that shown in green for an access channel which is only 18 fet | ; 
deep by 14) feet wide. This will build a dike to retain the dredge 
spoil and protect the channel. Taen we will come in and let contracts 
for the full 36-foot, 590-foot width, and we can get more dredges in 
there. We hope we will be able to get very good prices on that type 
dredging. 

Mr. Razsaut. This outlet will benefit the dockage at New Orleans’ 

General Carter. Yes, sir; since the river rises, changes its level 
from 25 to 30 feet at New Orleans, and there are terrific currents I | 


Mr. Rasaut. What is the tide there” 
General Carter. About 2 feet. The wind tide is sometime J 
greater than that, but the tide is only 2 or 3 feet. 


the river. This project is outside the river and will be in tidewater | 


i 
: 
TUNNEL VERSUS BRIDGE 


, i 
Mr. Cannon. We sent a member of our staff down there to look 


this project over. They found there was considerable agitation with 
a view to substituting a tunnel for the Paris Road Bridge. I under 
stand the bridge would cost $7 million, but the tunnel would cost 
$21 million. 

Gene ral Carter. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. I believe I will read here what our staff reported toy 
us. 

The corps representatives pointed to the problen which has arisen in th i 
vicinity of New Orleans involving a request by local interests that a tunnel 
constructed in lieu of a brid e across the canal. Only « brid<e is authorized 
the present time. The corps represent itives indicated that the estimated cot 
the bridge was $7 million, while a tunnel would cost approximately $21 millio! 

I note that the Corps felt strongly that, should a tunnel be author 
ized, the increased cost should be paid by aad a interests. | 
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Have you had any information from the local interests as to whether 
they prefer a tunnel, and whether they would be willing to pay the 
difference? 

General Carter. We have had many requests—in fact, I believe a 
bill has been introduced in Congress to authorize a tunnel. However. 
we can still consider that the increased cost of the tunnel should by 
paid for by local interests. That is what we have recommended. 

Mr. Cannon. The bridge would serve the purpose as far as the 
Federal Government is concerned. 

General Carter. And as far as the State highway department of 
the State of Louisiana is concerned. We have a contract with the 
State of Louisiana, the State highway department, for this bridge. 
We have not yet started on the bridge itself, of course, but the State 
highway department says it will be many years before a tunnel will be 

required. Personally, | do not think it will be required for 50 years. 

Mr. Cannon. I 6 Sat you would be entirely warranted in saying 
that, in the opinion of this committee, the bridge would serve every 
purpose for both navigation and the State highway system, and that 
we are perfectly willing for them to have a tunnel, if they prefer a 
tunnel, provided the additional cost be borne by the local beneficiaries. 

Mr. Rasaurt. Is that a high-level bridge? 

General Cartsr. It is a semi-high-level bridge. 

Mr. Rasautr. Would it have to be opened for water traffic? 

General Carrer. It would have to be opened. For the record, I 
ean give the heights. Most of the shipping would pass under it 
without its being opened. Then there are some ships which come in, 
some of the big tankers, oil rigs, and things like that, which would 
require a much higher bridge, and it would cost a great deal more 
money. So it will be a lift bridge. 

Mr. Rapavut. You have to take into consideration the maintenance 
of the tunnel and the bridge. 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Are we dutybound to build a bridge there? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir, we are. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that a Federal responsibility? 

General Cartur. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. On what basis? 

General Carrer. On the basis of the act of Congress authorizing 
the project. 

PASSES IN THE GULF OF MEXICO 


Mr. Pituion. General, how many passes do you have going into 
the Gulf of Mexico from the Mississippi River? 

General Carrer. There are two which are navigable, the South- 
west Pass and the South Pass. 

Mr. Pitii0on. One of these passes has a 40-foot depth, is that right? 

General Carrer. That is Southwest Pass. 

Mr. Prutuion. The gulf outlet of the Mississippi River mentioned 
on page 193 has a 36-foot channel. 
General Carrer. That is correct. 


NEED FOR THE GULF OUTLET 


Mr. Prution. If you have a 40-foot channel going into the Gulf of 
Mexico, is it necessary to spend $105 million for a 36-foot pass? 
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General Carter. This project, sir, has been well studied and well 
documented. Of course, it has been ‘authorized by the Congress on a 
benefit-cost ratio of about 1.5 to 1 to provide this additional channel 
into the port of New Orleans. The distance from the main shipping 
areas, the Florida Straits and Yucatan Straits, is a good deal shorter 
through this channel than it is farther to the west and through the 
Southwest Pass. The Southwest Pass channel is 40 feet, and provides 
for supertankers. We expect that there will be but very little oil 
tanker traffic through this channel because the refineries are up the 
river and the tankers would have to go through locks to get into the 
river. They do not like todo that. In fact, they cannot get in them 
now because the lock of the industrial canal is not big enough. 

Mr. Pittion. Actually we are maintaining one pass primarily for 
40-foot tankers. 

General Carrer. That is the major oil traffic which would use it; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Puui0on. The other will be 36. 

General Carter. That is right. The South Pass is maintained at 
only 30 feet. 

Mr. Pittron. $105 million. How much would it cost to deepen the 
36-foot pass to 40 feet, which will be asked for, 1 am sure. As soon as 
you complete the 36, they will want the 40. 

General Carrer. I do not have that figure, sir. It was studied at 
the time due to the fact that most of the shipping coming through this 
was not in supertankers, which are the ones which need the 40 feet. 
As a matter of fact, they want 45 feet. 

Mr. Prtii0N. Forty-five feet? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. We maintain New York Harbor and 
certain of the other larger harbors at 45 feet. They can save so much 
money in loading those tankers heavy. Of course, they are building 
them bigger and bigger to try to get the oil in cheaper. 

Mr. Pittion. They will save so much money at a cost to the tax- 
payers, of course. 

General Carter. It also makes your gasoline and oil cost less. 

Mr. Pitui0on. You save one-tenth of 1 percent in gasoline costs to 
the consumer, and the tax will be increased probably a penny to gain 
the one-tenth of 1 percent that theoretically you are saving. It is 
hardly good economics. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


BAYOU CHEVREUIL, LA. 


Mr. Rasaut. We shall next take up Bayou Chevreuil, $502,000. 
Insert pages 202 through 208. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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LocauL Protection Projects (FLoop CONTROL) 
Bayou CHEVREUIL, La. 
(NEW) 


Location.—The project is located along Bayous Chevreuil, Citamon, and Verret 
in the lowlands between the alluvial ridges of the Mississippi River and Bayou 
Lafourche in Ascension, Assumption, St. James, Lafourche, and St. John the 
Baptist Parishes. It is tributary to Lac des Allemands. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefil-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








NEE EE EE EE RA I OU BE cetuuicsecstans 
timated man-Federal Oost... ... 2.6522... 25600scsneecs ens atlas os ctinte DEINE isch atestedonme 

I I in ris Sedat tncnig ihn eitige sD ia ks anecubin tenn Bh ovine Désaderochiiiowns 

IE cncticdccandésicknocssbansees qdnpaadtangsenayanetvepacaseonge Ge xwtedcnasecttee 
ee NRE SIPOIIIND OIG iin cece ncencedunedscuecessobeoenseeaewen TO Bok ca ena dabeee 
IRL C0) DEN OO CRUE. s eiinictinncnnesrsncnemdtauasoassanennoncule Pe cacnene eae 
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1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project consists of about 34 miles of channel improvement of Bayous 
Chevreuil, Citamon, and Verret by the Federal Government as a major drainage 
outlet to some 45 miles of new lateral canals to be constructed by local interests 
and 31 miles of existing lateral canals. The present length of the Federal project 
(from mile 10.7 to mile 34.0) is 23.3 miles. Local interests constructed the 
portion of the channel improvement between miles 0 and 10.7 in 1956 prior to 
project authorization. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960)—Federal construction not started 





Percent | Completion schedule 








Main channel, mile 0.0 to 10.7 (completed by local interests).....-..--- 100 
pees CUTAN, 8108 90.7 G0 THI B00 sn cwecc nuccawcncanccdaccsnecevesnnn 0 | February 1962. 








JUSTIFICATION 


The rich agricultural land in the Bayou Chevreuil Basin along the relatively 
high banks of the Mississippi River and Bayou Lafourche drains naturally to the 
broad swale between them. Bayou Chevreuil, the major outlet is taxed to 
capacity in draining approximately 159,500 surrounding acres. The bayou 
meanders through the central portion of the low swamp area, has low banks, 
inadequate channel capacity, relatively flat gradient, and is very sluggish. Asa 
result, flooding of the swamp and surrounding agriculture lands is frequent. 
When not affected by overflow and inadequate drainage the greater portion of 
the cleared land within the basin is very productive. Further drainage improve- 
ments by statewide drainage programs will aggravate the condition unless Bayou 
Chevreuil as the major outlet is improved. 

_ The proposed Federal and non-Federal improvements will result in a reduction 
in flood damages on about 7,000 acres of existing croplands and a higher utilization 


: an ae 10,000 acres of adjacent land that is at present inadequately 
rained, 


5288 


to 


—60——-42 
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Damages sustained in 1946, 1947, and 1950 of $262,400, $205,900, and $122,500, 
respectively, would amount to $295,000, $210,100, and $111,700 under current 
conditions of development and price levels. The latter amounts would essentially 
be eliminated with the project in operation. Total annual benefits are estimated 
at $147,000. 

The need for this work was so urgent that approximately 50 percent of the 
yardage in the Federal improvement (about one-third of the length) was con- 
structed by local interests prior to project authorization. 

The project as a whole, including the major drainage outlet, the laterals pro. 
posed, and the on-farm drainage, would be of great benefit in preventing floods 
and improving drainage. Farm operators will substantially benefit by the 
increased productivity of the surrounding land. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $502,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete channel improvement, main channel, mile 10.7 





ay wigs cia me wi a eas $437, 200 
San IRN Ol ec eka ncecbeuca neces cme 7, 600 
ter OAT, MIDE MOMAON ono occ sem nce ncuecnucsemcdecene 57, 200 

5 ‘ eos 
cc ahah stastercas bo pene alas Ge sms ma mc aga ads So 502, 000 


The amount requested in fiscal year 1961 will complete the Federal project. 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construe- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $914,000, broken down as follows: 


I as aE eniean meh $27, 400 
I a a ee ce as wae oe 14, 600 
Ia Sn ee Sn Ce cane ee 555, 000 
I I es le asi pr a Siar RO 227, 000 
Se eee ne aoe cm nanan ase mmm eneie 90, 000 

ra nr he Oh ee ee nk eae 914, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon completion. 
It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and opera- 
tions will total $20,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Department of Public Works, State of Louis 
iana, has constructed over 50 percent of the required lateral canals and has accon- 
plished approximately 50 percent of the yardage of the authorized Federal improve- 
ment (about one-third of the length) for which they are to be given credit toward 
the required cash contribution. Assurances and rights-of-way have not been 
requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$556,000 is an increase of $71,000 over the latest estimate ($485,000) submitted to 
Congress. This increase includes $54,000 for additional quantities based on local 
interests’ experience in performing part of the work, and the remaining $17,000 
is due primarily to hizher price levels. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


ee Ss a 


Item 


(1) 





Channels and canals___.......--- 
Preauthorization studies__......- 
Engineering and design 


Supervision and administration - 


Total applied cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds and 
contributed funds) -.--.. 


RGGI HONE. 5c cancscoesnelansauabannnaes 


Total project cost 
Pending adjustments 


TONGUE vicnscecotennnaee 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations. ......... 


Total applied cost (Corps of 
Engineers funds) ....-..--..--- 
Undistributed cost. --.........-- 
Total project cost.-......-- 
Pending adjustments......----.- 


Total cost 
Undelivered orders.........-.-.- 


Total obligations 


Non-Feleral contributions (or 
equivalent work): 





Total applied cost 


Un‘istributed cost. .-....---- Lo ten cease 


Total project cost 


Pending adjustments_......-|- 


Total cost 
Undeliveied orders 


Total obl 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Corps of Engineers funds: 


icin nite cles nddanns abu 


Unobligeted carryover from | 


prior year 


Total funds available for 


obligation arerncten 
Appropriations required 


Non-Federal contributions (or 
@quivale it work): 
Contributions 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligation 
Contributions required 


Project cost 


Total to 


Current fis- 


Budget, fiscal 


Balance to 
complete 






































estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
$625, 000 BIGE OOO i cc cdcecuncoscy $171, 000 $306, 000 
13, 400 Ras ok cadre eae scinhakniedideninteedek ill asaneaeaetaanacn 
64. 600 18. 700 $38. 300 6. 200 1, 400 
80, 000 17, 800 2. 700 22, 800 | 345, 700 
783. 000 197, 900 41,000 200, 000 344, 100 
783, 000 197, 900 41, 000 200, 000 344, 100 
783, 000 197, 900 41, 000 200. 000 344. 100 
a a ae aoe Rtnedeas eve ctease ile +266, 200 | —266. 200 
RO eee 197, 900 41, 000 466, 200 77. 900 
556, 000 13, 400 41, 000 200, 090 301, 600 
556, 000 13, 400 41,900 200, 000 301. 600 
556, 000 13, 400 41, 000 200, 000 301, 690 
a a ag ee + 266, 200 — 266, 200 
irate takeiehes Greco 13. 400 41, 000 466, 200 35. 400 
SS ——— SS SS ———SS— SS 
227, 000 ORT Ri sdetincbseda Evcntnntidkeucs 42. 500 
227. 000 SG aR ei El ots aot 42, 500 
oe oes rerneee| + ne en en ne ene |e none ee ees o-| oe ee ene ooo aa =A 
227, 000 AA RO oca ieee! 42, 500 
| I tc caches ancnandidean 42, 500 
= = SS EE i= == 
| 
| 
13, 400 AND ecient sens 
ee 13, 400 WIG be aeons 
| Bpts GUNN Bice. cia ccc 
| + cameo . ' 
| | | 
184, 500 | Mechamcenaiensubieisosmatiaehe casera 
| 
| | | =m 
ee TO 133 FE eS 
aa Bae Re eee eee ne Se 42. 500 





DESCRIPTION OF NEW START 


Mr. Ranaut. This isa new start, General. 
General Carrer. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Ranaut. You might explain it to the committee, and make 
known also the status of the design memorandum. 
General Carter. This project is about 30 miles of channel improve- 
ment in Bayous Chevreuil, Citamon, and Verret. 
drainage outlet to 45 miles of new lateral canals to be constructed by 


It will be a major 
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local interests, and 31 miles of existing lateral channels. Local inter- 
ests have already constructed a portion of the channel improvement 
between mile 0 and mile 10.7, as shown on the map opposite page 202, 
prior to the authorization. 

The bayou is the major drainage outlet for the agricultural land 
throughout this area, Which is shown in green as subject to flooding, 
It drains almost all the land there, and it is now taxed to capacity and 
requires enlargement. The benefit-cost ratio on the project is 1.8 to 1. 
The total cost of the project is $1,470,000. Local interests are required 
to give a cash contribution of $227,000. They will have relocation 
costs and other costs in the amount of $687,000. 

Mr. Razavut. The total for the local people is $914,000 ? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is pretty good. 

The benefit-cost ratio 1s 1.8 to 1? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

The design memorandum was 39 percent complete on the Ist of 
ee of this year. We expect it to be completed by the 30th of 

une. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, LOWER Mississipp1 Basin 


Mr. Razaut. Operation and maintenance, $5,218,900. 
Insert pages 209 through 211. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiscat YEAR 1961 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $4,947,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on five channel and harbor projects named in the 
list which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists 
of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, and repair and operation of navi- 
gation structures; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 





Fiscal 
Fiseal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- 
odic 
LOUISIANA 
ere eve, PEGI bo inicccncey $333, 450} $250, 000)$100, 000) ....---- $350,000) Dredging. 
ity to gulf. 
Gulf Intracoastal Water- |$1, 994, 761} 2,003, 800) 2,000,000) 427, 000}......-- 2, 427,000) Dredging, opera 
way (New Orleans). tion and repair 


of locks and 
bridges. 
Mississippi River, Baton | 1, 716,323) 1,875, 620] 1,800,000) 200, 000).......- 2,000, 000} Dredging, main- 
Rouge to gulf. tenance of proj- 
ect facilities. 


Waterway, Empire to gulf. RAN. ck diene EE cicigeelheone mnie 70,000} Dredging. 
TENNESSEE 
DO SER ids enmdececasuen 101, 418 94, 840 DORM un tbbccuteatcabie 100, 000 Do. 
Other projects maintained |_.--...--- aes ete ha ca EE a ni Ecce cicadas 
periodically. 
Total, channels and | 3,815, 240} 4,312, 580)..........|.......-].-..---- 4, 947, 000 
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(b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $270,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements of three projects, 
essential channel dredging and rehabilitation work. The amount requested 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary Maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day func- 
tioning of the project. Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated under 
remarks. 

Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 











Fiscal 
Fiseal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959} (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- 
odic 
LOUISIANA 
eed TOES cen nincue une $94, 560} $108,000} $36,000).......- $11,000} $47,000) Dredging and 
lock fender 
system repairs. 
Bayou Teche and Ver- 8, 744 6, 200 7,000} $90, 000]........ 97,000} Dredging. 
milion River. 
Mermentau River-.........- 98,889) 146,430) 100,000) 26,000).......- 126, 000 —- paene 
acilities. 
Other projects maintained 1, 865 ae acetecaaihinignean 
periodically. 
Total locks, dams, and BE. FI ieviieknnuh cwtccdinnlcddnnons 270, 000 
canals. 
Total navigation......-| 4,019, 307| 4,575, 270|..........|..-.----].----- ..| 5,217,000 





2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—None. 

(b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
estimate of $1,900 provides for inspection of completed works during the budget 
year. 

Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 





Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959} (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) |_... _—————sSsSCSsS iti fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- 
odic 
Inspection of completed 
Rene hae na aae $905 $880 BE OUD Si ecaiantoacacens $1, 900 
Other projects maintained 
IOI Sones ho eat acon ene 
Total flood control. ..-- 983 a cc ce decane sete cece 1, 900 








8. Multiple-purpose projects including power 


None. 
lc 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project syear 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) |__.__.._._._.____/ I-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- 
odic 
iia aie Ee eee in ei 
Grand total, lower Missis- 
Ro Rein eos ON OE IN IE oN coc aches acne 1$5, 218, 900 


Se 
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Mr. Razsavt. I have no questions. 


The committee is adjoined until 2 o’clock. 


Monpay, Fresruary 22, 1960. 
UPPER MISSISSIPPI BASIN 
WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY DIVISION 

COL. HARRY O. FISCHER, DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH CENTRAL 
DIVISION 

MARSHALL E. BUSH, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION 

VERNON O. PETERSON, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 
NORTH CENTRAL DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. “Upper Mississippi River, general investigations,” 
$230,000. 

Insert pages 4 and 5. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 
Surveys 

(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $5,200 is requested for prosecution 
and completion of two studies during fiscal year 1961. ‘Tentative allocations by 
studies follow: 

















Total Allocation Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, |:omplete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 
Iowa: Credit Island Harbor, Davenport --_---- | $4, 000 | 0 | $4, 000 0 
Minnesota: Levee wall at Winona......_.._--- 10, 000 | $8, 800 | 1, 200 | 0 
ine aaron Salat sactcinsnscn alana peace 14, 000 8, 800 5, 200 0 
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(b) Flood control studies—The amount of $224,800 is requested for prosecution 


of nine studies during fiscal year 1961. 
four reports and progress on five others. 


—_—_— 


This amount will permit completion of 
Tentative allocations by studies follow: 











Total Allocation Tentative | Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, [complete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiseal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 
intel elie aaaiiaa Z 
Dlinois: 
rm BEN We MI a a citrate $150, 000 $65, 000 $50, 000 $35, 000 
Kankakee River, [Il]. and Ind- --___.-------- 174, 000 139, 200 34, 800 0 
Mississippi River agricultural areas, Illinois 
We I hen Sica ccinicebaiesadeteoads 132, 200 95, 100 25, 000 12, 100 
Bede: AWG, DROGNNE sis caccescaiseus cose 66, 500 36, 500 30, 000 0 
Wood River Drainage and Levee District-- 60, 000 50, 000 10, 000 0 
Iowa: 
as I a wtih 125, 000 | 39, 300 15, 000 70, 700 
Mississippi River urban areas, Iowa, 

See, ON DE IIOOUUG 6 oo ines cutie macn oe 240, 000 157, 100 35, 000 | 47, 900 
Minnesota: Zumbro River....._.---- Sg eee ae 42, 000 17, 200 10, 000 | 14, 800 
Wisconsin: Pecatonica River, Wis. and Il__--- 54, 700 39, 700 15, 000 | 0 

i ae a Ni cer a cai ae 1, 044, 400 639, 100 | 224, 800 180, 500 

= feist Se EE = 

Gane Gobel Finn. kes sa} | 1, 058, 400 647, 900 230, 000 180, 500 








Mr. Cannon. What is the need for the two navigation projects 
youare programming ? 
CREDIT ISLAND HARBOR, IOWA 


Colonel Fiscner. The first one is Credit Island Harbor, Davenport, 
Iowa. City officials and local groups in the city of Davenport are 
contemplating the establishment of an industrial area because of the 
growth of that area. 

They realize that the industrial area would not be feasible in the 
absence of navigation facilities on the Mississippi River. 

This project is to consider the advisability of providing improved 
commercial harbor facilities on the Lowa shore opposite Credit Island, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You think it will serve the purpose? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What about the other project? 


WINONA, MINN. 


Colonel Fiscuer. The other is the levee wall in Winona, sir. The 
levee wall was a former landing prior to the establishment of the 
9-foot channel in the Mississippi River. This wall is in poor condi- 
tion. These funds are for a study to see what can be done 

Mr. Cannon. Is this in the nature of a replacement ? 

Colonel Fiscnrr. No, sir; of a repair. 

We also want to determine the Federal interest in the repairs. 





MISSISSIPPI RIVER, AGRICULTURAL AREAS, ILL. AND MO. 


Mr. Cannon. I notice you are still working on the agricultural 
areas report and that you propose to continue this until 1961. 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How long have you been working it? I refer to the 
Mississippi River agricultural area, Illinois, Missouri, $134,200 total 
estimated Federal cost, shown on page 4. 
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General Carter. That is a study for flood protection to 135,000 
acres of land, agricultural areas, lying between the mouth of the Mis. 
souri River and mile 300. 

A report was submitted to the Chief of Engineers in May of 1953 
which was subsequently returned to the divisions for economic r- 
analysis and consideration of advisability for providing a lesser de 
gree of protection in those areas not previously found favorable at 
design grade. 

In the meantime no work has been done since 1953 because of lack 
of funds. 

Funds proposed in 1961 will be used to reexamine the economies of 
the report and undertake foundation investigations to determine 
whether or not we should go ahead with the project. 

Mr. Cannon. You know the levee situation on the Mississi pl 
— er and the levee situation on the Missouri River are entirely dif. 

erent. 

Up and down the Mississippi River we have formed drainage dis. 
tricts, issued bonds, and largely paid our own way. These drainage 
districts have completely changed the agricultural situation in that 
area. 

General Carter. That is right, sir. 


Mr. Cannon. In that area with which I am most familiar, from | 


Hannibal down to St. Louis, I do not think there has been a single in- 
stance in which one of those drainage districts in recent years has been 
breached or has suffered inundation, but some of them were originally 
built too low. 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. They should be brought up to standard. In some 
places the need is greater than it is in others. 

On the other hand, on the Missouri River, we have leveed as on 
the Mississippi and every time it has been washed away. In 1951 we 
were swept clean, all the way from the mouth of the river on up to 
Jefferson City. Everything was absolutely washed away. 

It is our hope that with the building of these dams along the tribu- 
taries you will eventually control these sudden floods sufficient to 

make those levees as safe as they are on the Mississippi River. 

In the meantime, however, the Mississippi River is our model and! 
am glad you are going ahead with that. 

When do you expect to complete this survey ? 

General Carrer. There will be a balance ‘required after the budget 
year of $12,100 and we should complete this in budget year 1962. 


EAST SIDE LEVEE AND SANITARY DISTRICT, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. What is the east side levee and sanitary district study! 


General Carrer. East side levee and sanitary district study. That | 


as an investigation to determine the need for and advisability of pro 
viding interior drainage improvement in the east side levee and sani- 
tary district of Tllinois in accordance with a resolution adopted in 
1957. This is in Madison and St. Clair Counties, Il., and contains 
71,700 acres. 

There are 127,700 acres which drain into this area. 
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The purpose of the study is to develop the economics of a plan to 
relieve them from flooding caused by the water coming down from the 
hills. 

Mr. Cannon. This covers what area? What is the northern and 
southern boundary ? 

General Carrer. Portion of St. Clair and Madison Counties, IL 
It is back of East St. Louis. 

Mr. Cannon. Confined entirely to Madison County ? 

General Carter. And St. Clair. 


WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. Wood River drainage and levee district study is next. 
How is this associated with the Wood River project now under con- 
struction ? 

General Carrer. It is an investigation to determine the need for 
interior drainage to determine what improvements are needed to re- 
duce damages when the existing drainage system is rendered inop- 
erative when the Mississippi River comes up to block the gravity 
drainage. 

Mr. Cannon. This applies only at flood stage ? 

General Carter. That is right. The gravity drainage applies, of 
course, when the river is down. 

Most of the drainage presently is accomplished by ditches and grav- 
ity drainage structures and there are seven pumping stations which the 
district itself has built and which it operates. 

There are five privately owned and operated stations. 

Mr. Cannon. You are treating this as if it were a new project? 

General Carter. No, sir. 

Mr.Cannon. Why is it not part of the original Wood River project ? 

General Carter. The original project was designed to tie into the 
existing structures and it was felt at the time of that authorization 
that gravity drainage would be sufficient. 

However, local people have secured a resolution in 1957 to ask us 
to study this problem to determine whether or not the Federal Gov- 
ernment should enter into the act. 


CREDIT ISLAND HARBOR, IOWA 


_Mr. Jensen. I would like to have a little more information rela- 
tive to the Credit Island Harbor project study. 

What is the situation in connection with this request, Colonel ? 
Colonel Fiscuer. The city officials and other local groups are de- 
sirous of establishing an industrial area on the south city limits of 
Davenport due to the growth of industry in that area. 

They realize without navigation facilities it will not be feasible. 
This study is to see if those facilities are feasible and economically 
sound. This is a navigation project. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the situation there now? 

Colonel Fiscuer. They now have a small harbor of refuge. The 
problem we want to study is for commercial purposes and it would en- 
tail a survey to determine what would be necessary to provide harbor 
facilities for commercial craft. 
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Mr. Jensen. What is the estimated total cost? Do you have an 
estimate ? 

Colonel Fiscurr. Total cost of the harbor? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Colonel Fiscner. I do not know at this time. We are requesting 
funds to initiate and complete the survey for this harbor. 

Mr. Jensen. You are asking $4,000 for that purpose? 

Colonel Fiscurr. That is correct. 


DES MOINES, IOWA 


Mr. Jensen. Going over on the next page, you are requesting $15,000 
for general investigations on the Des Moines River. Prior to the 1961 
fiscal year you spent $39,300. What is the situation now? 

Colonel Fiscner. This study is for providing local protection for 
urban areas located primarily in the upper reaches of the Des Moines 
River. Some of the areas which will be examined are Jackson, Minn; 
Webster City, Fort Dodge, Lehigh, West Des Moines—Van Meter, and 
Adel, Iowa. 

Mr. Jensen. To determine what ? 

Colonel Fiscurr. Local flood protection requirements in those areas, 
sir. 
Mr. Jensen. Is there a serious flood problem there? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. As you may recall, sir, the Saylorville 
project was the first interim report in connection with this study. We 
are now preparing the second interim report which will be on Ot- 
tumwa. 

Mr. Jensen. For Red Rock, you mean ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Red Rock Dam protects Ottumwa. 

Colonel Fiscner. Partially, but they will still have problems in 
Ottumwa proper. 

Mr. Jensen. This is an overall investigation for the river from 
where to where? 

Colonel Fiscurer. Primarily in the upper reaches, sir. We will 
examine the towns I named. 

Mr. JENSEN. Ottumwa is not in the upper reaches. 

Colonel Fiscurr. No, sir; but it is affected. We have prepared an 
interim report which is now being examined by the city of Ottumwa. 


LOCAL COST FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Jensen. Ottumwa has had some tremendous flood losses, and 
the people of Ottumwa have spent a lot of money, many millions of 
dollars, on flood control in that area. 

It was very clear when we appropriated money for the Red Rock 
Dam, of course. 

Mr. Chairman, this is another instance where the people of my State 
have spent a lot of their money in an attempt to control flooding, even 
before they requested Federal assistance. 

Mr. Cannon. I think your State has a law under which landowners 
may incorporate and issue bonds and build their own levees? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 
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Mr. Cannon. All of these districts I have been talking about were 
built originally by the farmers themselves without assistance from 
the Government except for survey information. ‘The landowners 
incorporated under the laws of the State of Missouri and issued bonds 
and paid those bonds sometimes over a period of 40 to 50 years and 
did their own work. 

Mr. Jensen. It must be said, Mr. Chairman, with all due respect 
to what the people there did themselves, they did make the mistake 
of building these levees following the streams too closely. 

For instance, on the Big Bend, the levee followed that Big Bend, 
when the floodwaters came down in enormous quantities they would 
hit those levees and break through. 

Colonel Fiscuer. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. Then they flooded great areas, of course. 

I know why these local people did it—because they were not able 
to spend as much money as they possibly should have or which they 
would have been justified in doing had they had the money to do 
it. If they had built the levees as the Army Engineers now are 
building them, quite a distance from the stream, there would have 
been no problem. And, of course, the Army Engineers build the 
levees much wider, higher, and stronger than the levees that the 
farmers used to build with their own money. 

Therefore, the levees are holding the water that comes down during 
these great floods between the levees on each side of the river. That 
is the case that I am familiar with, at least, on the Missouri River. 

In past years, however, these many districts which the farmers 
have established have spent millions and millions of dollars in an 
attempt to control the floods themselves. 

I believe they are completely justified and entitled to the levees which 
the Army Engineers are now building for them, because they are really 
effective. 

This study is to determine what is further necessary in the way of 
flood control, then ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. That is correct, sir. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER, URBAN AREAS, IOWA, ILLINOIS, AND MISSOURI 


Mr. Jensen. On your Mississippi River urban areas do you 
have the same justifications made for that item of $35,000 ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. This is a study to determine what must 
be done and whether it is economically feasible to protect the urban 
areas in that reach of the river, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 


ST. PAUL-SOUTH ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. Jensen. Colonel, it has been brought to my attention quite 
forcefully by Members of Congress and others from Minnesota that 
they have a tremendous flood problem adjacent to the stockyards in 
St. Paul, Minn., and I understand there is nothing in this bill to 
alleviate that problem. 

What is the story?’ Why was no money put in here for that area 
when there is money in here for many other areas which I have come 
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to believe is not as important and as necessary as controlling the floods 
— the stockyards in St. Paul, Minn.? Can you tell me about 
that ¢ 

Colonel Fiscurr. This project was considered on the overall basis 
with all the projects recommended, sir, and other projects it was felt 
were more urgent at the time and had a better benefit-to-cost ratio, 
and this project was not included in this year’s budget request. 

Mr. JensEN. There have been millions and millions of dollars worth 
of damage. I have that information not only from Congressmen but 
from the city manager of St. Paul. Iam sure he is designated as city 
manager, a man I know very well who used to be the secretary of the 
Iowa Development Association and a man for whom I have great 
respect. He called me and told me about that tremendous flood prob- 
lem they have around the stockyards. 

He said, “We cannot understand why we are left out in the cold 
with these flooded waters which come down upon us when we have had 
such a tremendous loss in past years.” 

Of course, I am not anxious to spend people’s money where it 
should not be spent, but I am inclined to believe, Colonel, from what 
I know now about that situation, that possibly it is more justified than 
perhaps half of the projects that are in the bill for funds. 

Is that all you have to say about it? 

(Discussion held off the record. ) 

Mr. AnversEN. Has not the planning for this project been practi- 
cally completed ? 

Olonel Fiscuer. We are in the stage of planning it now, sir. We 
are on the planning phase of it now. 

Mr. AnpersEN. The engineers have found that the entire project, 
taking the St. Paul and South St. Paul projects together, do have a 
benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.1 to 1, do they not ? 

Colonel Fiscrrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Was it because of a reason somewhere up above, 
Colonel, perhaps in the Budget Bureau, that this particular project 
did not get before the committee in this hearing ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. This project was recommended to the Chief of 
Engineers for inclusion in this year’s budget, sir. Of course, the proj- 
ect then was considered on the level of the Chief of Engineers within 
his overall funding capability. 


This, among other urgent projects, constituted the number to be | 


reviewed. 


A cutoff point was established in the benefit-to-cost ratio in the Chief | 


of Engineers Office as a level above which would be considered those 


projects to stay within the budget figure that the Chief of Engineers 
was given. 


Mr. Anversen. In other words, the Army Engineers did recom- 
mend this as a feasible project ? 


tion. 
Mr. Anversen. As you know, Colonel, there is considerable dis- 


sension in my State of Minnesota relative to the degree of accuracy | 


of the benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.1 to 1. 


Colonel Fiscuer. I recommended it, sir, as a project for considera- | 
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Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpeErsEN. Most of the people in the civilian line do not feel 
that that particular benefit-to-cost ratio expresses the whole picture. 

I am not questioning the opinion or the accuracy of your staff and 
yourself in connection with this, but I do want to call to your at- 
tention and to the attention of the committee this point: When this 
1.1 to 1 benefit-to-cost ratio was arrived at, the Army Engineers took 
into consideration the value of the 96 acres of industrial land in close 
proximity to the stockyards at a value of only $1,000. ; 

Any businessman in that area will say that once this project goes in, 
Colonel, that land for industrial purposes will be worth at least 
$2,000 per acre. That is where we disagree with the findings of the 
Army Engineers. We do not think you gave sufficient credit to the 
enhanced value of that industrial land right around the cities of St. 
Paul and South St. Paul in arriving at that decision. 

One further point: Outside of the enhanced value of the property I 
want to ask you this question: In estimating the benefits of the flood 
protection to the stockyards and the big meatpacking plants in that 
particular area, was due consideration given, do you think, to the 
adverse effect on the farmers who would be affected by a shutdown of 
these plants and yards? 

Let me read this justification contained in the files of the Army 
Engineers. 

The Mississippi River flood plain area to be protected by the project totals 
about 1,120 acres. In St. Paul it contains numerous manufacturing industries, 
bulk oil storage depots, and retail business and residential districts, and in 
South St. Paul meatpacking plants and stockyards. 

In this area the 1951 and 1952 floods caused estimated, and according to July 
1959 prices, damages of $2,876,000 and $3,910,000, respectively. 

Think of it, Mr. Chairman, better than $614 million in damage in 
those two floods, Mr. Chairman. 


An additional loss of $3,600,000 from the 1952 flood was prevented in South 
St. Paul by emergency measures, and the partially completed dikes built after 


the 1951 flood. 

Colonel, do you have exception to any of these remarks of mine? 
Speak up if you have. I want to be corrected if I am wrong. 

Colonel Fiscuer. I agree completely with the figures, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Damaging floods occur about once in every 4 years. 

Let me call to the attention of the committee that what we are 
asking for here, total estimated Federal cost of this project, is $7,070,- 
000, of which the community would put up $706,000 and furnish other 
costs of $234,000, Mr. Chairman. 
_ In other words, Mr. Chairman, the cost to the Federal Government 
1s Just about $1 million more than the loss suffered by that community 
In just two floods, but I maintain this, and I have high respect for 
oe Aruy Engineers, having been a member of their corps back in 

I do not think they estimated what it cost the farmers of western 
Minnesota and central Minnesota, the thousands of them, and those 
in South and North Dakota and northern Iowa, when this great stock- 
yard was shut down for 2 or 3 weeks during that particular flood. 
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I know of certain instances where it cost a lot of individuals plenty 
of money becanse thev had no place to send their fat hogs at that time 
just becanse of the flood. 

T maintain, Mr. Chairman, if we were to get the cost of that nar- 
ticular flood, what it cost these thousands of farmers and what they 
actually lost on their produce because they could not send it out— 
this is the greatest hog stockyard in America—and when we add 
the cost to the farmers to the cost to these stockvard workers, when 
they were out of work, you will see why occasionally in these hearings 
T have objected to the consideration of nrojects which have shown 
perhaps 1.01 or 1.04 to 1, or that one in Oregon which T pointed out 
which certainly hs is NO place in this pertienlar bill if we cannot get 

this one little item in here for the State of Minnesota. 

Let me ask von this. Colonel: Ts it not the basie policy of the Engi- 
neers to distribute the lareesse of our texnavers, so ta speak. somewhat 
around the States geographicallv? How many other projects does 
Minnesota have in this entire bill? T think you will agree there are 
only 1 connie of other nrojects, are there not ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. I have not counted them, sir. You are probably 
correct. 

Mr. Annrrsen. Tn this hill, gentlemen. there is less than the amount 
for one of the small dams we are considering for Kansas. 

For came reason. this nraiect wot lost eamine dawn. Maybe some- 
body didn’t get busy quickly enough with the budget. 

Colonel, all T want to ack of ven is this: Put a complete résumé of 
this nartienlar project in the record. please. 

Colonel Fiscner. I will be happy to, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Give us any justification or anything you feel that 
would answer the protest of the mayor of St. Paul, the various Con- 
gresemen interested, and whatever information you have. 

(The information requested follows :) 





Mississrppr River at St. Paut anp Soutn St. Pavur, Minn. (Fioop Contror) 
AUTHORIZATION 


July 3, 1958, Flood Control Act (H. Doc. 223, 85th Cong., 1st sess.) 


DESCRIPTION 


The proiect is located at St. Paul and South St. Paul, Minn., on the right bank 
of the Mississippi River. The plan of imnrovement provides for construction 
of an earth levee and concrete floodwall at St. Paul: raising, strengthening. and 
extending the existing levee. and extending the floodwall at Sonth St. Paul; 
together with the necessarv closnre structures, interior drainage facilities, pump- 
ing stations, and appurtenant works at both localities. 


Summarized financial data 


PO aa RR a a $7, 070, 000 
Inn OUR RN i ce 427, 762 
Additional funds required to complete preconstruction planning____ 0 
Total eatimated non-Feferal cost...._..............._._.__________ 940, 000 
re I se ib itcheeici eihivbaibemamibcaliaatimenteaneens 706, 000 
ESDP 234, 000 
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DESCRIPTION OF WORK THAT COULD BE PERFORMED IN FIRST YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION 


A general design memorandum covering both St. Paul and South St. Paul has 
been completed. The detailed design memorandum for St. Paul will be com- 
pleted in March 1960. Plans and specifications will be completed this fall. The 
detailed design memorandum and plans and specifications for South St. Paul are 
scheduled for completion in the first quarter of calendar year 1961. If funds 
are made available, construction of improvements could be initiated in the spring 
of 1961 at both St. Paul and South St. Paul. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River flood-plain area to be protected by the project totals 
about 1,120 acres. In St. Paul it contains numerous manufacturing industries, 
bulk oil-storage depots and retail business and residential districts; and in South 
St. Paul meatpacking plants and stockyards. In this area the 1951 and 1952 
floods caused estimated (July 1959 prices) damages of $2,876,000 and $3,910,000, 
respectively. An additional loss of $3,600,000 from the 1952 flood was prevented 
in South St. Paul by emergency measures and the partially completed dikes built 
after the 1951 flood. Damaging floods occur about once in 4 years. The benefit- 
cost ratio is 1.1 tol. 

Mr. ANpreRSEN. There are 200 miles in this area which is affected 
and, outside of the fact I do not want those floods to recur again, I 
am arguing for this project here today in behalf of farm people far 
removed from the scene who also suffer economic losses. 

Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Cannon. Thank you, Colonel Fischer. 

Mr. JenseN. May I say that I have listened with great interest to 
the colloquy between our good colleague, Mr. Andersen and the colo- 
nel. I want to say that Mr. Andersen is completely justified, as I see 
it, in bringing this matter so forcefully to the attention of the Army 
Engineers and this committee. 

I think this project is a very worthy project and the committee 
should give it much consideration. 

Mr. AnperseN. I thank you, Mr. Jensen. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
SHELBYVILLE RESERVOIR, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Shelbyville Reservoir, $250,000. 
Insert pages 7 and 8. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGcn, Ftoop Conrron Prosect (Dams 
AND RESERVOIRS) 


SHELBYVILLE ReEsERVOIR, ILL. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The dam will be located about one-half mile upstream 
of Shelbyville, Ill., 222 miles above the mouth of the Kaskaskia River. The 
drainage area above the dam is 1,030 square miles. The dam would consist of 
ga embankment with a reinforced concrete spillway controlled by tainter 
ates. 

Aw horization—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


IE IR cia ..-- $18, 500, 000 
EE iin cicaainbhbekndmadnedeauetes se 8, 970, 000 

i a ene nate wma ae 8, 970, 000 

I i gs a aie ional a a are re ast 0 
i metho nnmanaaiennuws 27, 470, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_--..--.-..-------------- Salis su 750, 000 
Eo van nuhinin wee agne orm eaiama ae emee 1147, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961___-..-..-------.------- 250, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- 353, 000 


1 Includes $98,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Shelbyville Reservoir will provide flood-control benefits along the Kas 
kaskia River and flood control and navigation benefits along the middle and lower 
Mississippi River. The reservoir will also provide a reliable source of water for 
an area which has been experiencing periods of subnormal precipitation. Addi- 
tional benefits will be derived from fish and wildlife, and recreational improve 
ments. Maximum benefits in the Carlyle Reservoir will only be realized with 
construction of the Shelbyville project. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $8,970,000, broken down as follows: 


Local reimbursement of construction costs: 


ara RR NO i i a a ating $1, 930, 000 
agth POET OSA) WORPODIAOR on cmc cman enmccnenctieen aie 2, 640, 000 
iN URED ONIN Che a ie os be emcm mes 1, 880, 000 
Additional benefits at Carlyle Reservoir, fish, wildlife, and 
OOURININS 2 eS Eh eee em ina e 2, 520, 000 
a Si 8, 970, 000 


Status of local cooperation.—Officials of the Kaskaskia Valley project, a local 
organization representing 22 counties in the Kaskaskia River Basin have indicated 
strong support for the plan of improvement proposed. The Illinois State Legisla- 
ture has adopted a resolution supporting the Shelbyville project. The State of 
Illinois is participating in the cost of the Carlyle project in the amount of approxi- 
mately $3,400,000. It is anticipated that assurances for the Shelbyville project 
will be forthcoming prior to the time construction funds are appropriated. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$18,500,000 reflects an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($17,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is due primarily to the price level rise. 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. We received some protests from this area and there 
is some evidence of growing opposition to the project. 

What is the nature of this opposition and how serious is it? | 

General Carrer. The project is opposed by the Central Illinois 
Watershed Association. The opposition statements were submitted 
before the Appropriation Committees on Carlyle Dam. They contend 
that flood control in the Kaskaskia Valley by small watershed reser- 
voirs should be undertaken in lieu of constructing the Carlyle and 
Shelbyville Reservoirs. 

While small watershed reservoirs would be beneficial they could not 
provide the flood control required. 

The Governor of the State of Illinois and Senators and Representa- 
tives from Illinois support this project. The majority of the people 
in the area support it very strongly. The Governor recently visited 
the area and made a speech supporting it and the State of Illinois 18 
providing a local contribution in cash for the Carlyle project and 
have agreed to provide $8,970,000 of local contribution for this one, 90 
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we feel, sir, that the tenor of the general area is very much in favor of 
the project. 

Mr. Taner. Is it not a fact that there is another reservoir down 
below which has been provided and which now is under construction ? 

General Carrer. There are two reservoirs in this complex. 

Mr. Taser. And that would take care of the situation ? 

General Carrer. No, sir; it will not. The two reservoirs acting 
together actually have a better benefit-to-cost ratio than either one 
acting alone. 

Part of the funds which are being contributed by the State of 
Illinois in connection with Shelbyville are to go to pay for part of 
the Carlyle Reservoir. 

COST OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. How firm are your cost estimates on this project? 
How definite are your figures ? 

General Carrer. We are in the preconstruction planning stage. 
We consider cost estimates good. Of course, as we continue with the 
planning they will become more refined and will become better, of 
course. 

We feel the costs are quite firm. 

Mr. Cannon. You think they are sufficiently dependable for us 
tomake an appropriation ? 

General Carrer. Very definitely, sir. 


FLOOD DAMAGES 


Mr. Kirwan. I note you have set a benefit-to-cost ratio here of 1.6 
tol, What flood damage have you had in the past 10 years in this 
area ? 

General Carter. In June of 1957 at Shelbyville there was damage 
without the reservoir of $3,982,800. We consider that under present 
conditions with the project in full operation that damage would have 
been reduced by more than half. 

Mr. Kirwan. We have a project in Ohio next to my district where 
we will pay one-half the cost. The project will cost $13 million and 
the damage in 1 year was $16 million. 

How could you give that only a 1.3 to 1 ratio when this is 1.6 to 1? 
T don’t understand why it is higher than on the Ohio project. 

General Carrer. In connection with the authorizing document, and 
the plans for these projects, we list in detail the damages, their costs 
and benefits. 

Mr. Kirwan. No matter what you do, this is 1.6 to 1? 

General Carrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Kirwan. Damages from the flood were $4 million. 

Here is a dam which will cost $13 million in the district next to me 
and the damages from the flood were $16 million. 

General Carrer. I do not understand that either, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. If it comes to protecting something, there is some $8 
billion invested in that valley. . 

General Carrer. It seems the benefit-to-cost ratio in that particular 
project should be very, very high. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not an engineer but there appears to be some- 
thing wrong in the way it was determined. 

52882—60——_43 
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General Carter. There is something wrong some place; I certainly 
agree with you there. 


ALLOCATION OF COSTS ON SHELBYVILLE RESERVOIR 


Mr. Pitxion. Is the partial answer on page 8 showing that a large 
part of this cost is allocated to fish and wildlife and land enhance- 
ment, et cetera, and recreation? Is that part of the answer? 

General Carter. Those are the local contributions. Local people 
always pay for water supply, and in this particular project the author- 
izing act has recreation and fish and wildlife purposes. 

Mr. Pitiion. That is taken out of the cost ? 

General Carrer. No, sir. The benefit-to-cost ratio includes the cost 
to the local people. It is the total cost on which we figure the benefit- 


to-cost ratio. 
CARLYLE RESERVOIR 


Mr. Taser. Why would they have this Shelbyville project on top 
of the Carlyle project? The Carlyle project costs only $314 million 
as I understand it. 

General Carter. The Carlyle project will cost $44 million, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is the $3.4 million shown in the justifications? 

General Carrer. It states the State of Illinois is participating in 
the cost of the Carlyle project in the amount of approximately $3.4 
million. 

This is because of the additional benefits at Carlyle provided by 
Shelbyville, so the State of Illinois is required to pay $3.4 million in 
this project because this project gives additional benefits at Carlyle. 


AUTHORIZATION OF SHELBYVILLE RESERVOIR 


Mr. Taser. This item was not in the authorizing bill a couple years 
ago when it went over to the White House, was it ? 

General Carter. This project was authorized in the 1958 Flood Con- 
trol Act. 

Mr. Taper. Up to that time it had been regarded as one which was 
not desirable. Is that correct? 

General Carrer. I do not believe that is correct, sir. The report 
had been completed and Congress acted on the report in the 1958 act. 
I do not know of any history that indicated it was not a recommended 
project prior to that time. 


BENEFITS OF SHELBYVILLE RESERVOIR 


Mr. Taser. What benefit would it produce which is not already pro- 
vided by the Carlyle project down below it ? 

General Carrer. It produces additional flood control benefits, pro- 
duces additional navigating benefits on the Mississippi River itself 
as well as the Kaskaskia River, and it provides water supply benefits 
and the recreation benefits. 


es . 
SS aa 


The local people are paying the cost of the water supply and the | 


recreation portions as is noted in the project report here. 
It provides land enhancement, and local people are paying their 
share of the land enhancement, $1,800,000, 


Tot 
Pre 
Ap] 
Pla 
Bal. 


T 
acre 
exis 
inur 
am¢ 
date 
eme 
stoc 
darr 
rent 
the 
stru 
cont 

N 
of t} 
Lan 


? 
val 


Li 
tion, 
atior 

Si 
Willi: 
Forn 

Co 
$4, 4( 
mitt 


ainly 


large 
\ance- 


eople 


ithor- 


1e cost 
enefit- 


on. top 
nillion 


ons? 

‘ing in 
ly $3.4 
led by 


lion in 
arlyle. 


e years 
xd Con- 
ich was 
_ report 


958 act. 
mended 


ly pro- 
its, pro- 
or itself 
benefits 


and the 


ng their 


ee 


673 


SUBDISTRICT NO. 1 OF DRAINAGE UNION NO. 1 AND BAY ISLAND DRAINAGE 
AND LEVEE DISTRICT NO. 1, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 10 and 11. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Desi@n, LocaL PROTECTION PrRoJEcTS (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 


SurpistRicT No. 1 oF DRAINAGE UNION No. 1 AND Bay ISLAND DRAINAGE AND 
LevEE Districr No. 1, ILLINo!rs 


(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located along the Mississippi River 
in Rock Island and Mercer Counties, Ill. The plan of improvement provides 
for the raising and strengthening of the existing Mississippi River main stem 
and flank levees, and related work. 

Autherization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost__- ee Sent __. $4, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_- : 99, 000 
Cash contributions____ aa ore 0 
Other costs _ _- : ; Pee : - : 99, 000 
Total estimated project cost — - - ee 5 ---. 4,499, 000 


Preconstruction planning estimate ______ ; 5‘ saan 170, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960___- Spee reno ie ener 1 59, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__ RS See ee meee 111, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961_ 0 


1 Includes $10,000 preauthorization studies costs. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of flood protection for an area of 22,719 
acres of highly productive farmland, with approximately 420 residents. The 
existing levees failed during the flood of 1922 and a major portion of the area was 
inundated, causing damages estimated at $612,000. These damages would 
amount to $1,072,000 under current conditions. The area has not been inun- 
dated in recent years, but considerable expense and effort were expended for 
emergency works, floodfighting activities, and evacuation of residents and live- 
stock during the 1951 and 1952 floods. Expenditures incurred and seepage 
damages to crops would amount to $246,000 and $286,000, respectively, at cur- 
rent price levels. In the event of levee failure during a recurrence of such floods, 
the resulting damages would be $1,225,000 and $1,230,000, respectively. Con- 
struction of the project would prevent all of the above damages. Annual flood- 
control benefits are estimated at $398,200. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $99,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands ee ac ee Se OL a ss idle ania as baer. Ee 
tamps pe ee Ba 19, 000 


AN ne ee A ed eee a ee ee ees : a 99, 000 


_ Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion, It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, oper- 
ation, and replacements will total $13,700. 

Status of local cooperation—The commissioners of the districts have expressed 
Willingness and ability to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. 
‘ormal assurances will be requested upon completion of definite project studies. 
3 Compa ison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
54,400,000 is an increase of $220,000 over the latest estimate ($4,180,000), sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 
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GREEN BAY LEVEE AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 2, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. Green Bay Levee and Drainage District No. 2, $45,000 
to complete. 

Insert pages 13 and 14. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGN, LocaL ProrEecTioN PrRoJEcTS (FLoop 
CONTROL 


GREEN Bay LEVEE AND DRAINAGE District No. 2, lowa 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located along the Skunk and Missis- 
sippi Rivers in Lee County, Iowa. The plan of improvement provides for the 
raising and strengthening of the existing Mississippi River main stem and flank 
levees, and related work. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 

Estimated Federal cost_..________-_- : ere ate ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost__._______- oe here : = 68, 000 

Cash contributions__-_--_- et eens : Reece sain 0 

Other costs. .......- Be Net bae iieN Sas 68, 000 
Total estimated project cost__-------- 3 5 _ 1, 638, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate - - : arias share a ae 120, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960__~- ; rae te reac em 1 75, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__--__-- oe 15, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 __ 0 


1 Includes $2,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 

The project will provide a high degree of flood protection to 13,337 acres of 
highly productive farmland, including 28 sets of improvements (farm buildings) 
on about 35 operating farm units. Ninety persons reside in the area to be pro- 
tected. During February 1951, failure occurred in the flank levee along the 
Skunk River as a result of an ice gorge in that stream. The floodwaters flowing 
through the district also breached the main stem levee along the Mississippi 
River in the lower end of the district. At the time of the April 1951 flood on the 
main stem, the district was again flooded from high Mississippi River flows through 
the levee opening left by the previous flood. As a result ot these two floods an 
estimated 11,000 acres of land in the district were inundated and the floods caused 
an estimated $409,000 (current prices) damages to crops and property. During 
the April 1952 Mississippi River flood, expenditures incurred for emergency 
protective works and losses to crops caused by seepage amounted to $105,000 
(current prices). Construction of the project would prevent the recurrence of 
such damage. Average annual flood control benefits are estimated at $96,000. 

Non-Fedcral costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $68,000, broken down as follows: 


ea aa he aa Lr Nk i $66, 700 
a ts a nia aimee aaa Spr 


ee AS ek ouetee 68, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $2,900. 

Status of local cooperation.—The commissioners of the district have expressed 
willingness and ability to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. 
Formal assurances will be requested upon completion of definite project studies. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.— No change from latest estimate submitted 
to Congress. 
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Mr. Cannon. You are sure you can complete this for $45,000, 
Colonel ? 
Colonel Fiscuer. Yes. 


SAYLORVILLE RESERVOIR, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. “Saylorville Reservoir,” $165,000. Insert pages 16 
and 17. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 


SAYLORVILLE REsERVOIR, IOWA 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Des Moines River, a 
tributary of the Mississippi River, in Polk, Dallas, and Boone Counties, Iowa, 
about 7 miles above the city of Des Moines. The plan of improvement provides 
for an earth dam with gate-controlled outlet works extending through the em- 
bankment, and a concrete-lined saddle spillway, together with necessary altera- 
tions to highways, railroads, and utilities. The project will function in the interest 
of flood control and associated purposes. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


DRLIORALOTE OGRA! ORE nn ia wei eckeesewns _.. $49, 300, 000 
PMntOG: BOR OaernhrO0Rty 25. $24..senw uns ees han Swe tewocusk 0 

Pat COOr OU mOnnS 220 ako eda oncwne eae ane ch kmantioe 0) 

RPONRET DOU noo eee i acca een Rene cog lec eiah atk Pecan ict 0 
Piel CHIRAL DOIG CORD. 2c. occa ea nes ccncen doa ce semema'ane 49, 300, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate__....._.------------- ca eee G00, OO 
BePOntIgt ONS 10 sue GO; LO00 oe eC oc en cee ceeks newees ound 12580, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961____.__.___------ de ele : 165, 0OO 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 155, OOO 


' Includes $85,000 preauthorization studies costs 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project and the local protection project for the city of Des Moines, Iowa, 
will provide a high degree of flood protection for the city of Des Moines, which has 
a population of 178,000. Extensive transportation, industrial, commercial, and 
residential developments in the flood plain throughout the city have been seriously 
affected during past major floods. Major floods occurred in June 1947 and 
June 1954. The resulting damages are estimated at $1,087,000 and $1,402,000, 
respectively, in the rural’ and urban areas along the Des Moines River down- 
stream from the damsite to the southeast city limits of Des Moines, Iowa. During 
the 1947 flood, there were 500 persons displaced from their homes. The 1954 
flood forced 1,800 people to evacuate their homes. The foregoing damages are 
estimated at $1,907,000 and $1,822,000, respectively, under current conditions. 
Construction of the project would prevent the recurrence of these damages. In 
addition to the protection for the city of Des Moines, Iowa, the Savlorville 
Reservoir will operate in conjunction with Red Rock Reservoir, located down- 
Stream from the city, and will reduce flood crests on the lower Des Moines River 
and the Mississippi River below the mouth of the Des Moines River. Substantial 
Conservation and recreational benefits will also be provided. Total average 
annual benefits for Saylorville Reservoir and the Des Moines local protection 
Works are estimated at $2,410,000, of which $2,352,000 are assignable to Saylorville 
Reservoir. , 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation for the Des Moines 
Ocal protection project must be furnished prior to initiation of construction of 
Saylorville Reservoir. Assurances will be requested upon completion of design 
Studies for the Des Moines, Iowa, project. 
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Comparison of Federal cest estimates,—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$49,300,000 is an increase of $2,300,000 over the latest estimate ($47 million) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 


INCREASE IN ESTIMATE 


Mr. Cannon. That is an increase of $2,300,000. The cost ratio 
indicates it isa decidedly marginal anh 

Why do we have this very heavy increase when the benefit-to-cost 
ratio is so doubtful ? 

Colonel Fiscurer. This is due completely to the price level increase, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Can we abandon it, then? If they are going to in. 
crease it to a point where the cost-to-benefit. ratio will not support it, 
why not just discontinue it ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Of course, this is an annual escalation price, sir, 
and the benefit will probably go up in the same ratio. 

Mr. Cannon. The trouble is that all of these come in under small 
estimates. Before we get through with them, the estimate is doubled, 
tripled, and quadrupled. 

Mr. JENSEN. “ Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. I might ask you before I yield to Mr. Jensen just 
how firm your estimates are. 

Colonel Fiscurr. They are as firm as we can make them at this 
time, sir. 

They are my best estimate on the project, 

Mr. Cannon. Are they dependable? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, looking over the justification of the 
Saylorville project, and comparing that justification with the justi- 
fies ation for some other projects that are requested in this budget for 
flood control, it would appear that the Saylorville project is completely 
justified if other projects in this budget request are justified. I just 
want to read this justification : 

This project and the local protection project for the city of Des Moines, Iowa, 
will provide a high degree of flood protection for the city of Des Moines, which 
has a population of 178,000. Extensive transportation, industrial, commercial, 
and residential development in the flood plains throughout the city have been 
seriously affected during the past major floods. Major floods occurred in June 
1947 and in June 1954. The resulting damages are estimated at $1,087,000 and 
$1,402,000, respectively, in the rural and urban areas along the Des Moines River 
downstream from the damsite to the southeast city limits of Des Moines, Iowa. 
During the 1947 flood there were 500 persons displaced from their homes. The 
1954 flood forced 1,800 people to evacuate their homes. 

The foregoing damages are estimated at $1,907,000 and $1,822,000, respectively, 
under current conditions, 

Mr. Cannon. Those peered in the record, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. I do not think it is out of order to reemphasiz 
them at this point because, as I say, there appears to be a better justi- 
fication for the building of the S Saylorv ille Reservoir and Dams than 
there is for a number of other items or other projects for which funds 
are requested in this bill. 
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BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Rasaur. What happens if we get a readjustment in the figures? 
It won't go 1 to 1 then. 

Mr. Jensen. By readjustment of these figures? If this justification 
which I have just read is authentic 

Mr. Rapavur. This is 1.1 to 1 now. 

Mr. Jensen. Then surely that benefit-cost ratio of 1.1 to 1 is most 
conservative, as I see it. I am comparing this project with other 
projects that have a much better benefit-cost ratio shown than this. 

Mr. Cannon. I have never yet seen a cost-benefit ratio that was accu- 
rate the first time it is submitted to us. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I am not going to argue that point with you, Mr. 
Chairman. I am simply holding that the damages that have been 
incurred by floods in Des Moines, Iowa, and below Des Moines, Lowa, 
even to the mouth of that stream, surely will be relieved, at least to 
a considerable degree, by the Saylorville Dam. 

I am not going to belabor the point anymore. 





LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. Has it ever been suggested that there be a local con- 
tribution on this ? 

Mr. Ranaut. There is nothing here. 

Mr. Taper. I think I would like to suggest that now. 

Mr. Cannon. Why not? We request local contributions from other 
localities. I do not see why this should be an exception to the rule. 

Mr. Jensen. If the committee, in the markup of this bill, takes a 
strong position on local contribution, or no appropriation, you will 
find me right there with you; but I do not want it to be just imposed 
onmy State. In most every request for funds in this bill, your local 
contribution is nil. 

Mr. Cannon. We have just been talking about that all morning. 

Mr. Jensen. I will not be unreasonable. I will take as strong a 
position as any member of this committee for local contribution. I 
have been howling about the unjustness of no local contribution for 
many years, as the chairman knows, and as every member of this 
committee knows. 


ROOT RIVER AT RUSHFORD, MINN. 


Mr. Cannon. Root River at Rushford, $75,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 19 and 20. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, FLoop ContTrout Prosects (LOCAL 
PROTECTION) 


Root River at RusHrorp, MINN. 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location’ and description——At Rushford, Minn., in southeastern Minnesota at 
the confluence of Rush Creek with Root River, about 35 miles above the junction 
of the latter stream with the Mississippi. The project provides for about 2% 
miles of levees along Root River and Rush Creek and about 1 mile of channel 
enlargement through the city, removing one highway bridge, raising of two 
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highway bridges and a footbridge at Rushford, and appropriate interior drainage 
facilities. q 
Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1 


Summarized financial data 


RMR ROMO ING ccm in emi em mim oie ey _.. $971, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost__.......-.----------- sitio iche 2 ‘ 138, 000 

eI rE Se x, als me nie oalein at we 0 

I a on awe bil saat ont Ss 138, 000 
Total estimated project cost__._....-------- Specie en ae _--- 1, 109, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate - --- - ee eee ee ee ed oa 100, 000 
BWOTOnTAUONs FO UNG OU, 100U.. oo once nent eee e ee 125, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961_.____.-__--------- z 75, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 _- 0 
1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Rushford is subject to damage by severe floods that occur almost annually on 
Rush Creek and Root River. In recent years, major floods occurred on the Root 
River or on both the Root River and Rush Creek in 1933, 1934, 1942, 1945, 1950, 
and 1952. In addition, high floods occurred on Rush Creek alone in 1946 and 
1951. Damages that would be prevented under present conditions, by the 
project, from floods comparable to the 1950 and 1952 floods amount to over 
$275,000 and $190,000, respectively. Construction of the authorized project 
would essentially eliminate the present serious flood problem. 

Non-Federal cosis.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $138,000, broken down as follows: 


eS I EE SSS ee eee BR Rett $58, 000 
Relocations...........- See ae eas Oe eas cee : 80, 000 
eRe atid 1s ee BO Ps eh Sl oak Se oe 138, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance will 
total $3,810. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances will be requested upon comple- 
tion of definite project studies. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$971,000 is an increase of $175,000 over the latest estimate ($796,000, January 
1956) submitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price 
levels. 

Mr. Cannon. You are certain you can complete it for that amount? 

Colonel Fiscuerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a new start and it has a very low benefit-cost 
ratio. Tell us something about it and tell us why it is important 
to start now. We would like to defer as much of this as we can on 
account of the acute condition of the U.S. Treasury and of the de- 
fense situation. Why is it important to start this one immediately! 

Colonel Fiscurr. This is the protection of the city of Rushford, 
Minn., sir, including many residences and commercial establishments 
which are subject to flooding from not only Root River but the flashy 
type of floods that come down Rush Creek. 

Mr. Cannon. What isthe population ? 

Colonel Fiscurr. The population is 1,270. That is approximately 
the population. 

Mr. Cannon. What has been the situation there heretofore? Has 
anything recently rendered the situation worse than it was? 

Colonel Fiscnrr. Yes, sir. They have attempted to see if other 
treatments in this particular region, such as SCS might suffice on 
the problem. Because of the Root River flooding, and these floods 
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can occur on Rush Creek, Root River, or on both simultaneously, they 
found this has not been practicable. 
Mr. Cannon. Thank you. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER AT WINONA, MINN. 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi River at Winona. 
Insert page 22 and 23. 
(The pages referred to areas follows :) 


ApVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, FLoop ContTrRoL PRosects (Local 
PROTECTION) 


Mississipp1 River aT Winona, MINN. 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description —At Winona, in southeastern Minnesota, on the right 
bank of the Mississippi River. The project provides for raising and strengthening 
about 32,700 feet of existing levees; and constructing about 4,000 feet of new levee, 
two pumping stations, and related interior drainage works. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost $1, 970, 000 
Eeqamated: nON-1 OGGTal COORG... no cen ecen anc ccee usa n-~ 50, 000 
EST IR ST ES Pe at a ce 16, 000 
Nn Nh ra ns cameras ah fs ew eo 34, 000 
2, 020, 000 
S : 20), OOO 
RUPFODIIA LIONS CO.0UNe OU, 1000s. ~ 65 nn ne wanes ncusne- 1 38, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961______ 3 80, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961__ 82, 000 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Periodic high river stages at Winona, particularly during the record floods of 
1951 and 1952, have caused extensive damage in the area. The city is located on 
alluvial deposits of pervious sand and gravel and high stages on the Mississippi 
tiver not only result in inundation of the area but also causes a general rise in the 
water table with accompanying seepage into basements and sewers. Damages to 
basements are caused by underground seepage at a stage of 12 feet, and damages 
from overland flow are incurred at a stage of 13 feet. At the latter stage business, 
residential, industrial, and public properties are affected. Because of the flat 
topography, the area affected increases rapidly with moderate increases in stage. 
The 1952 flood reached a stage of 17.9 feet. Under present conditions, damages 
from a flood comparable to the 1952 flood would amount to nearly $2 million, all 
of which would be prevented by the project. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $50,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages 
Relocations 


Total 


_ Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacement will total $8,100. 
_ Status of local cooperation —Formal assurances will be requested upon comple- 
tion of definite project studies. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,970,000 is an increase of $350,000 over the latest estimate ($1,620,000, January 
1956) submitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels. 
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Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about that. 

Colonel Fiscurr. Yes, sir. This project at Winona provides for 
raising and strengthening about 32,700 feet of existing levee and con- 
structing about 4,000 feet of new levee, two pumping stations, and 
related interior drainage works. The levees at the present time are 
too low to prevent damage from overflow during major rises on the 
Mississippi. They also have an interior drainage problem at these 
high stages of the river. 

The remedial action we propose, sir, will correct that. 


EAU GALLE RIVER, WIS. 


Mr. Cannon. Eau Galle River, $250,000. 
Insert pages 25 and 26. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, FLoop ContTro.t Progects (LOCAL 
PROTECTION) 


Eau GALLE River, Wis. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Eau Galle River, a tribu- 
tary of the Chippewa River, at Spring Valley, Pierce County, Wis. The plan of 
improvement for flood control provides for a retarding dam and reservoir on the 
Eau Galle River immediately upstream from Spring Valley; enlargement of the 
Eau Galle Channel for about 1.5 miles to a point below Spring Valley ; and remedial 
work on Mines and Burghardt Creeks, tributaries of the Eau Galle, in Spring 
Valley, including channel enlargements, low levees, and drop structures. 

A uthorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost__...........--- 
Estimated non-Federal cost________--_--_~- 


pas si $7, 740, 000 
ick ik nlite = 633, 000 


nn I gl ait ee ohh aise etitewe unt 0 

DINNER es ee skies komedi at ae. 633, 000 
Total estimated project cost___--_------ ee ree : 8, 373, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate. -_............-....-.-.-.-- 700, 000 
aeRO GED PN os dis wos Reece kew ee 1 153, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961- whereas es aa 250, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction pl: anning after fiscal year 1961. 297, 000 


1 Includes $80,000 preauthorization studies costs. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The village of Spring Valley has been the focal point of flood damages which 
have occurred from frequent flash floods. The flood of September 1942 reached 
a height of about 9 feet above the elevation of the main street at Spring Valley, 
and inundated a large proportion of the homes and business establishments iD 
the community. With the project in full operation and under present conditions, 
damages amounting to about $3,400,000 from such a flood would be prevented. 


I 


| 


' 


More recent damaging floods have occurred in April 1954 and April 1956. The | 
proposed improvements will virtually eliminate further flood losses at Spring | 


Valley and would substantially reduce downstream flood damages to roads, 
bridges, crops, rural property, and other urban areas. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $633,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages_________--_- Nae: a $235, 000 


Relocation of roads and utilities._..........._-.-.-------- a 
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Local interests are required to maintain all channel improvement works upon 


completion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
by local interests will total $4,140. 


Status of local cooperation. —Formal assurances will be requested upon comple- 
tion of definite project studies. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,740,000 is an increase of $490,000 over the latest estimate ($7,250,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress; $310,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels and 
$180,000 to a reanalysis of requirements for supervision and administration. 

Mr. Cannon. Here we have a low benefit-cost ratio. All these 
benefit-cost ratios seem to be running close to the edge of the cliff. 
Tell us something about that one. 

Colonel Fiscurr. This is for the protection of Spring Valley, which 
entails channel work on the Eau Galle River, also remedial work 
on Mines and Burghardt Creeks, which are tributaries of the Eau 
Galle. It will provide protection for the residences and commercial 
establishments and for the people in the town, sir. 

Mr. Taper. We had a struggle over this Eau Galle last year. They 
did have something for the local contributions but not a very big 
item in proportion. It has a very poor benefit-cost ratio. 


FREEPORT, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Freeport, Ill., $10,000 to complete. 
Insert page 27. 
(The page referred to is as follows :) 

ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


Reexamination of projects in the ‘‘deferred for restudy’’ category 











| 

| | Tentative Additional 

| Totalesti- | allocation, | to complete 
Project | mated cost | fiscal year | restudy after 

of restudy 1961 | fiscal year 

| 1961 

whan ; aa — 3 = 
Renan, Tis ccc escabtsanetatansssa season | $10, 000 | $10, 000 i 0 


The project, authorized by the 1936 Flood Control Act, provides for flood 
protection within the city of Freeport, Ill., and vicinity, by means of a system of 
levees and walls along the Pecatonica River, dredging and straightening the river 
channel, diversion of Currier Creek through a leveed drainage ditch, and related 
highway, bridge, and drainage structure alterations. Preconstruction planning 
studies initiated in 1949 were halted when it was determined that the project was 
economically justified in part only, and that there was no single responsible 
agency which could provide the necessary local cooperation. The March-April 
1959 flood inundated industrial and residential sections of Freeport and stimulated 
renewed interest in a plan of protection. Local interests have proposed a modified 
plan, including diversion of the Pecatonica River in combination with relocation 
of U.S. Highway No. 20, utilizing material from the new channel excavation for 
the highway embankment which would also serve as a protective levee. Funds 
requested for fiscal year 1961 would be utilized to accomplish a restudy of the 
project, including an analysis of the modified combined plan proposed by local 
interests, to determine whether an economically justified improvement can be 
developed within the scope of the existing authorization. State oficial have 
indicated that they are ready, and financially and legally able to participate 
jointly with the Corps of Engineers in the study of the Freeport flood and highway 
problem. Responsible local interests have expressed their intent to take the 


hecessary steps to assure that the‘requisite local cooperation will be forthcoming 
when required. 
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Mr. Cannon. You believe $10,000 will complete it? 
Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. You won’t ask for additional money next year? 







































Colonel Fiscner. No, sir. a 
\ ra] 
CONSTRUCTION su 
sill 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, LOCK AND DAM NO. 27 ad 
- 
Mr. Cannon. On construction, Mississippi River, lock and dam No, of 
27, $1,500,000. | 
Insert pages 29 through 82. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) S) 
CHANNELS AND HarBors (NAVIGATION. 
Misstsstpp1 River BETWEEN St. Louis, Mo., ANp Lock anp Dam No. 26 (Daw 
No. 27 Dam) 
(CONTINUING) CO 
' § 
Location.—The Rock Fill Dam will be located at a site approximately 900 feet | pr 
below Chain of Rocks Highway Bridge in the Mississippi River at mile 1903 | in 
above the mouth of the Ohio River. of 
Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—7.9 to 1. 
Summarized financial data = 
on | 
| Accumulate 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
ee ee la a - 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers). ...........-...-.------.--- $6, 640, 000 | cecbmcusweunnl : 

Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). ....--.-------- veweneesetont C080 |W ccnaccena D 

Se SR CO dn emicnnnaennecenSeesibanseouennws | @ |. wcccoconnnslee 

i a patibnuenmeeubenee 0 |......ccecsm Py 
Ricks aiineegihabacnupnnniccsnetosecundeyesessnesnseseseseee 0 |....---------c0 E 

nL dcbhnsietboodeonanonsineee 6, 649, 000 |........---.-0- t 

a I ne ccnidne me rancnenesenddscnnesensont S90 O00’ 1.......<ceccuee Te 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. | $36, 000 |... -nsneccnege ; 

Appropriations to date- wpb 1, 345, 000 | » rT, 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 1, 500, 000 | 43 v1 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1061. ................----.--...--..- 3, 705, 000 |... ecccenes 

PHYSICAL DATA Pe 

Dam: 

Type: Low water rock fill. Ul 
Height: Average elevation, 395.0 feet. rT, 
Length: 2,760 feet. | 
Width: At crest, 30 feet. 

Spillway: Ay 
Width: 700 feet. Ui 
Crest elevation: 387.7 feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) Ay 
ae aoas = z Se ) ™ 
| Percent i eas schedule 
| 58 | June 1960. 
0 | June 1962. 
100 m 
8 Do. 
m 
ine Ses eee Ne ee ee eee 
W 


ol 





m No, 


> (Dam 


100 feet 
e 190.3 


mulate 
cent of 
imated 
eral cost 








. schedule 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project, when completed, will provide adequate navigable depths over the 
lower sill at lock No. 26 with low fiow of about 40,000 cubie feet per second. 
Waterborne commerce on the middle and upper Mississippi River has developed 
rapidly in the last 10 years. Waterway operators and shippers have suffered 
substantial monetary losses due to the periods of deficient depths over the lower 
sill at lock No. 26. Operators have had to lighten the load of barges and use 
additional barges to maintain normal delivery schedules, sometimes causing a 
shortage of materials in certain localities resulting in a slowdown in industries 
affecting the income of many people. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 


ieetiaiirit Manan es le ee i Se) peed at ee a 295, 500 
ta ROONIe ACO ne i eee Ed oo wr aem eine hk og: 3, 400 
Supervision and administration 


I ee a i aa oO mane ence wal oe PS 1, 500, 000 


Non-Federal cost—Not applicable. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) 
cost estimate of $6,640,000 is an increase of $340,000 over the latest estimate 
($6,300,000) submitted to Congress; $284,000 of this increase is due to higher 
price levels. Engineering and design and supervision and administration have 
increased $52,000, based on a reanalvsis of requirements. ‘The remaining increase 
of $4,000 is due to minor adjustments in the other features. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 























; | ‘ | Balance to 
Feature | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal! complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6 
ae — — — = — ' - — —_ 
| a 
Lands and damages...-.....-.-- $18, 000 $8, 700 | DR BIO iskcccsiskcmebice taeke 
ea cisa sss tnakastirenan i? EN Latin dicnardtatberetcasoedets $2, 034, 800 $3, 602, 600 
Channels and canals (bank pro- | | 
tection) . aa as an Nes 358, 100 300, 000 FI PT Ns ws aledadataxeste scoala ie ee 
Preauthorization studies........- | 21, 500 Og NE ia oad sir eles de intern ea etre ate ease 
Engineering and design.......... 173, 000 76, 100 93, 500 BO Pitsincenencenuk 
Supervision and administration. 432, 000 21, 300 17, 700 201, 100 191, 900 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
only Ral oe eee Re eek a aS 6, 640, 000 427, 600 178, 600 2, 239, 300 3, 794, 500 
Undistributed costs_.........-.- None 700 Ti cn ctancansanetsnewucaoamame 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) --......- 6, 640, 000 428, 300 177, 900 | 2, 239, 300 | 3, 794, 500 
Pending adjustment........-...- Oe a hn poy saeconae hibcee tucks 
lotal cost (Federal funds j | 
NR tn es 6, 640, 000 428, 300 177, 900 | 2, 239, 300 3, 794, 500 
Undelivered orders............-- 41, 900 | 697, 400 | wR O00 15.225 sdk 
Total obligations. ............--- 470, 200 | 875, 300 1, 500, 000 | 3, 794, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | 
NR al 820, 500 NO i i a te 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
a I oe AN OO ee 
Total funds available for 
Operation oie cc Re gecasataee 820, 500 875, 300 a ces ace cea 
Appropriations ai ee 1, 500, 000 | 3, 794, 500 





ueemeentieeee 


Mr. Cannon. Where is lock and dam No. 27? 

General Carrer. That is the rockfill dam located at a site approxi- 
mately 900 feet below Chain of Rocks Highway Bridge above the 
mouth of the Ohio River. The purpose of the project is to provide 
water to back up over the lower sill of lock No. 26 during low stages 
of the river. The project will cost $6,640,000. We have had $820,000 
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appropriated through June 1959, with $525,000 last year. We are 
asking for an appropriation of $1,500,000 this year. The henettaal 
ratio is7.9to1. The benefits are all navigation benefits. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. You had $1,758,000 available for the current year and 
you are only using $525,000. You show a very large carryover. 

General Carter. No, sir. In the action on the appropriation bill 
last year there was an amount reduced for slippage and on this project, 
we were slow getting the design memorandum approved. We had 
model tests to make in connection with designing this rockfill dam. 
It isan underwater dam, something quite unusual. 

The Congress took away the money, sir. They asked us to apply 
the 21%4-percent reduction for slippages to the projects | which we felt 
would slip. This is one which we felt would not require the money, 
which was in the overall bill, and we therefore applied the reduction 
to this and allocated $525,000 to this project. 

The design memorandum on the project is complete. The plans 
and specific: ations are being reviewed in my office right now. We 
expect to advertise for the first contract on the major dam later this 
spring. 

DELAY IN START OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. What has been delaying it all this time? 

General Carrer. It has been design, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. But why has it been delayed ? 

General Carrer. It has been delayed because we had to run model 
tests to determine the size of the rock to place in the river, the location 
of the rock in the dam, get borings for the foundation to be sure when 
we build this very unusual underwater type dam it would accomplish 
the purpose. 


We did not want to go ahead until the studies were absolutely 
complete. 

Mr. Cannon. If you so widely miscalculated the needs last. year, 
isn’t it possible that you won’t need all of it this year? 

General Carter. No, sir; because at this point we have come to the 
plans and specifications stage in the project. The design memoran- 
dum has been approved. We feel our cost estimates are very good 
now and we are ready to advertise the contract. 

Mr. Cannon. And you think you will need all of this money ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 


EFFECT OF DAM ON FLOW OF MISSOURI RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. The confluence of the two rivers, the Missouri and 
the Mississippi, is right bet ween these two locations. What effect will 
this project have on the flow of the Missouri River ? 

General Carrer. It will have no effect on the high water flow of 
either the Mississippi or the Missouri. It is a low dam and simply 
is designed to hold the low flow back so that we will not have to lower 
the sill on the Alton lock, which would cost a great deal more money 
than this. As you know, just opposite this 1s the Chain of Rocks 
Canal and there is a lock there to provide for navigation around this 


Chain of Rocks Rapids in the Mississippi River. This low dam will 


not affect the high eon of the Missouri River at all. 
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
RECTIFICATION OF DAMAGES 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi River, retification of damages, $2,660,000 
to complete. 

Insert pages 34 through 37. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


Locks AND Dams (NAVIGATION) 


MississipPI RivER BETWEEN MiIssourRr RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
(RECTIFICATION OF DAMAGES) 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—Mississippi River, from the vicinity of Clinton, Iowa, to Alton, IIl. 
Authorization.—River and Harbor Acts of 1937, 1945, and 1958. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for the upper Mississippi River canalization project. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 


| Amount percent of 





estimated 
Federal cost 
inne te — -| EES nth cepabtelimpiaeeniageactniadiiin 
Estimated Federal cost... .-....-------------- tates Sera ee wie... 
Estimated non-Federal cost - -- hn odalgmen sind ; ehesataiaal 0 | ae 
Cash contribution. ---...-.----- asthe lca eet dchebias iv giclee si nel 0 | a 
Other costs costae . 0 | a 
Total estimated project cost. ._...------ ee eee aetoees ae 5, 123, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959__ ek a ‘es a Se 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960- - - ee eee 1 65, 000 mine awinae 
Appropriations to date-- -_ Pete a cine a took aaa 2, 463, 000 | 48 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_........--------------------| 2, 660, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 enna anna enn n nnn n---n---------| 0 a ae a a 


1 Includes permanent transfer of $2,000 to project. 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Under the River and Harbor Acts of 1937 and 1945, provision is made for annual 
payments for increased pumping costs of 15 levee and drainage districts situated 
in pools 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22, and for acquisition of lowlands and performance 
of certain remedial work. The 1958 act provided for capitalized lump-sum pay- 
ments as final settlement for damages. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 
Acquisition of lowlands_- auceunescsa . : | (*) 
Remedial works, pools 18 and 21___ : (*) | 
Capitalized costs, drainage districts ------- 0 | December 1960, 
Annual payments, drainage districts..._- i eae eae aa . | (2) Do. 








' Completed. 
? Continuing. 


JUSTIFICATION 


In accordance with provisions of the River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, 
annual payments must be made to certain drainage and levee districts to reim- 
burse them for any increased cost of operation and maintenance due to operation 
of navigation pools until such time as capitalized lump-sum payments can be 
made, Certain studies have been performed and records maintained in connee- 
tion with annual payments to drainage and levee districts pending capitalized 
lump-sum settlements and final discharge of the Government’s obligation for 
rectification of damages. The amounts of the capitalized lump-sum payments 
were determined in the report printed as House Document No. 135, 84th Congress, 
Ist session, and authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1958. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—Funds in the amount of $2,660,000 requested for fiscal year 
1961 will be utilized for the final annual payments to levee and drainage districts 
for increased pumping costs during calendar year 1960 and for payments of 
capitalized lump sum settlements as authorized. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,123,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
[Modification in River and Harbor Acts of Aug. 26, 1937 (H. Doc. 34, 75th Cong., Ist sess.), Mar. 2, 1945 (no 


«vA 
document), and July 3, 1958 (H. Doc. 135, 84th Cong., Ist sess.)] 





: Fe s Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 


estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 





Completed units a $979, 600 SUID, Bain Ck ceca okesdsckcccctinfauecceeen een 
Uncompleted units: 
Lands and damages________- 3, 504, 000 | 912, 300 | $57, 600 $2, 534, 100 0 
Engineering and desig ? 395, 900 390, 800 4, 800 306 0 
Supervision and administra- 
tion. ee es: 243. 500 114, 600 3, 3M 125, 6M 0 


Total applied costs (Fed- 





eral funds only)...-.-.-- 5, 123, 000 | 2, 397, 300 65, 700 2, 660, 000 
Undistributed cost. .............]_- wide ina 
Total project cost (Federal | 
Oe OS re | 5, 123, 000 | 2, 397, 300 | 65, 700 2, 660, 000 | 
Pending adjustments___.___- 7 Sea haaenane | reuse tea 
ae men i " e cep anneal 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
ee oy. = ae 5, 123, 000 | 2, 397, 300 | 65 2, 660, 000 | 0 
Undeli\ ered orders._........_...|__- te i eens ae PEE es 
ENN a nt nce ccnnscncnl 2, 397, 500 65, 500 2, 660, 000 | 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| | 
I Eilon deel anand 2, 398, 000 | OU Gis oa ee 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
a k cicaonetemuaiel ' . : 500 
ee ae cement aa cane 
Total funds available for 
Cee Bee ee ae 2, 398, 000 65, 500 | io 
Appropriation required_...|.......--.----].-- it cee aM ad Be cal 2, 660, 000 | 
| 





1 Includes permanent transfer of $2,000 to project. 


Mr. Cannon. I have no questions on that, but I wish you would in- 
sert in the record a list of the projects scheduled by the drainage 
district. 

(The information referred to is‘as follows :) 


Schedule of lump-sum payments 
Lump-sum 


Drainage district settlement 
ee $354, 840 
a a i ca wc on Sel salience 69, 925 
Muscatine-Louisa No. 138____________-_- SRM ee Oe ae 267, 326 
Bay Island and Subdistrict No. 1 of Drainage Union No. 1, Illinois____ 270, 360 
Louisa-Des Moines No. 4, lowa__________-_- Ba aaa head es at eo 245, 270 
OO UR TE IO,  cccn cco ecg edn td ods nemticlelomaeiocioan 452, 419 
Henderson No. 3, Illinois________ ie ete red ees ee ees oe 43, 929 


NNER yee anc dees 


58, 981 


Lim: 
Uni 
Indi 
Fabi 
Sou 
Mar 
sout 
Elsb 
Kin; 
Eng 
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(6) 
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354, 840 
69, 925 
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270, 360 
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Schedule of lump-sum payments—Continued 
Lump-sum 





Drainage district settlement 
Lima Lake, Ill_--_~- ed eta ane eae Feet eee es , $79, 431 
enn NN i Fa i pee ease ec eemeeo ee 7 95, 458 
ae I NE Ns SE ee cence 170, 194 
a ea 65, 519 
nT nN I a ene ction 96, T74 
Ia TTA Sh a 836 
Baril RAGIN TR Oi re a Se ee ere eee 101, 159 
a a as alee ack int = 23, 520 
a ERR aS ei a 80, 000 
Engineering and design, supervision and administration, and final an- 
a dala ah et csines ad aa aden ws wai ibaa aa us tas agate 184, 059 
CD A OO LECUR RE cece eine Seen 2, 660, 000 


Colonel Fiscner. This is a capitalization of former annual pay- 
ments that have been made, were capitalized, and now we are paying 
off, and there will not be future annual payments for additional pump- 
ing charges, due to the construction of the 9-foot channel in the Mis: 
sissippi River, sir. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS, ILL. AND MO. 


Mr. Cannon. The Mississippi River between the Ohio and Missouri 
Rivers, regulating works, $1,500,000. 

Insert pages 39 through 43. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 


MisstssipP! RiveER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND Missourr Rivers, Inu. anp Mo. 
(REGULATING Works) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project involves improvement of the Mississippi River from 
the mouth of the Ohio River to the mouth of the Missouri River. 

Authorization.—River and Harbor Acts of 1910, 1927, and 1930. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.5 to 1. 


3 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 


| |} Federal cost 


Estimated I Sk ce OUR ING OOO N Ss. chtacicnwe 
Estimated non-Federal cost: } 

Ia ee stati sche eisai papllateai Dl catnanatuienauue 

Other costs a an ee ake - 

tal estimated project cost___............-.._._.-_- ig eatrarases earaaaiecche 62, 500, 000 |...-.-- 

Appropriations Can a 5 Sabcechniaieaanabea ed 43, 934, O00 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_..................-.--_------..-__--- dt es 
Appropriations to date_. _ os s Sk aN Si a 45, 397, 000 73 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961.__._....._--._--._-- idioma 1, 500, 000 | 75 


Balance to complete after fiscal AINE cick iso nd anise Sela Saehewaiors | 15, 603,000 |.........- 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project provides for obtaining and maintaining a 9-foot depth channel 
for a distance of 195 miles by construction of dikes and revetment to restrict the 
channel ; by closing sloughs and secondary channels; by protecting banks from 
frosion; and by dredging and rock removal. Minimum channel width from the 
mouth of the Ohio River to St. Louis is to be 300 feet and thence 200 feet to the 
mouth of the Missouri River. 


52882—60——44 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Dikes ; 4 ae — ‘ 74 | June 1968, 
Revetment ae ; ; 72 Do 
Dredging . 58 Do. 
Rock removal. __--- . neal melieat | 6 Do. 
Entire project ; bee | 72 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River is a major artery of the inland waterway system and the 
section between the Ohio and Missouri Rivers is essential for the development 
of through commerce. In view of the great increase in tonnage of this reach of 
the river and the anticipated continued increase, it is important that work be 
continued and the project works installed as soon as practicable in order to retain 
the desired alinement for the navigation channel. The commerce on this reach 
of the waterway has increased steadily from 3 million tons in 1942 to 25,701,000 
tons in 1958. The average annual benefits are estimated at $8,322,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to 


Continue dikes $1, 028, 800 
Continue revetment ; ; 326, 200 
Engineering and design. 25, 000 
Supervision and administration __- 120. 000 

rota... . i sess - 1, 500, 000 


Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$62,500,000 is an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($61,900,000 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $729,000 due to higher price levels was 
offset by a net reduction of $97,000 in ‘‘Engineering and design’? and in ‘*Super- 
vision and administration,’ and $32,000 in other features, based on a reanalysis 
of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | Balance to 





Feature | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 } year 1961 after fiscal 

| | year 1961 

(1) | (2) } (3) (4) } (5) | (6) 

Lands and damages---_.----.---- $900 | $900 j...... ee cam nae : came 
aa a chal iaianiaassinewes 56, 963,000 | 39,885,200 | $1, 324, 400 $1, 355, 000 $14, 398, 40 
Preauthorization studies__....._- 20, 000 | ON 6 Sos ee ena cl ne See 
Engineering and design __...-..--}| 584, 100 320, 500 26, 000 25, 000 212, 
Supervision and administration_| 4, 932, 000 3, 701, 200 | 119, 300 120, 000 991, Sit 


Total applied cost (Fed- | | | 
eral funds only) - -.------ | 62, 500, 000 43, 927, 800 | 1, 469, 700 1, 500, 000 | 15, 602, 50 
Undistributed costs___..------- Laisa bi 


Total project eost (Federal 


funds only) ____--- -..---| 62,500,000 | 43,927, 800 | 1, 469, 700 | 1, 500, 000 | 15, 602, 50 
Pending adjustment.__.....--- onl checden lloiisecnin asate Pedeiconeiran i aiapan aucun 
Total cost (Federal funds | } | 
GUI) cg co eensecces si 62, 500, 000 43, 927, 800 1, 469, 700 | 1, 500, 000 15, 602, 50 
Undelivered orders. -.-........--.|-- aie ; +100 SII us sis Sas acces ob nssin oss see 
Total obligations (Federal | 
NN WEN) «a concen s se 43, 927, 900 1, 469, 600 1, 500, 000 | 15, 602, 50 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
2 i 
Appropriations -- sida eiecaanicaiediongta S  ciehamiienesascac 43, 934, 500 See laceevcssssannabesesameeennl 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
ee ia-caiguetudiplsdd ena k-deirmnniem oii 6, 600 i. emu 
| —E_ _ —___— “ ———_———— 
Total funds available for | 
ID ao osceiicicandencal odes ——— 43, 934, 500 1, 469, 600  ainanen anneal 


I ies ance nsiincibmsnsngne all oanepnninebiniaeninint 1, 500, 000 
I 1 , 


iia memati eeamanereaeaaaiaa attic aaasraaa tata te eiiiein 


feed Se Se fe fee 


jt Sede Gite os 





$<... 


n schedule 
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Balance to 
complete 
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year 1961 


(6) 





15, 602, 50 


15, 602, 50 


15, 602, 500 
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MINNESOTA RIVER, MINNESOTA 


Mr. Cannon. Minnesota River, $500,000. 
Insert pages 45 through 48. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION PROJECT 
MINNESOTA RiveR, MINN. 
(NEW) 


Location.—The project provides for improvement of the Minnesota River from 
its mouth at St. Paul, Minn., to a point 14.7 miles upstream and 0.5 mile above 
the railroad bridge in the vicinity of Savage, Minn. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
| Federal (Corps 
| of Engineers) 
} } cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -.-..--.--------------------- : ih) 
Estimated non-Federal cost eee eee en Lee ed | 169, 000 

Cash contributions. -.-.-...-------- on Sane | 0 

Other costs Se aig ppm dodadnolieiw amie aan ee 169, 000 
Total eqtimmnted Newt COG... oon ccc ecneccedccccncann a onaetre 3, 050, 000 | 


$2, 860, 000 |__.--_--- 


Appropriations to June 30, 1959__....-.---- emit nen amma eee EE Boise naaad donee 
Aproeriations Mv HOOkl Your IOONk . oo 6 =< cene as casstsqceencensses Pn wed, COE es 
Appropriations to date_-._.--.-.--. St are ee Saticidnn tans’ 83, 000 | 3 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_....-...---------------- | 500, 000 20 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


to 


, 277, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: 9-foot depth, 100-foot bottom width from mouth to mile 14.7, 
including cutoff. Widths will be increased at bends and for turnouts. 
Cutoff: Length, 1 mile (between river miles 1.8 and 3.0). 


Status 


Channels: Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: June 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will enable navigation requiring 9-foot depth to be extended from 
the Mississippi River up the Minnesota River to Savage, Minn., to serve the 
Northern States Power Co. powerplant, Cargill, Inc., Richards Oil Co., Central 
Soya Co., and Continental Grain Co. Navigation is difficult because of shoaling 
in the present narrow, tortuous channel, deepened in 1943 from 4 to 9 feet by 
private interests. Commercial traffic has increased from about 102,000 tons in 
1950 to about 1,200,000 tons in 1958. Principal commodities received are coal 
and fertilizer material, and the principal shipments are grains and grain products. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to 


nts ICRP UPTO OCR ie ce $45 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administr: ition 


5, 000 
s ; 3, 000 
ee eee , AS 42. 000 


Total a Na a a ne 500, 000 

Completed modifications —A modification to provide 4-foot depth from the 
mouth to Shokapee, Minn., was completed in 1931 at a cost of $13,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The ‘investment required of local interests in constructi 


1on 
of the authorized aeadieal is estimated at $169,000, broken down as follows: 
I a i tt co _ $58, 000 
Road relocations________-____-- bis aaah me aaa ‘ . 5, 800 
Submarine cable and pipeline alter: itions _ - 5 


aed __..-. 105, 200 


__.. 169, 000 
Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances will be requested upon comple. 
tion of definite project studies. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,860,000 is an increase of $100,000 over the latest estimate ($2,760,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 














Balance t 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) ‘) (6) 
ee reer) erent iad walle 
| | | | 
OS ie ee | $2,550,000 [...... ee ee oe $455, 000 | $2, 104, 000 
Preauthorization studies. ........ | 23, 000 | PE Beenvecennternbloscasaemawne saieennweaeinl 
Engineering and design. ean 77,000 | 16, 400 | $38, 000 | 4, 500 18, 100 
Supervision and adminis stration __| 201, 000 700 | 3,000 | 42. 400 154, 900 
| 
——______—}.— lei s t ieioe tinea aici en 
Total applied cost (Corps | | 
of Engineer funds only) -| 2, 860, 000 | 40, 100 41,000 | 501, 900 | 
Undistributed costs. ...........- EEE a 
Total project cost of Corps | 
of Engineer funds only) - -| 2, 860, 000 | 40, 100 41,000 | 101, BOC 
Pending adjustments............ i ssbchiatatniieeanies tag a Dg a I ee 
Se - i - — onileute — — — ees — 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers funds only)_.-- 2, 860, 000 | 40,100 | 41,000 | 501, 900 2, 277, 000 


Undelivered orders._.........- ee eked 





nD Smee 40, 100 ‘1, 000 ( 100 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | | 
RII. 5 ci cccicnescnr a sts vs 56, 000 27,000 |... i ow 
Unobligated carryover from prior | 
Cee ee ec euntanen 15, 900 | 1.900 |oic kee 
Total funds available for | 
SNR See EEE. | 56, 000 2001... ee 
IPI I io cd cddewnes lobndausas Soeur 00, 000 2, 277, 00 


Mr. Cannon. Here is another new start. 

Tell us why it is important to start this one right now? Why can’ 
we defer this, due to the stringency of our financial condition? 

Colonel Fiscuer. This project provides for dee pening the existing 
4-foot authorized project to 9-foot depth and increasing the bottom 
width to 100 feet on the Minnesota River from St. Paul up to the 
vicinity of Savage. It has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.9 to 1. It will 
provide for cutoffs at the bends, of the present very tortuous channel 
and will provide navigation access to the industries that are in that 
reach of the river. 
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Mr. Cannon. Looking at the map, it looks as if you have railroad 
lines paralleling this project clear from start to finish. Why can’t 
these 1 -ailroads handle this traffic for the present, at least ? 

Colonel Fiscner. Much of this traffic comes up the Mississippi 
River by barge, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the mileage involved here ? 

Colonel Fiscner. The mileage, sir, is 14.7 miles. 


Local cooperation 


Mr. Cannon. We have had some discussion heretofore on local co- 
operation on this project. Has that been cleared ¢ 

Colonel Fiscurr. Yes, sir. The local interests have organized a 
conservancy district. This action was completed in January, and it 
has been approved by the State. They are appointing their managers 
at the present time. 


ST. ANTHONY FALLS EXTENSION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. Cannon. St. Anthony Falls extension, $4.9 million. 
Insert pages 50 through 59. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


Locks AND Dams (NAVIGATION PROJECTS) 
ANTHONY Fautus ExTeNsIon, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Mississippi River, 853 to 857.6 miles above the mouth of the 
Ohio River at Minneapolis, Minn. 
Authorization.—1958, 1945, and prior River and Harbor Acts. 
3enefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1 (for all work remaining after completion of lower 
lock and dam). 
Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
| 


I rN ie $31, 600, 000 


I A SOON ncesccumeentooue 
0 pple Sage eae Ea 3 at aaa DTU RN Toscecencieseadinmngcaonicwie 
Ten os gia oe atin ae ice biome OG Nn d55 ocean 

itarumetrneselitnatik HONE. 5 a ae ee IO OR 

I NE I 5 sites cp arlacnlensencerm BE Gh Seicireasinesmeamaainl 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. .......-..-... ni edi ti aegis tataindiee | Sp SOS lnacesccsuonapnan 

ICI I nn ee ea cwaaoneee | 15, 870, 000 50 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.......-...------.---------- 4, 900, 000 66 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 





GELS EET LRN ee a ae aes 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Lower dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 25 feet. 
Length: 453 feet (including 223-foot spillway section). 
Spillway (lower dam): Type: Gate controlled, with three 56-foot Tainter gates, 
with stilling basin. 
Channel: 4.6 miles long, 9 feet deep, 150 feet minimum width except at bridges, 
Videned channel to provide turning basins. 
Lower lock: 
Size: 56- by 400-foot clear chamber. 
Normal lift: 25 feet. 
Upper gate: Tainter. 
Lower gates: Miter. 
There is also an upper gate bay for an auxiliary lock with a 56-foot Tainter 
gate. 
Upper lock (to be constructed in existing upper dam): 
Size: 56- by 400-foot clear chamber. 
Normal lift: 49 feet. 
Upper gates: Miter, with Tainter gate for emergency. 
Lower gates: Miter. 
Relocations: Railroad bridges and privately owned utilities, as follows: 
Provide pier protection for one bridge. 
Reconstruct channel spans of three bridges. 
Relocate two submarine cables and overhead lines. 
Alter one gas main. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| 
| . 
— erce nt} Completion schedule 





I a 45 | Entire project: June 1963. 
Lower pool inicio sao lulecestnicletodaaai | 64 | Lower pool: Channels: June 1963. 
I iii sh dadtedescinubbased } 100 | 
a ae eee 57 | 
Lower lock and dam unit_..._......-......- | 99 | Lower lock and dam: June 1960. 
| Lock and dam construction: Completed. 
Power, control, and lighting: Completed. 


Esplanade: June 1960. 


Intermediate pool unit Ra tte 100 | Intermediate pool: December 1959. 
Upper lock unit--- gee Oe Someta 11 | Upper lock: June 1963. 
| | Lock: February 1963. 
Power, control and lighting: March 1963. 
| | Esplanade and utilities: June 1963. 
See INID i = cd aC RRN A ccccicw cues 0 Upper pool: November 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Minneapolis, Minn., is at head of navigation on Mississippi River and is poten- 
tially one of the most important ports on the Mississippi River system. Present 
harbor, storage, and transportation facilities are extremely inadequate under 
existing conditions, and are not capable of expansion in the present 100-foot-deep 
gorge, whereas above St. Anthony Falls there is ample space for harbor facilities 
near to the center of Minneapolis industry, adjacent to a large network of rail- 
roads, and where the water level is only about 20 feet below top of banks which 
are approximately at the level of the surrounding city. The proposed improve- 
ment will enable commerce to pass over St. Anthony Falls and gain access to 
_ advantageous area. The trend of commercial traffic in the Twin Cities of 

Paul and Minneapolis has been steadily increasing, amounting to 3,847,000 
as in 1958. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,900,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate relocation of stone-arch bridge $1, 000, 000 


Continue construction of upper lock ________-- bes _... 2,370, 000 
Initiate relocation of upper Great Northern Ry. bridge_- ; sec 100, 000 
Initiate relocation of upper Northern Pacific Ry. bridge _______- 300, 000 
Lower submarine cane... ............-.............. ste nieces 173, 800 
Initiate upper pool dredging -___________- Seas eee Te a 500, 000 


Engineering and design________________- 
Supervision and administration 


130, 000 
326, 200 
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The funds requested will permit continuation of construction of upper lock, 
initiation of work in the upper pool, and continuation of planning to assure con- 
tinuity of construction progress. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interest in construc_ 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $3,500,000, broken down as follows, 


Lies enearts - $500, 000 
iin as wiosas i hy SD 
seis 1, 100, 000 


ae iets ee, a, ee tk ee Ce muneance Boon, Coo 


Local interests advise that they will have expended in excess of $6 million by 
1960 in connection with the project, including the initial required investment 
indicated above. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Minneapolis furnished assurances that 
the requirements of local cooperation would be met which were approved by 
Secretary of War on October 2, 1945. The city has made payment of the 
$1,100,000 cash contribution and has furnished lands as required for work under- 
way including those for the intermediate pool dredging and for the upper lock. 
Local interests have completed raising one bridge, have rebuilt a second and 
replaced a third. They have established a tax program to raise necessary funds. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$31,600,000 is a decrease of $4 million from the latest estimate ($35,600,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This change consists of $1,342,000 for increased price levels 
and $155,000 for reanalysis of engineering and design and supervision and ad- 
ministration and a reduction of $5,497,000 due to design changes and favorable 
bids. 


Lands_-_ a= a soak sank ibis ay Sa ee oe ss hike 
Relocations of bridges and utilities___- 
(aan GORSTIDIGOD 66 ce ee we 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 





Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal! complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
j | | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| 
Lower pool | | ] 
NI $195, 500 | ae ‘ aleeinaaiel bes ctnabbebas 
Channels ane hae 1, 419, 000 809, 000 |______- $610, 000 
Engineering and design 7 43, 000 | aks s Shiseido eco = | 12, 600 
Supervision and adminis- | | | 
Se | 172, 300 OF sod 42, 400 
Subtotal, lower pool__.-- (1, 829, 800) (1, 164, 800) }.....-- as aieael (665, 000) 
Lower lock and dam: | | 
Relocations.....__. ey ae 35, 400 | I ie oli. ot a 
Dams seep sic 3, 291, 600 | 3, 291, 600 |_- 
RU RG es tee 5, 936, 900 | 5, 930, 200 | $6, 700 
Roads a a eee | 69, 100 | NII Beck tacesiercntinncclnacaicsthctincniascscutcie mallee habduckieie 
Buildings, grounds, and 
ROOD ec es 40, 800 | 29, 600 | 11, 200 tid decctias 
Permanent operating facil- | | | 
ities See 113, 600 | 113, 600 |_...._- z . 
Engineering and design_____-| 752, 000 | 737, 509 | BGM Nececundsdbads 
Supervision and adminis- | 
St oe 1, 013, 200 1, 007, 300 5 900 isnkcannced i 
Subtotal, lower lock and | | 
icine Jatt ee (11, 252, 600); (11, 214, 300)} (38, 300) |_- ot téhbveducce 
Intermediate pool: | 
Channels eaanmces sees 282, 000 25, 000 257, 000 | lai cies a 
Engineering and design__.___| 20, 000 16, 900 | 8,100 fosiccc.sovis. [dace . 
Supervision and ad ministra- | 
Phss.cc ee 31, 800 | 6, 700 | 08. ..nchtkinteustcd eink 
i a 
Subtotal, intermediate | | 
OO ERR RE REE I a | (333, 800) | (48, 600) | (285, 200) |... sul adeaniadbinin 
Upper lock: | | | 
Relocations...............__. A: AE cece 15,000} $1,000,000} —-1, 012, 600 
PS ee, See ge? age tia 2, 608, 400 2, 370, 000 5, 506, 100 
TNO Sei ci ae eee | meni. De ee ea ee 10, 300 
_ Ee | i... OES ......2.,tonbaes 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 



























































j j | 1 | a 
| } | 
| | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiseal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1961 
| 
(l (2 (3 (4) | 5 (6) 
Upper lock—Continued | 
Buildings, grounds, and | | 
utilities....__- : . au $58, 500 |_.._. ie es ones a $58, 500 
Engineering and design_..._-| 1, 221, 800 $866, 300 $137, 000 $90, 000 128, 500 
Supervision and administra- 
OES sinndndcicstesccennsnes | 952, 100 | 65, 400 | 200, 000 | 240, 000 446, 700 
Subtotal, upper lock..._. (14, 894, 400) | (931, 700) | (3, 100, 000 (3, 700, 000 (7, 162, 700 
Upper pool: i 
PEMORUONE :.5cscecentee ae | 1, OOD fnew ccennwneslacnsssensesnas 573, 800 | 911, 800 
I 2, CD ee 500, 000 | 1, 898, 600 
Engineering and design_...-. 163, 700 | 14, 700 | 80, 000 40, 000 | 29, 000 
Supervision and administra- | 
DOES Bei, win aipincetinicasnebnies | 276, 500 1, 400 | 6, 000 | 86, 200 | 
Subtotal, upper pool. __---} (43 324, 400) | (16, 100) (86, 000) | (1, 200, 000) 
General, preauthorization studies | 65, 000 65, 000 Dah etalon eatin Ress senda 
Total applied cost (Federal | | =| 
funds and non-Federal contri- | 
PMID oa euskuddecacdicwnecnn | 32,700,000 3, 440, 500 3, 509, 500 | 4, 900, 000 10, 850, 000 
nN a NN nila npn k sume scdiwescmenundbacconssaee 
Total project cost (Federal | | | 
funds and non-Federal | | 
contributions) ........--. 32, 700, 000 13, 440, 500 509, 500 4,900,000 | 10, 850,000 
Pending adjustments__........-. SERS i See a eae Rae ee kd 
Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- | 
ee ee eee | $32, 700,000 13, 440, 500 | 3, 509, 500 4, 900, 000 10, 850, 000 
Federal funds: | 
Total applied cost_.._......- 31, 600,000 | 13, 060, 500 2, 809, 500 | 4, 900, 000 | | 10, 830, 000 
nO oa cence ni iainintiaminomeaeiia |-------n 2-22 > |---- o-oo nee |---- oe 
Total project cost__......-- 31, 600, 000 13, 060, 500 2, 809, 500 | 4, 900, 000 | 10, 830, 000 
I ao pei BIN itso domi Nios eT wah dns Sac ea aan Ss Whasi iia cal deset sss roadie 
te RON 6 onde ehwcmseen 31, 600, 000 13, 060, 500 | 2, 809, 500 | 4, 900, 000 | 10, 830, 000 
OR IC nD ca cansdianehs 104, 400 —104, 400 ibext: siaeieiniilt bisects euskal 
iebel obtiowtinnn. 5 55h oc cncee. | 13, 164, 900 | 2,705, 100 | 4. 900, 000 “10. 830, 000 
—SSSSSS EE OE, ES) ——— 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
Total applied cost_.........- 1, 100, 000 380, 000 IE dct ccatambices 20, 000 
PNR IN nN ra caine sien aise cctelon ened a ee CS ocnntetiucas coca 
Total project cost_.......-- 1, 100, 000 | 380, 000 PN Biccitcenacue 20, 000 
Pending adjustments Ce ee eae bits ha: cerissdcn eed oanaial 
RR ON oe bg See | 1, 100, 000 380, 000 TO We Exec d ccc beamed 20, 000 
Undelivered orders. _....._...--- Bs ee Se Ses ~---]--------------]--------- sins celine 
- — _ m a. aia sid 
a Omer Ee ie 380, 000 | 700, 000 | ed 20, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| | 
Federal funds: | 
RNIN oo EN ee $8:401,0001  (3:370:000 |.........-<.2..-)-. hse 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
SE NI a Gcteisnenindsninndenes lnanbcaskungeinlasbandenenmn te Sh BRO: ikkubbesonneidelanena woccesces 
Total funds available | | 
for obligation__......-- l assdnhiadedeiainabiahinine 13, 491, 000 | 2, 705, 100 |..... Z 
Aupropriation required ............|..~.-......-5. Doane See ghee Saas 4, 900, 000 | 10, 830, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: 
BN EEE EONS RI Nebeiicdieeicculestccecsuscnnn|ennienswl 
Unobligated carryover from | 
OE one neceenn De pea eee 55 aes 720, 000 20, 000 | 20, 000 
Total funds available for | | 
NN eit ienindnainhineniccimcacntes 1, 100, 000 | 720, 000 | 20, 000 | 20, 000 


Contribution required 
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QUINCY, ILL., ALTERATION OF BRIDGES AND POOL NO. 21 CHANNEL 
CHANGE 


Mr. Cannon. Quincy, Ill., bridge and channel change, $752,000. 
Insert pages 61 through 65. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


ALTERATION OF BripGEes (TrRUuMAN-Hopsss Act) 


Quincy BripcGe, ILuNots (INcLupInG Mississtppr RIVER 
Poot 21 CHANNEL CHANGE) 
(CONTINUING) 

Location.—Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad bridge across the Mississippi 
River at Quiney, Ill. The channel change is from about 1 mile below to 3 miles 
above the new bridge. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940, as amended (Truman-Hobbs Act) and 
July 3, 1930, Aug. 30, 1935, River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_. ‘ pened estate ; ‘ $3, 420, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost e : 6, 929, 500 

Cash contributions_-. : 8 ca ; 0) 

Other costs ceca beacda ; 6, 929, 500 
Total estimate project cost-.......--. coos —— 10, 349, 500 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959____._--- ye . 505, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_-.._------ Ee? ; ‘iebyi 2, 012, 000 
Appropriations to date ® ani ele 2, 517, 000 74 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye: ir 1961_ a5 752, 000 96 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 15 


, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge alteration: Construct new high-level bridge over Mississippi River and 
remove old bridge. 
Channels: 
Dredging: 445,000 cubie vards (4.1 miles). 
Wing dams: Shorten 12; lengthen 4; and construct 2 new. 
safle dike: 4,000 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


| 
Bridge alteration “ 38 | October 1960. 
Channels. : : ; | 25 | June 1962. 
Entire project ne : 7 aes 34 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The low-level railroad bridge at Quincy, together with the tortuous channel in 
that vicinity, is considered by navigation interests to be the worst hazard on the 
upper Mississippi River. For more than 75 years, the natural regimen of the 
river has been altered by regulatory measures to fit the channel to the swing span 
opening in the bridge. Many accidents have occurred in the swing span opening 
with damage to the bridge piers and sheer booms and to tows, including barge 
Sinkings. In Nove mber 1948, a tow hit the pier closest to the Missouri shore and 
knocked it about 7 feet out of alinement, necessitating closing the bridge to rail 
traffic for 3 onthe. Traffic through lock No. 21 at Quincy has grown from 

2,940,000 tons in 1946 to 8,360,300 tons in 1958, and will continue to increase, 
toge ther with the number of barge tows, making the severe hazard to navigation 
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and to the railroad bridge even more acute. A further factor to be considered is 
the development of downbound traffic, passage of which is much the more difficult, 
and with the extra hazard compounded by the larger tow loads coming into 
service. Downbound traffic through this reach has expanded from 89,300 tons 
in 1948 to 2,768,400 tons in 1958. The order to alter was issued by the Secretary 
of the Army on August 1, 1955. r 

Fiscal year 1961.—The $752,000 requested for fiscal year 1961 will be applied to: 


Complete bridge alteration Bes esa a $324, 500 


Continue pool 21 channel change. .-.-_.......-.-.--.=..--- J _.. 359, 000 
Engineering and design Fe Ne Nae BP a RE es he gta fe Rs 3, 000 
Supervision and administration_.._.....------ Seip ee ad ohh coos ds 65, 500 

NIN or ee coin Gees ss eect ia sci he i a Mie eI dan . 752, 000 


Funds requested are required to complete payment of Federal share of bridge 
costs and to provide a usable channel through the new bridge. 

Non-Federal cost.—The estimated cost to the bridge owner for construction of 
the new high-level bridge over the Mississippi River is $6,929,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—All bridge construction is by the bridge owner. 
The agreement was signed by the Secretary of the Army on November 12, 1988, 
The pool 21 channel change is a Federal item and local cooperation is not involved, 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,420,000 is a net decrease of $669,500 from the latest estimate ($4,089,500) 
submitted to Congress. The Federal share of the bridge alteration was decreased 
by $574,500 as a result of the adjustment of the apportionment of cost based on 
bids received. The estimate for the pool 21 channel work was decreased by 
$95,000, based on more detailed design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiseal 

year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman- 
Hobbs): | } 














Bridge alteration (new high | 
level bridge) __- $9, 200,000 | $1, 269, 500 $6, 872, 000 $1, 058, 500 
Preauthorization studies 
(Federal funds only) ll 35, 000 | 35, 000 
Supervision and adminis- 
tration (Federal only) -----} 124, 500 14, 000 93, 000 17, 500 
Total applied cost 9, 359, 500 1,318, 500 6, 965, 000 | 1, 076, 000 
Federal share of total costs 2, 430, 000 | 271, 30 1, 816, 500 342, 000 
Non-Federal share of total | 
costs....- | 6,929,500 | —‘1, 047, 000 5, 148, 500 | 734, 000 
River and Harbor Acts of July 3, | 
1930 (H. Doc. 290, 71st Cong., | 
2d sess.), and Aug. 30, 1935 
(H. Doc. 137, 72d Cong., Ist | | | | 
sess.) : | | | 
Channels (pool 21 channel | | | 
change) 860, 000 | 22, 200 346,000 | 359, 000 $132, 800 
Engineering and design | 15, 000 | 1, 400 9, 200 3, 000 | 1,400 
Supervision and adminis- | | . 
tration | 115, 000 3, 200 | 47,000 | 48, 000 16, 800 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | | 
eral funds only) - -- ; 990, 000 | 26, 800 402, 200 410, 000 | 151, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal ° 
funds only) _- ied som 3, 420, 000 | 298, 300 2, 218, 700 | 752, 000 151, 000 
Undistributed cost. .........---.]----- eee OE . Bee ees eee si salleoien sang 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) -..-_---- 3, 420, 000 | 298, 300 2, 218, 700 752, 000 151, 000 
IIE CUTIE, isons on. nner occennneu~ lewwenveneeeve eee anal geen annineaseinnenar= seen 
LEER -| —E a a _ gee mel —_ SS ee 
Total cost (Federal funds 
et Ecviderkencucess 3, 420, 000 | 298,300} 2, 218, 700 752, 000 151, 000 
Undelivered orders__.........--- I eieccetseeeeras bciadsh 73, 500 | —73, 500 |_-.-.-- Shine Gh Lkjecne ae 
Total obligations. ._...-.-- | eee ae ee | 371, 800 2, 145, 200 | 752, 000 151, 000 
= — — =-= ===} —e — ——— 


m 








ered is 
ifficult, 
ig into 
)0 tons 
cretary 


lied to: 


24, 500 
59, 000 

3, 000 
65, 500 


52, 000 
bridge 


‘tion of 


owner. 
>, 1958. 
volved, 
nate of 
89,500) 
creased 
ased on 
ised by 


ilance to 
»ymplete 
ter fiseal 
ear 1961 


(6) 











697 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 











| 
Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) 3) | a | ee. 
METHOD OF FINANCING oF 
| 
Federal funds: Bn 
Appropriations.............- Sipe  eecteelee $505, 000 $2, 012, 000 ~-|-------------- 
Unobligated carryover from | Bs 
NON GUN ai 6 ni cacenascinde liackdnekatuens I ese Gictraced aimed 133, 200 : 3 ‘ 
Total funds available for | 
obligation. ..----- Sit or shee taGdantion 505, 000 | 2, 145, 200  eisapsichsninitak Ea connie eae 
Appropriations required _- captinvesotuseeuwen OS cee ee $752, 000 $151, 000 











BEARDSTOWN, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Beardstown, IIl., $700,000. Insert pages 67 through 
71. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


LocaL PrRotTEcTION PRoJEcTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
BEARDSTOWN, ILL. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Beardstown project is located in Cass County, Il., about 70 
miles below Peoria, Ill., extending along the left bank of the Illinois River, from 
mile 79 to mile 89 above its mouth. 


Authorization.—1950 Food Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 

| Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


NAA On RES I tn i Ni re ON: O70 O00 boise 
Estimated non-Federal RO a a a Sess PS SEER MAO. 2 ccettimtiwon 
et ee SN ea aaeinkawsewaamanhs oeaie a ha aeaaee 
a a a a ces lacie ateteldnetnes MOG WOO foo occas seenye 
I ns cctpeiniia CTR Fcc ceae a 
RUNES bis FONG BO TOO viocnnincocncc accacnanwnicccduncecncncoees Sge Oe ce nceeau 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. ........---------------------------- tee 
Appropriations to date 








sas a ie Bl oc 2, 900, 000 | 49 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.............--------.------ 700, 000 | 60 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__......._.......--.-.--------- I ee boo 
| 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 23 feet. 

Length: 20 miles. 

Area protected: Acres 
Lost Creek Drainage and Levee District....-........----------- 3, 300 
South Beardstown Drainage and Levee Districts - - - --- reat 8, 500 
Valley Drainage and Levee Disixich........ «<< -<s<ncn<sn-s0e6-<- 3, 200 
BOarantewe TAMUAEY TIIOe. 0 nn oc ie wh nnndasecences<sennne+ee 1, 925 

Tc a a a re Sa a 16, 925 








Floodwall: Peet 
Average height_-- _- 
ee ai z waste cock oe ae . 
Existing wall replace: 


Sey - 3.3139 
__ 2.5073 


New wall etek ee at ie yee a : 805.7 
Top elevation_ _- a SS — ‘ .. §+4a9 
Maximum height BRE a er Bho ae 29, | 
Freeboard _ _-_ _- : x “ 3.0 


Pumping plants: Construct 3 pumping plants. 


1 Mean sea level. 
Status Jan. 1, 1960 


|} Percent Completion schedule 


Floodwall 100 | Se Bae 
Levees ; 15 | June 1962. 
Pumping plant......._-- ao 67 Do. 
Entire project 40 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The entire city of Beardstown and the adjacent lands are subject to flooding 
during high stages in the Illinois River. The project will provide protection t 
this city, with a population of 7,200 and to the agricultural lands within the Lost 
Creek, South Beardstown, and Valley Drainage and Levee Districts, whiel 
comprise 15,000 acres of land and have a population of 485. Within the city of 
Beardstown there are a number of industries, including railroad facilities, which 
are subject to damage. The city is a principal center of agricultural activity ir 
the region, with two large grain elevators and a flour mill. Recent industria 
expansion within the city includes expansion of facilities at the existing flour mill 
and construction of a new grain elevator. State Highway No. 100 and US 
Highway No. 67, and tracks of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad and 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad are within the area subject to flooding. 

Extensive flood damages were suffered in 1922, 1926, 1927, and 1943. In 1943 
emergency action by military personnel prevented excessive flood damage. Itis 
estimated that recurrence of a fiood of that magnitude under current conditions, 
would cause about $9,194,000 damages, all of which would be prevented by the 
project. The average annual benefits from the proposed improvements ar 
estimated at $298,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $700,000 will be applied to 


Contin ation of work on the South Beardstown and Valley District 
levees = S ir: wea? re ~ ae 
Initiation of work on Upstream Beardstown and Lost Creek D. & L.D. 
ON hw Fo = coer 100, OO 
Supervision and Administration _— 85, 000 
Engineering and design 6, 000 


700, 001 


eae $509. Ov 


Total 


The sum of $700,000 will be used for the construction of levees, which, when 
completed, will form a major portion of the protection to the city of Beardstown, 
and to 15,000 acres of productive farmlands and buildings, State Highways Nos. 
100 and 67, and tracks of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad, and th 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated at $103,000 for lands, damages, and easements. 

In addition, local interests have removed the existing southeasterly span of 
the Beardstown Highway Bridge at a cost of $8,000. 

The additional cost to local interests for operation and maintenance of the im- 
provements provided by this project is $9,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—The responsible local agencies are as follows: 

Sanitary District of Beardstown, IIl. 

Commissioners of South Beardstown Drainage and Levee District. 

Commissioners of Valley Drainage and Levee District. 

Local interests have furnished all the required assurances and have acquired 
rights-of-way, for the floodwall and for the first 138 stations of levee. Local 
interests are proceeding to acquire the balance of the rights-of-way and easements 


SL Te TT 
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required and will fulfill’all requirements of the cooperation as construction pro- 
ceeds. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current estimate of $5,970,000 is an 
increase of $690,000 over the latest estimate ($5,280,000) submitted to Congress. 
This increase includes $140,000 due to price level rise, $485,000 based on more 
detailed design and actual contract awards, and $65,000 based on reanalysis of 
requirements for engineering and design and for supervision and administration. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 








Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
| | | | 
a (2) | (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
: ; s ’ | 
joodwall (completed) —_......... $1, 174, 000 $1, 174,000 j......- Kocbebaiie ; <i tsaaks a iene 
yees__. : 3 aq 3, 906, 000 | $27, 500 | $258, 500 $1, 054, 000 | $2, 166, 000 
mping plant. ; 174, 000 69, 400 | PR RE a re ee | 102, 000 
wthorization studies__- 13, 000 ares ieaaie i 
neering and design 400, 000 22, 000 6, 000 1, 600 
Supervision and administration 303, 000 | 41, 900 85, 000 100, 400 
Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds only) ----.---. 5, 970, 000 | 325, 000 1, 145, 000 | 2, 370, 000 
tributed cost Bias th itnecoatiate és 
tal project cost (Fed- } | 
ral funds only = ed ae ee | 2, 130, 000 325, 000 1, 145, 000 | 2, 370, 000 
ig adjustments..........- pibboietion jah ice taidicte nies Lene ‘ eo oe 
tal costs (Federal funds 
nly 3 Be aaa 2, 130, 000 325, 000 1, 145, 000 2, 370, 000 
ered orders ; cols aba 132, 900 | ischisiibinioes 


312, 100 —445, 000 |..-.-- 


637, 100 


2, 262, 900 





ital obligations 700, 000 | 2, 370, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 








RN iN a 2, 274, 000 | ON i 
Unobligated carryover from | 
a ee a nt SEO a ar i ee Sa 
Total funds available for | 
CNN, cc cccbancondn Saeco oops eee ane ONT Te ansiicnce slowensacacamdiens 
Appropriations required __....__- ten et ee oe ae ee os pee 700, 000 | 2, 370, 000 
CAMPBELLS ISLAND, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Campbells Island, Ill., $175,000. 
through 76. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


Insert pages 73 


LocaL PROTECTION PrRoJEctTs (FLoop CONTROL) 


CaMPBELLS IsLAND, ILL, 
(NEW) 


Location.— Local protection for Campbells Island, Ill., located in the Mississippi 
River opposite the upstream portion of East Moline, Ill., and about 6 miles 
ipstream from Rock Island, Il. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost fl se acta Tace alae ae se WEIRD Niiicdincccancee 
Estimated non-Federal cost._._.....-...-.....-.-- a Anweteseuaes bined | OR O00 Ba coda. 
Cash contribution etait ariaeia ; $ Sie 0 
Other cost. aaidnneas pieces inatine ;: siuchoekn 81,000 | 


Total estimated project cost : 


‘ ies anced “ ia 593, 000 
Appropriation to June 30, 1959 | 


Se cecal a dei ea tae aids 60, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960. - ala an ee ae ee a ‘ 
Appropriations to date - - _- peabea deena uia somone : 60, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961___-___- ; panewal 175, 000 | 46 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 -_-_._- _ : nares | 277, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Maximum height: 20 feet. 

Length: Approximately 10,000 feet. 
Drainage ditches: Length: Approximately 4,800 feet. 
Ponding area: Capacity: Approximately 36 acre-feet. 
Pumping plant: Two pumps, electrically driven {by 20-horsepower motors, 

automatic operation. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


IN oc ci cacticoce iia bani ‘ , June 1961. 


Levees cde masini ea ) November 1961. 
Pumpling plant ‘ wale ‘i siiabbeaaiieated (4) } Do. 


Entire project Do. 


1 Construction not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project would provide a high degree of flood protection for approximately 
220 acres of developed land containing about 150 residences and 3 commercial 
establishments. Because of the industrial development in the Moline-East 
Moline area, considerable development has, even without flood protection, 
taken place on the island over the past 20 years. The most recent major flood 
in the area, that of April 1952, flooded approximately 76 homes, displaced 270 
persons from their place of abode for a period of as long as 3 weeks before com- 
plete rehabilitation could be effected, and caused damages estimated at $55,000. 
A recurrence of this flood, when considering additional homes which have since 
been constructed on the island and based on current (1959) price levels, would 
cause damages estimated at $160,000. A year previous, April 1951, a fiood of 
almost equivalent magnitude flooded the island and caused damages estimated 
at $29,000. Under current conditions of development and prices, a recurrence 
of this flood would cause damages estimated at $136,000. Shallow-well water 
supplies are contaminated during times of flood, resuiting in a serious health 
menace. Construction of the project would prevent the recurrence of such 
damages. Average annual benefits are estimated at $32,600. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $175,000 will be applied to 


Initiate and complete construction of channels : $38, 000 
Initiate construction of levees 102, 000 
Initiate construction of pumping plant 15, 000 
engineering and design 3, 200 
Supervision and administration 16, 800 

Total 175, 000 


To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction with completion 
by November 30, 1961, as scheduled, $175,000 is needed in fiscal year 1961 for 
initiation of construction. 


eG 


—— 


| 
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Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $81,000, broken down as follows: 














umulated Lands and damares (56.3 Scie)... aoe ee cease sul. S6T aoe 
cont @ IN as iin Miettinen = dein eens wee ennnene eee. ----- 12,500 
leral cost RO NRE OPN og Gg ote ee siete ee i Res pe cao bike Sate See Pte a 1, 500 
"4 TEP i ae i ree oS ER Rs 0 ok * et 81, 000 
pom wema Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
Riese tion. The annual cost for maintenance, operation, and replacement is $2,400. 
Chee Status of local cooperation.—-Campbells Island Levee and Drainage District was 
aaaanases created by order of the county court of Rock Island County, Ill, entered on 
oa 2 April 23, 1954. Assurances of local cooperation executed by the Campbells 
46 Island Levee and Drainage District on August 11, 1958, were accepted by the 
see district engineer on August 19, 1958. Rights-of-way drawings covering the entire 
project were furnished local interests on September 15, 1958. Local interests 
state they now are obtaining tract ownership data (approximately 160 ownerships) 
for preparation of assessment roll. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$512,000 is an increase of $23,000 over the latest estimate ($489,000 July 1955) 
submitted to Congress. A price level rise of $73,000 and an increase of $20,000 
based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision 
' and administration were offset in part by a reduction of $70,000 based on more 
motors, | detailed planning. 
| 
| Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
sais : , 7 oo ae = 
| | Balance to 
schedule Item | Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseal complete 
as estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
961. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6 
Channels | $38, 000 | 0 | 0 $38, 000 | 
oak Levees : 292, 000 | 0 0 102, 000 | $190, 000 
Pumping plant 70, 000 | 0 | 0 15, 000 | 55. 000 
Preanthorization studies_- | 1, 400 | $1, 400 | | 
Engineering and design___- 60, 000 | 51, 800 $2, 000 3, 200 3, 000 
‘ Supervision and administration 50, 600 | 5, 000 200 16, 800 28, 600 
<imately 
imercial Total applied cost (Fed- | 
ine-East eral funds only P | 512, 000 58, 200 2, 200 175, 000 276. 600 
a Undistributed costs (none | 
ytection, ; 
ior flood Total project costs (Fed- 
iced 270 eral funds only ‘ | 512, 000 | 58, 200 | 2. 200 175, 000 276, 600 
+ Pending adjustments (none)... _ | 
re com- ‘ i 
$55,000. | Total cost (Federal funds 
ve since | only 512, 000 | 58, 200 2, 200 175, 000 276, 600 
’ Undelivered orders (none). : | 
;, would i 
flood of Total obligations 512, 000 58, 200 2, 200) 175, 000 276, 600 
times 
timated METHOD OF FINANCING | 
currence 
ll water Appropriations 60. 400 0 : 
; health Lnobligated carryover from | 
prior year | 2, 200 ) ) 
of such | a : 5 : 
Total funds available for 
— obligation ne 60, 400 | 2, 200 
Appropriations required. ; 175, 000 276, 600 
$38, 000 ae Es on moxicaesioettastencsitiaiaitininsnicaeetisinaiindiatits 
102, 000 
15 000 Mr "Be xr r H . : } . > abow T 1] | . 
3 900 Mr. CANNON. Here is another new start. ell us about it. 
16° 800 Colonel Fiscuer. This Campbells Island provides residential area 
‘ for the people who work in East Moline. We have a B/C ratio of 
175, 000 1.4 to 1 in this particular case. The improvement provides for levees 
npletion around the island connecting to high ground, a detention basin in the 
1961 for center for interior drainage and a pumping plant for the interior 


drainage, 


; 
' 
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Mr. Cannon. It is very evident this island in the Mississipp1 should 
never have been settled unless they expected the U.S. Government to 
regularly and periodically bail them out. If we go ahead and make 
impossible places like this habitable, we will just be establishing a 
precedent that will be followed in the future on other lands subject 
to continuous inundation. 

There are something like 150 owners there. How much did they 
pay for that 220 acres? 

Colonel Fiscuer. That, sir, I do not know. 

Mr. Cannon. We would like to have that. I wish you would take 
particular pains when the transcript comes back to you to see that you 
tell us how much those 150-odd owners paid for those 220 acres that 
they expect the Government to protect, and what will be the mainte- 
nance cost from year to year? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

Information is not currently available on the price each individual owner 
paid for his lot. At the present time, 50-foot lots are selling from $500 to $3,200, 
depending on location. The upstream, riverside lots command the higher prices. 
It is estimated that the price of lots on the island have doubled in the last 15 


years. The proposed project will provide protection to lands and improvements 
having an estimated value of $1,650,000. 


rhe estimated cost to local interests for annual maintenance on the project is 
$2,400. 
CARLYLE RESERVOIR, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Carlyle Reservoir, $3,500,000. 
Insert pages 78 through 84. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


Dams AND RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CARLYLE RESERVOIR, UPPER Mississiprpr River Basin, Kaskaskia River, IL. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Carlyle Reservoir will be located on the Kaskaskia River which 
enters the Mississippi River at mile 118 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 
The damsite is at river mile 107, about 1 mile upstream from the town of Carlyle, 
Ill. The proposed reservoir will extend northeastward through Clinton, Marion, 
Bond, and Fayette Counties, Ill., to approximate river mile 155. 

Authorization.—1938 and 1958 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


—— 








shins tinseintienleiteds teks din Se LO NET OE A ET ee TS Se $40, 700, 000 
5 Kc tentswdne sdk owen teaainnand ee ar ie 3, 400, 000 
eee Eee ah et aR aE a alr ce ae as Sl 3, 400, 000 | 


Othe r cate. 


iskicih de tas a deamnsiiitei ia ccssiianimaniaceee a ea O44 ae 
—_ al estimated project Metre SPSS re ent ere. Rees ee. a | 6 100: 000 |... eee 

Ie I I I a a sc nisaleindwiipowbmbnninnd . O08 O06 f.ojccacnee 
Appropri: ERE FE ee 2, 574, 000 eS 
eI IN te a 0 Oe ae ede cdesemasetaneat 4, 379, 000 | il 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961.------------------------------ 3, 500, 000 | 19 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_.........-......-------_--_-_--_- 32. 821.000 |_.- ceuade 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earthfill with concrete spillway.' 
Height: 67 feet (above streambed). 
Length: 6,570 feet. 





Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
inaslive aoorage pool......<-....-s.-: epee tere wt ee ae 
INO on rn ee oa ee eka aeons cae we ae -eouc=« 66, C00 
Wee A oe a ee a eh ks ee eee <<, cn si See 
See tet ee eo foal eeu eee ees eee 700, 000 

TOG). cas, ee eee eee he Spe eee eaaaics ere 983, 000 


1 Two earthfill saddle dams will be required to contain maximum pool elevation. Total length of saddle 
dams is 31,700. 


Spillway type: 
Gate controlled (4-38 feet by 39 feet tainter gate). 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 150,250 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 








I car dik Sait keccadentelig piaese Moanin We ncaa ll ase om Delpalboeiospaieis 8 | June 1966. 
Lands and damages eeietelets a i a 15 Do. 

el acamatT aabanies ee a E z 0 | June 1965, 
Reservoir clearing . . ..........0--.--= «reaction a tetce aad eaten le 0 | June 1966. 

Dams Suaunars = * ee shiaea ape bane 4 | December 1965. 

Main dam seiaciaicceiel ean Shee aes Samos asic 5 Do. 

Saddle dams. - -..-.-....- pati adn atle il debates Foal 0 | June 1963. 
EEE SS at ee ae ae a ee I een te 0 Do. 
Pumping plants_---- src ia atic ick eae even weiss cn tone slight cae 0 | February 1963. 
Recreation facilities a ee cus deedddbieksiakaneehens > 0 | June 1966. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities...........--- cr las eect aa asial cs 0 Do. 
Permanent operating equipment -_---- Sabeaeis ii batcbtwenal 8 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will afford partial protection to about 75,000 acres of alluvial valley 
lands lying in the Kaskaskia River Valley below Carlyle Dam. This area includes 
42.800 acres of agricultural lands and 250 acre s of residential and commercial 
property. The project will reduce stages on the middle and lower Mississippi 
River during flood periods and will permit augmentation of Mississippi River 
flows for the benefit of navigation during extreme low-water periods. The 
reservoir will provide a dependable source of water supply for at least 26 com- 
munities with a population of 61,000. The area centered around Carlyle generally 


= n - on surface water as a source of supply for municipal and industrial water, 
and during the past few years, supply from this source has been critically short. 
The project yi also provide recreation benefits to the people of Illinois and the 
metropolitan : a of St. Louis. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,500,000 will be applied to 
Initiate construction of gulf pipeline sand Magnolia pipelines $1, 156, 000 
Initiate contracts with companies, municipalities, and highway 

departments for all other relocations not under contract__- 112, 000 
Continus construction of access roads, buildings, and re location of 

powerlines and telephone lines Sis 229, OOO 
ue tinue ‘acquisition of lands in the reservoir area 1, 070, OOO 
Initiate construction of saddle dams Nos. 2 and 3 , , $24, 000 
Kn ! gineering and design Se oy ee ee Beto 289, OOO 
Supervision and administr: Ens Seek ; 220, 000 

PRI RREN Ct Regret kn Feo Te : _ 8, 500, 000 

The funds req juested for fisea ‘ar 1961 are required to maintain the scheduled 
orderly and economical rate of ¢ Ede ction. 

Von-Federal cost The only requirement for local cooperation for the Carlyle 


> . . a . as . 
Reservoir consists of the provision that local interest contribute funds to cover 
Costs allocated to water supply storage. The amount of local contribution has 





704 


been set at 7.85 percent of the construction cost of the reservoir. Based on current 
estimated project cost, the local contribution required is $3,400,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—In May 1957, the State of Illinois was authorized 
by its general assembly to enter into agreement with the United States whereby 
the State would participate directly in the costs of construction and maintenance 





of the Carlyle Dam and 
of Llinois, 


amount of $650,000. 


Reservoir. 
has been negotiated with the Department of Public Works and Buildings 
under which State funds will be contributed for the 
supply features of the project. 


Pursuant to this legislation, an agreement 


Stat 


cost of the water 


To date, the State of Illinois has appropriated the 
As of June 30, 1959, the State of Illinois has contributed 


$119,300, and has been billed for $210,800 additional contributions for fiscal year 


1960. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates. 


$40,700,000 is an 
submitted to Congress; 
tional recreation 


facilities 


based 


The 


increase of $600,000 over 


current 
the 


latest 


Federal 
estimate 
$449,000 of this increase is due to the inelusion of addi- 
on reanalysis of requirements. 


estimate of 
($40, 160,000 


Cost 


engineering 


and design and supervision and administration have increased $50,000 based on a 


reanalysis of requirements. 


The remaining 


to adjustments reflecting bid prices. 


Summary construction program (PB 


Item 


increase of $101,000 is due primarily 


1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


roject cost Total to Current fis Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal vear 196 vear 1961 fter fise 
vear 196] 
l 2 3 } 6 
Lands and damages $8, 700, 000 $559, 400 $1, 289, 600 $1, 310, 000 $5, 531, 00 
Relocations 10, 756, 000 1, 100 199. OOK 1. 347. 000 Q, 208. ON 
Reservoirs 2, 425, 000 2, 425, 000 
Dams 14, O16, 500 200, 000 $25, 000) $24, O00 12, 967, 
Roads, railroads, and bridges 291, 000 10, 000 68. 000 143.000 
Levees and floodwalls 1, 424, 000 1, 424, 000 
Pumping plants 743, 000 743, OO 
2ecreation facilities 640, 000 640, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 387, 000 10. 000 &2. O00 295, (0 
Permanent operating equipment 177, 000 14, 000 163, 00 
Preauthorization studies 174, 500 174, 500 
Engineering and design 1, 961, 000 S55. 200 06, G00 PRO. OOO 109, OX 
Supervision and administration 2, 475, 000 a6, 200 144, 000 220), OOO 2 014, 800 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed 
eral contributions 44, 100, 000 1, 886, 400 2, 808, 500 3, 740, 000 665, 100 
Undistributed costs &, 700 6. 000 35, 000 49, 700 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contributions 44, 100, 000 1, 895, 100 2, 814, 500 3, 775, 000 35, 615, 400 
Pending adjustment 
Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- 
butions 44, 100, 000 1, 895, 100 2.814, 500 3, 775, 000 35, 615, 400 
Federal! funds 
Potal cost 40, 700, 000 1, 789, 400 2, 590, 100 3. 500. 000 32. 820, Sit 
Undelivered orders 14. 900 14, 900 
Total obligations os 1, 804, 300 2, 575, 200 3, 500, 000 32, $20, 500 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Total cost 3, 400, 000 105, 700 224, 400 275, 000 2, 794, 9 
Undelivered orders . 500 — 500 
Total obligations. ......... ‘ 106, 290 223, 900 275, 000 2, 794, 90 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 


| | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 


| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4 (5 (6) 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


ral func ds only: 

Appropriations - - 5S Wc cr cs be ah ace rei $1, 805, 500 $2, ! 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year a reas ae se awe ns 1, 200 


, 000 


rotal funds available for 
obligation , 1, 805, 500 2, 575, 200 ae 
Appropriations required aa $3, 500, 000 $32, 820, 500 


Non-Federal contributions 
Required contributed funds a 119, 300 210, 800 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year : 13, 100 


lotal funds available for 
obligation a J 119, 300 223, 900 we 1-2 
Contributions required oe ‘ inion ‘= 275, 000 2, 794, 900 


STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Cannon. Back on the record. 
Mr. Pinntion. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 


SIZE OF FLOODS 


Mr. Pintion. May Task, General, what the maximum flood of record 
has been in acre-feet of water in this project ? 

General Carter. I have the figures. The maximum floods run about 
30.7 feet on the Carlyle gage; stages of above 30 feet occurred in 
1908; 1943 there was a 33.8-foot stage on the gage; and in 1957, 30.5. 
That is about 6 feet above flood stage—6 to 9 feet. 

Flood stage is 21 feet. 

Mr. Pintion. How do you adapt that to acre-feet / 

General Carrer. We go over a map of the area and develop where 
the flooding actually occurred and then we calculate by hydraulic 
computations the effect of lowering of that level of flood height of 
the reservoir. We then determine “the land area between those two, 
take the time of the year that the flood occurred, the time that it 
could occur, calculate the net losses to the farmers in the area—and, of 
course, the building damage and that sort of thing—and average out 
those benefits to develop the amount that is pre vented by the project. 

Mr. Pintion. General, again I ask you: How many acre-feet of 
water was there in the record flood in that area that this project 
would take care of? TI am not asking for the method by which you 
compute. Tam asking for the acre-feet of water. 

General Carrer. It would be extremely difficult to calculate the 
number of acre-feet of water in a flood. 

Mr. Pintion. You must have calculated the acre-feet of flood con- 
trol in order to determine the size of your dam. 
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General Carrer. W ecale ‘ulate the number- re 
Mr. Prtui0on. The size of your reservoir is 700, 000 acre-feet. You fl 


certainly must have had some idea of the amount of water in your . 
flood in order to determine the size of your reservoir. as 

General Carrer. We calculate the number of cubic feet per second 19 
that will come down the valley as a result of various rainfalls, and bo 
then we calculate the number of acre-feet of water required to with- “ 


hold that number of cubic feet per second. 
Mr. Pitxr10n. I still do not have the answer, General. 
General Carter. I cannot give you the answer. 
Mr. Priui0on. Then you don’t have it. 
General Carrer. I don’t think it can be computed. : 


RESERVOIR STORAGE 


Mr. Piiui0on. Well, you build a dam in order to take care of a certain 
amount of acre-feet of floodwater. 

General Carter. The 700,000 acre-feet of flood control storage will | D 
eliminatedamage. I can give you the amount of damage. : 

Mr. Pruuton. T am not interested in that, General. 

What is the 200,000 acre-feet that is in the reservoir capacity for 
joint use? How is that to be allocated and what joint use is that in- | 
tended to take care of ? 

General Carter. That will be used for flood control, water supply, 
recreation, and inactive storage. 

In other words, that is a joint-use pool that can be utilized for any 
one of those. 

Mr. Pruuron. Ts recreation contained in that? Is that assigned as 
a non-Federal cost ? 

General Carrer. That recreation will be assigned to this joint-use 
pool. That is one of the ways we get the local contribution on this 
project— the cost of the storage which is being used in the joint-use 
pool for recreation. 


5 


Mr. Prrxr0n. Ts the water supply in the joint-use area also assigned! - 
Or is that reimbursable by the localities as a water supply source? ris 
Gener al G ARTER. The 33. 000 aere- feet of w ater supply. which 1 18 " 


Re 


specifically reserved for water sunply, is reimbursed. 
Mr. Prirt0on. But you have ad litional ¢ apacity there for water sup | ° 

plv that is not reimbursable. yet 
General Carrer. If the water supply users eventually use more than wil 

the 35,000 acre-feet reserved for am they will have to pay for that, | lan 

too. 1a 
The water supply features of these projects is fully reimbursable by doe 

the local people, including the cost of the joint-use facilities of the 

dam itself. 

REDUCTION IN MISSISSIPPI RIVER STAGES 


Mr. Prirton. What reduction in the river stages in the middle and 
lower Mississippi will be attained through the operation of this reset} 
voir? How much reduction will you have? 

General Carrer. I do not have the exact reduction in river stages) 
but I can supply that for the record. 

(The information to be supplied is as follows :) 
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Reductions in flood stages on the middle and lower Mississippi River, as a 
result of operating Carlyle Reservoir, depend upon the type and duration of 
floods in the middle Mississippi and the runoff in the Kaskaskia River Valley 
above Carlyle. Had Carlyle been in operation, the reduction at Chester, Ill., in 
the middle Mississippi and at Cairo, Ill., in the lower Mississippi would have been 
as shown in the tabulation below. Of the floods studied for both stations, the 
1927 and the 1948 floods are the only ones in which flood stage was exceeded at 
poth Chester and Cairo. The reductions resulting from Carlyle alone have 
not been computed for the lower Mississippi below Cairo but it is estimated that 
the effect at or below Memphis, Tenn., is negligible. 


Reduction tn flood stage reductions due to operation of Carlyle Reservoir 


Chester (feet)| Cairo (feet) 


r yea 
a cee adalat aoe 1.0 (i 
191 sah ated ik ax ignite saeramnaal tiated daounib ili iadcicipiaainnn 8 @) 
SN a kt a i a i a Na Sc .3 0.2 
BIO esx st cs ge as = in Sa tex rag abn align se casi ssf vores ss bg" ccs Ti om 2 
No Secssinartchtatc k's cwciocah chil ics Rih es MS Wie aera ae em awe we aa ee ait -l 
ca al aa a a a ee 1) 3 
a al a ee ne Ai 2 0 .6 
NN ce I a a ee eee om 
N ! 
1Floods of 1937 and 1950 did not exceed flood stage at Chester. 


Mr. Pitxion. It will be pretty small, will it not? 

General Carrer. It will be a few inches to less than a foot, I would 
imagine. 

Mr. Pinion. It could be less than an inch ? 

General Carrer. We wouldn’t calculate it that close, I don’t believe. 

Mr. Pinion. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, would you take a look at page 79? 
Here, after telling us that there is a lot of recreation in this project, 
they put up a statement showing that no percent of the project goes 
for recreation facilities. Maybe that is the way to do business. 

General Carrer. I am sorry, Mr. Taber. That table shows the per- 
cent of completion of the various parts of this project. We have not 
yet started, of course, on any recreation facilities. That zero—as you 
will see, the project is 8 percent complete. We have 15 percent of the 
lands and damages. We are just starting on the relocations. We 
have 5 percent of the main dam finished. That zero percent in there 
does not mean that there is no cost for recreation. 


CLEAR CREEK DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Clear Creek Drainage and Levee District, $270,000. 
Insert pages 86 through 90. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
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LocaAL PROTECTION PRoJEcTs (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CLEAR CREEK DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DistTRIcT, ILLINOIS 
(CONTINUING) 


ounties, Ill., on the left bank of th 


Location. In Union and Alexander C 
57 and 66 above the mouth of the Ohio 


Mississippi River between river miles { 
tiver. 
Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 
Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Ace imulated 
Ar int 1) it of 
I eral cost 
Estimated Federal cost... i : < ee ie = See 4,934, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ie ‘ ‘ a 2 ‘ GEO lev ane ccwaneene 
Cash contributions. ‘ ; - 0 pa 
Other costs zs bs 208. 000 
Total estimated project cost 2 5, 142, 000 aaa 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 3 ae ss ax 4 209. 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_ .- ; 2 195, 000 : 
Appropriations to date — 4, 404, 000 x 
ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 wane nee 270, 000 9% 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ow © 200, OU « 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Average height: 18 feet. 
Length: 21 miles 
Closure structures: 1 highway closure. 
Drainage facilities: Extension of existing drains. 
Service road: 21 miles. 
Reloeations: None 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960 
ee ( tie 
S lule 
Levees cs x . Sate 86 June 1962. 
Entir¢ project Se 3 - RR June 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


When completed, this project in combination with completed work in th 
Preston, the North Alexander, the Miller Pond, and the East Cape Girardeal 
and Clear Creek districts, will provide protection to 51,500 acres of highly pro- 
ductive agricultural lands, and compiete protection to the Missouri Pacific 
{ailroad between East St. Louis, Ill., and Gale, Ill. All of these districts were 
completely inundated by the floods of 1943 and 1944. Total damages inflicted 
by these floods for all five districts are estimated to have been $5,285,000 and for 
Clear Creek alone, $1,934,600. Corresponding damages for Clear Creek alon 
under current conditions would amount to about $2,650,000. Average annua 
benefits are estimated at $375,000. 


Fiseal year 1961. The requ st¢ d amount of £270,000 will be ap hi qd to 


Continue: 


Construction of levee___ are _ $220, 000 
kxrosion protection measures _ — - 16, 70 
Engineering and design ; 15, OO 
Supervision and administration 18, 300 


Total ; 270, QUU 


CE ———=_ 
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The allocation of $270,000 for fiscal vear 1961 is required for work under the 
continuing contract on item VI—D and to continue erosion protection measures. 

Von-F ederal cost. The initial investment re quire ‘d of local interests in const ruc- 
tion of the authorized project is $208,000, composed of the following: 


Lands sian —— _. 5166, 000 

Damages s ee 2 12. OOO 

Total a ides aes raed : : 208, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $21,000. 


Costs of $189,000 have been incurred by local interests for flood control works 
prior to the initiation of the authorized project. 
~ Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation have been 
furnished by the Clear Creek Drainage and Levee District and were approved by 
the Secretary of War on July 6, 1940. The necessary rights-of-way for all con- 
struction work underway have been provided. Present indications are that 
there will be no delay by local interests in acquiring rights-of-way for item VI-D, 
e last remaining item of levee, to be initiated in fiscal vear 1960 Local interests 
have refused to aequire right-of-way for seepage control measures; therefore the 
seepage relief wells and cutoff trench have been reclassified to the inactive category. 
Con parison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,934,000 is a decrease of $266,000 over the latest estimate ($5,200,000) sub- 
itted to Congress. The estimate was increased $36,000 due to higher price 
levels and $29,000 was due to reanalysis of requirements for engineering and 
lesign and for supervision and administration. These increases were offset by a 
reduction of $25,000 in levees and floodwalls based on more detailed planning, and 
$306,000 due to reclassifving seepage control measures to the inactive category 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


B et 
Project cost Total to Current fis Budget, f il ( ple 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal vear 1960 vear 196] ter fiseal 
vear 196] 
< 4 ( 
f} iw S $3, 868, SOO $3, 226, 200 $163. OOK $946, 700 $232, 900 
topper iting equipment GOO Yin) 
uthorization studies 1, 000 1,000 
nd design 402. 600 $54, 30K 14 4) (Wn 9, 200 
{ministration 70, 700 14, 100 im 30K 17. 700 
PI L co Fed 
+, 934, 000 4. 196, 500 97, 700 280. OOO 259, 800 
oK Fed 
4. 934. OOO 1. 196. 500 197, 700 IN), (1M 259 800 
t 
t 
Federal funds 
+, 034, 000 4. 196, 500 197. 7M On wy 959. 800 
[ le 100 9, 900 Ooo 
4 4H, Of 2 q 270, OOF 259, 800 
k AN 
Ay 4, 209, 200 195, 000 4 = 
2. 600 i 
( iva ( 
ns 4, 209, 20K 7 ) - 
ju i Wt 9, 800 


SEEPAGE CONTROL MEASURES 


Mr. Cannon. Last vear the local interests were having difficulty 
getting their funds for relocations. Now it seems they object to seep- 
age control measures. If these are not completed, what will be the 
effect on the effectiveness of this projec t? 
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General Carrer. The local interests have reached agreement with 
Texas Eastern, and the county court of Lllinois has authorized an 
assessment to cover the local cost in connection with the relocation of 
the right-of-way item. The problem is raising the Texas Transmis- 
sion Corp.’s 20- and 22-inch pipelines across the levee. The county 
court has authorized the assessment and this project, the local inter. 
ests can provide local coooperation required. 

The objection to the seepage wells—they are a safety measure in the 
project and the project can be effective w ithout them. 


EFFECT ON PROJECT BY DELETION OF SEEPAGE CONTROL MEASURES 


Mr. Cannon. Without the seepage control and without the other 
parts of the project, too? 

General Carrer. Without the seepage wells, but not without re 
locating the transmission lines. We have to relocate those before we 
can close the gap in the levee. 

Mr. Cannon. The seepage control project would add materially 
to the effectiveness of this work: would it not ? 

General Carrer. It is a measure designed to reduce the uplift pres- 
sure under the levees. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a safety measure? 

General Carrer. It is a safety measure. It was not used in connec 


tion with levee construction up until about 10 years ago. We have | 


developed that it avoids sand boils and flow under the levees if we 
provide a well already down into the deep sand strata to relieve that 
pressure and thereby make the levee safer. However, if you do not 
have them, then when they boil—you have fought high water; you 
know how they come through—— 

Mr. Cannon. The Corps of Engineers recommends it ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think you should go ahead with the project 
when the local sponsors refuse to go ahead with this seepage control 
measure ? 

General Carrer. We feel we should go ahead and complete the levee 

Mr. Cannon. Would it be safe, in your opinion? 

General Carrer. We think it will be safe; yes, sir. It will meana 
more difficult high water fight on the part of the local interests as well 
as the Corps of Engineers. 

General Carrer. That project is 95 percent complete. We feel we 
should go in and complete the project. 


EAST ST. LOUIS AND VICINITY, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. East St. Louis and vicinity, $2,476,000. 
Insert pages 92 through 96. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
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LocaL PROTECTION PRoJEcT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
East St. Lours anp Vicinity, ILLINOIS 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In St. Clair and Madison Counties, IIl., on the left bank of Mis- 
sissippi River between river miles 175 and 195 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—32.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 

Federal cost 

| 


| 


eee SE REE TLE EAT TT | OU FONG ha Sci cates 
I, SEIN eI el al ale imines | 870, 000 |__ z an 

a I Se ee nado aaeaabwwnemagraemannnee | 0 soba eee eae 

Other costs a I a a a a go e ee e ; SE Ei eta elnimteds 
IE ee cuinanirad baw nuemaacuwe cumictoane saat 24, 570, 000 Ch ae Re ee 
I th SI lg Bone ee mewn ct cccssocecencdaesvecscens wot 11, 300, 000 ae 
PeUIACONE 200 CRORE WORE BONG soa. ooo sincesncactancasddcesceenccuccnsonn 12 30 Oe bicunann SE : 
Appropriations to date -_-.-- i te Skat iiss eis aol tet es ieee not | 13, 451, 000 | 57 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_....-.........-.----------- 2, 476,000 | 67 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_.............----.-.---....--..- | 7, 773, 000 Calls ern 


} 
' 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $92,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 20.6 feet. 
Length: 104,670 feet (19.8 miles). 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 18.6 feet. 
Length: 2.8 miles. 
Service road: 13.3 miles. 
RelOcations: 
Missouri Pacific Railroad: Alteration to bridge. 
Illinois Terminal Railroad: Raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad: Raise bridges and 
approaches at two crossings. 
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad: Raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Pumping plants: 
New pumping plants__ - 


al 


ene 4 meee, 2 ae Se acic ; z 10 
Alteration to existing plants. _........----- ara ae tea site 4 
Tc i a a a n * 14 





| Percent | Completion 
schedule 


| 

NR AT ate Tse hs eo lr ee eee oe 27 | June 1962. 
eI ICIIMOMNERL cso oS oer ee ee ere a ee oe 61 | June 1963. 
INN RRR NS no ag ah nacach Genawesodeunnaes 17 | Do. 
MRR a Bago ic NE a i ee ee 49 Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect large business, industrial, and residential areas eon- 
sisting of 111 square miles, including East St. Louis, Granite Citv, Madison, 
Venice, Brooklyn, Fairmount, and Monsanto, Ill., against floods up to a 


Stage of 














52 feet on the St. Louis gage, It is highly desirable to compl te the project 
order to provide prote ‘tion to one of the greatest flood-threatened co icentrations 
of industry and transportation facilities in the United States Within the are 
are many manufacturing companies producing defense materials, such as Mon- 
santo Chemical Co., Aluminum Ore Co., Granite City Steel Works, National 
Enameling & Stamping Co., American Steel Casting Co., and General ( ing 
Co., as well as ti Granite Citv Engineer Depot, where various construction 
materials and equipment are assembled for Army, Air Foree, and Nay installa- 
tiohs, a id fo shipment overseas Ra lro d \ irds withil tile i ed are 
serve as the major point of interchange between all railroad lines serving the 
eastern and so we rl of the 1 State 1) ! of inuf 
turing d I oad operatio ; floo Yr CO : 2 Ve { S no 
national economy and the national defense | i 
estimated at $38,600,000 

Fiscal year 1961 The reauested amount of S2.476,000 wil! 

Compl le 
) items of rail! d alte tion o er flay $461. 000 
? items of levee work, 1 on lows rivertro! i {lon } flant 130. 000 
Tnitiat 
2 items oi oodwalls and ck ire on riverfront 3d. O00 
Z i t is l i i trl il ™ Ol i\¢t I i \ ( Ww 
Continus 
1 item of railroad relocation on upper flank 90, 000 
3 items of levee embankment and drainage structures £536, 200 
Erosion protection 1. O00 
Engineering and desigt 249 500 
Supervision and administratio: 214. 300 
Total > 476, 000 

The appropriation of $2,476,000 for fiscal vear 1961 required to continue 
construction at an economical rate during the bi L veal 

Non-Federal cost The initial investment required of local erests In con- 
struction of the thorized project is estimated at $870,000 br lown as follows 
Lands and damages $541, 000 
Relocation of utilities, sewers, etc 169, OOO 
Other expenses 160, 000 

Total 870. 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upo! comple- 
tion. The annual cost for operation and maintenance is estimated at $250,000. 

In addition, local interests estimate that they have incurred ¢ of approxi- 
mateiv 56,600,000 for the construction of flood protective wor prior to 
initiation of the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation. Formal assurances of local cooperation h been 
furnished by the Kast Side Levee District and were approved by the 
Secretary of War on March 24, necessary rights-of-way for all con- 
struction work underway have been provided It is anticipated that the rights- 


} 


of-way required for work to be initiated in fiscal years 1960 and 1961 will b 
acquired so that this work may be advertised as scheduled. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate ol 


$23,700,000 is the same as the latest estimate ($23,700,000) submitted to Congress. 


Adjustments have been made between feature estimates, based on more letailed 
jlanning and reanalysis of requirements. 
. 1 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| 
| Balance to 
Feature Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal! complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(2 4 (4 ( 
Relocation $1, 288, 100 $336, 700 $182, 500 $511, 000 
L floodwalls 11, 593, 100 6, 692, 200 567, 200 1, 300, 500 
y plant 5, 742, 000 844, OOO 326, 500 1, OLS, OOO 
t operating equipment 13, 500 13, 500 
tion studic 2, 000 2, 000 
ng and design 3, 065, 300 1, 985, 600 4102. OOO 249. 500 428, 200 
ind administration 1, 996, O00 1, 129, 100 151, GOK 214, 300 500, 700 


vied cost (Fed- 


23, 700, 000 11, 003, 100 1, 630, 100 a9 7. 773. 5K 
t t j 
23, 700, OOO 11, 003, 100 1, 630, 100 3, 293, 300 7, 773, 500 
federal I ad 
23, 700, 000 11, 003, 10 1, 630, 100 3, 29 ) 7. 773, 500 
257 tS ( 
tic 11, 261, 000 1,42 240, 200 77 
11, 299 2,151, 00 
i 
ts } 
lable for 
1, 209, 5Ot 2, 18 
re ed { 0 a. ee 


nent transfer of $92,000 from project. 
CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. You show here a substantial carryover on this project. 
Why is it dragging? Why are you slowing down? 

Mr. Taner. This is another case where the local contribution is 
pretty slim. 

General Carrer. In 1959 we obligated 99 percent of the funds avail- 
able for obligation. On the Ist of February, 1960, of the $2,189,000 
available, we had actually obligated $1,207,900. We estimate that 
one June 30 of this year we will have an unobligated balance of 
$400,000, and we will have $882,000 unexpended. 

Mr. Cannon. With that carryover, General, why couldn’t you get 
along with $2 million for 1961 instead of the $2,476,000 you are 
asking 

General Carrer. The appropriation requested is the amount which 
we consider we need in new authority, in addition to the carryover. 
The problem here is in connection with raising some of the railroads 
across the levees. The railroad companies have to do that work 
themselves and we have been having some difficulty in getting them 
to proceed with the work. 

Mr. Cannon. We have to wait on the railroads. Why couldn't 
you wait on this money 4 

General Carrer. We have calculated our fund requirement for 
ne based on utilizing the funds we have as well as the funds we are 
asking for. 
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Mr. Cannon. You need all the amount you have requested / 
General Carter. Yes, sir. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Taner. They show on that particular job a benefit-to-cost ratio 
of 32.9 to 1 and the estimated non-Federal cost is $870,000. 

It seems like these people ought to be able to pay a whole lot 
more than that. 

General Carrer. Actually that is the provision of rights-of-way, 
The local cooperation requires that the local interests furnish rights- 
of-way for all construction work that is anticipated and that is the 
cost of the right-of-way. That is all that is pene 

Mr. Taner. If they are rich enough so that it is a 32.9 to 1 benefit- 
to-cost ratio, they could certainly put up three or four times the 
contribution that seems to be set up here. 


HUNT DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND LIMA LAKE DRAINAGE DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. Hunt Drainage District and Lima Lake Drainage 
District, Dlinois, $900,000. 
Insert pages 98 through 101. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
LocaL ProtEcTION ProsEects (FLoop CONTROL) 
Hunt DrarnacGe District anD Lima LAKE DrarNaGeE District, ILL 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—The project is located along the Mississippi River in Hancock and 
Adams Counties, Ill., with the lower boundary being opposite Canton, Mo. 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


a T 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





5, 680, 000 

246, 000 

‘ 0 

Other costs i 246, 000 


a hci aeiientnin ricieiguercidemmnincmien seni ora 5, 926, 000 | - = ee 


IRIN TD TIED I: BO ns noc oambddinwanieusecnsscensasoupeesas 170, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 910, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 080, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 900, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 3, 700, 000 |. 








flood 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
tVvees: be 
, Mississippi River Main Stem and Schuhart Creek—Hunt Drainage 
District: Feet 

Average height 
Length ~oe: 

Mississippi River Main Stem—Lima Lake Drainage District: 
Average height 
Length 

Bear Creek: 
Average height 
Length 

tocky Run diversion: 
Average height 
Length 


Status, Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent | Completion schedule 





evees: 
Mississippi River Main Stem and Schuhart Creek-Hunt Drainage June 1962. 
district. 

Mississippi Main Stem-Lima Lake Drainage District. _~....----- 1 Do. 
Bear Creek _- ai Do. 
Rocky Run diversion. - - -- face | November 1963, 
Relief wells va ome _ a2 : , May 1962. 

Butire project... <......--...- ke ‘ ees) November 1963. 


1 Construction not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for two adjoining drainage districts (Hunt 
and Lima Lake), comprising 28,496 acres of highly productive farmland. Im- 
provements in the area to be protected include 60 sets of farm buildings on about 
170 operating farm units. Also located in the area is the village of Meyer, Ill. 
(population about 50 persons), which has a large commercial grain elevator. 
The combined rural and urban population is about 425 persons. The floods of 
1903 and 1944 caused failure of the main-stem levees. The entire area was 
flooded in 1944 causing damages estimated at $1,109,000. These damages would 
amount to $1,740,000 under current conditions. Levee failure was averted by 
emergency work during the floods of 1947, 1951, and 1952, but seepage damages 
and expenditures for flood fighting and levee repairs amounted to $1,020,000, 
$252,000, and $52,000, respectively. Failure of the levees during a recurrence of 
these floods would cause damages estimated at $1,930,000, $1,463,000, and 
$1,414,000, respectively. Construction of the project would prevent all of the 
above damages. Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at 
$370,400. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $900,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of Mississippi River main stem and Schuhart 
Creek levees, Hunt drainage district__ _— —_-- 3 a 
Continue construction of Mississippi River main stem levee, Lima Lake 
drainage district________ rv ae : 350, 000 
Start construction of Bear Creek levee_____-_—-- rere 100, 000 
Engineering and design ¥ rll oa 14, 000 
Supervision and administration E ; : 106, 000 


$300, 000 


Total ee 900, 000 


Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $246,000, broken down as follows: 


Tands__ $137, 000 
Relocations , Ne aa am ; 109, 000 
Roads and bridge raises ______-_-___- : $107, 800 
Utilities Ba ees 1, 200 


246, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com. 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance. 
operation, and replacements will total $10,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances were accepted by the Rock Island dis. 
trict engineer for the Hunt drainage district on September 8, 1959, and for the 
Lima Lake drainage district on October 16, 1959. The drainage districts are jy 
the process of acquiring the necessary rights-of-way and have stated that lands 
will be furnished in sufficient time to meet the scheduled advertising dates. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,680,000 is an increase of $260,000 over the latest estimate ($5,420,000) sub. 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 196] 

(1) 2 | 3 1 5 6 
' 

Levees ha $4, 890, 000 0 $300, 000 $1, 320, 000 $3, 270, OM 
Preauthorization studies 10, 100 $10, 100 nmneceuinnaie 
Engineering and design 253, 000 143, 000 17, 200 44, 000 48, Sr 
Supervision and administration - 526, 900 14, 000 25, 700 106, 000 | 381, 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) . 


5, 680, 000 167, 100 342, 900 1, 470, 000 | 3, 700, OM 
Undistributed costs (none 


Total project cost (Fed- 


eral funds only) 5, 680, 000 167, 100 342, 900 1,470, 000 | 3, 700, 
Pending adjustments (none 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
only) : 5, 680, 000 167, 100 342, 900 1,470, 000 | 3, 700, OF 
Undelivered orders | 570, 000 570. 000 
Total obligations- 4 167, 100 912, 900 900, 000 3, 700, 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( | 
Appropriations 170, 000 910, 000 sd 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year... ...- o- _— se Bp OOO Doccccd ees c sien deome 
Total funds available for 
ee anae 170, 000 912, 900 ae: . 
Appropriations required___._.-..|-.-------- Jal o waco a : s 900, 000 3, 700, OF 


THE SNY BASIN, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. The Sny Basin, $1,800,000. 
Insert. pages 103 through 111. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


LocaL PrRoTEecTION PrRosEcT (FLoop CONTROL) 


Tue Sny Basin, IL. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in the basin of the Sny, a former bychannel 
of the Mississippi River, in Adams, Pike, and Calhoun Counties, Ill. The upper 
end of the basin is approximately 8 miles below Quincy, IIl., and extends 55 miles 
downstream. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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on com. Summarized financial data 
tenance, 





land dis. | Accumulated 


| 
| percent of 
1 for the | Amount estimated 


ts are in Federal (Corps 
at lands of Engineers) 


PS. 





imate of 


Estima ited Federal cost-- a $ $22, 500, 000 | 
00) Sub- .d non-Federal cost _ _- . ‘ 0 ert 8 2, 430, 000 
ish contribution . | 0 | 
Other cost ; : 2, 430, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost __- 24, 930, 000 | 
{ppropriations to June 30, 1959 : ; , 1, 142, 000 | 
Appropriations for fise: lye: ir 1960 ; : : 724, 000 | 
Appropriations to date E . | , 866, 000 
alance to Appro priations requested for fiscal year 1961_ oO , 800, 000 | 
-“omplete Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 i . : 8, 834, 000 | 
fter fiscal 
year 1961 





(6 PHYSICAL DATA 
Retarding reservoirs: 
Pigeon Creek: 
Design capacity: 6,900 acre-feet. 
Area: 614 acres. 
Horton-Dutch: 
Design capacity: 7,800 acre-feet. 
Area: 684 acres. 
Closing Levee: 
Average height: 16 feet. 
3, 700, OO Length: 17,400 feet. 
¥: Channels: Improvement of 36.7 miles of Sny Channel. 


$3, 270, 00 


Diversions (leveed) (average height: 16 feet): 
Hadley-MeCraney: Feet 
Jelow junction, length ee 5 25, 900 


3, 700, 


_3 ae Hadley Branch, length " 8, 400 
MeCraney Branch, length _ 18, 200 
Kiser Creek, length- ‘ 30, 500 
Six Mile—Bay: 
Below junction, length , 200 
Six Miles Branch, length ae , 500 
Bay Branch, length 5, 300 


3, 700, 0 Relocations: 
——— Wabash Railroad: 1.47 miles. 
Gulf Mobile & Ohio Railroad: Raise 0.6 mile. 
Pumping stations: 3 pumping stations with a total design capacity of 1,080,000 
gallons per minute. 


Status, Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 


Pigeon Creek Reservoir : i . 14 | November 1960. 
1 y-McCraney diversion 0 | November 1963. 
: iser C reek diversion : f 0 Do 
Horton Dutch Creek Reservoir . : 0 Do. 
Six Mile-Bay diversion ; ; 0 | June 1964. 
Clo: sing levee __ ‘ : : 0 Do 

vy channel Say leanout : [idee sashes 0 Do 

ao ampi ng station No. s 0 | June 1962 

he upper Pumping station No. 3A 0 | June 1963 

» 55 miles Pumping station No. 4 oe 0 | November 1963. 
Entire project _ ___- : ernie 1 | June 1964. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection from hill streams and from Mississipp; 
River backwater, and will provide adequate interior drainage for an agricultural] 
area of 125,000 acres. Population of the affected area is about 6,350. Tracks of 
three major railroads, served by two crossings of the Mississippi River, traverse 
the area and will be benefited by the project. In addition, two Federal highways 
and one State highway are afforded protection by the project. The nearby towns 
depend chiefly upon agricultural trade for their existence. Flood damages have 
occurred on the average of about once each year. In each of the years from 1949 
through 1947 and in 1949, 1957, and 1958, flooding that caused damages in excess 
of $1 million was experienced. Damages from the 1947 and 1949 floods amounted 
to $2,920,000 and $2,820,000, respectively. A recurrence of these floods under 
current conditions would cause damages of $2,990,000 and $3,245,000, respectively, 
all of which would be prevented by the project. Average annual benefits from 
the project are estimated at $1,405,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate construction on Hadley-McCraney diversion mittee a - a 
Initiate construction on Kiser Creek diversion 2 150, 000 
Continue construction on pumping station No. 1- ; ; 700, 000 
Initiate construction on pumping station No. 3A er 250, 000 
Engineering and design 60, 000 
Supervision and administration _ a a 100, 000 


Total 1, 800, 000 
To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction with completion 
by June 30, 1964, as scheduled, $1,800,000 will be required in fiscal year 1961 for 
application to this work. 
Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $2,430,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands (6,534 acres). 


$1, 528, 100 
Relocations 


$49, 900 


Roads $630, 800 
Utilities ; 5 184, 600 
Structures 34, 500 


Drainage facilities 52, 000 


Total 2, 430, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure to local interests for 
maintenance, operation, and replacement will total $195,500. 

Status of local cooperation.— Assurances of local cooperation from the Sny Island 
Levee Drainage District were accepted by the district engineer on September 6, 
1952. On November 19, 1957, the County Court of Pike County, IIl., approved 
the petition of the Sny commissioners for a special assessment required to finance 
local costs. All rights-of-way required for the Pigeon Creek Reservoir have been 
acquired and those for pumping station No. 1 can be furnished immediately with 
funds on hand. Local interests state they will have funds available by July 1960 
to cover the cost of local cooperation requirements for the entire project and will 
furnish the required rights-of-way in sufficient time to meet the scheduled ad- 
vertising dates. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$22,500,000 is an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($22 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases of $855,000 due to higher price levels and $261,000 
based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration were partially offset by decreases of $237,000 due to favorable 
bids and $379,000 based on more detailed design. 


I 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











issippi Balance to 
wtural Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
icks of estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
‘averse | | your ieee 
hways (1) (2) | (3) (4) (5 6) 

towns z= al pee 4 nde ‘. ae 
Ss have See ens | (g393. 000)! ($177. ¢ 

19 Pigeon Creek Reservoir- - ------- | ($430, 000) | ($59, 100) | ($193, 000) BET 0 POU) baxisinnscnaan ame 
n 1942 eAM ess 115,000 | 0 | 64,000 | Siig te 
excess eee rg } 169, 000 | 0 | 70, 000 eee t.2. 003 
Ol . k loodway control structures 16, 000 | s 0 | PEA Cites ena Sete nhoree es Bae ein cada et 
inted Preauthorization studies | 3, 500 i. Be See see eka be tae 
pr Engineering and design <4 55, 000 48, 500 | 3, 000 tl ae 
‘tively Supervision and adminis- | | 
coer tration ees ie 71, 500 7. 100 40, 000 ee 3 
8 from Hadlev-McCraney diversion (5, 360, 000) | (249, 600) | (21, 500) (600,000)! ($4, 488, 900) 
Relocations, railroads (Wa- 
d to: head: Peer 546, 000 | 0 0 140, 000 406, 000 
Channels. ______- ee 4, 054, 000 0 0 400, 000 3, 654, 000 
40, 000 Preauthorization studies. ._- 22, 200 28: 900 | 5. -:- é : SA ee Ais 
50, 000 Engineering and design 255, 000 196, 400 20, 000 10, 000 28, 600 
mo Supervision and adminis- 
U0, 000 tration sr ahapeheiaiietel aaecus 482, 800 31, 000 1, 500 50, 000 400, 300 
50, 000 Kiser Creek diversion .-| (3,070, 000) (94, 700) (37, 600) (225, 000) (2, 712, 700) 
6( Channels = mcs 2, 560, 000 | 0} 0 150, 000 2, 410, 000 
), 000 Preauthorization studies ____- 11, 300 | 11, 300 Es ‘ iodine Siaptis aches emaeitT cata 
00, 000 Engineering and design ‘ 192, 000 70, 400 35, 000 55, 000 31, 600 
-—- Supervision and administra- | 
00, 000 tion... ‘ 306, 700 13, 000 2, 600 20, 000 271, 100 
: Horton-Dutch Creek Reservoir. (770, 000) (18, 300 (1, 300) (1, 500) (748, 900) 
ot? Channels oes Cea 114, 000 0 0 0 115, 000 
pletion Levees... 438, O00 0 0 0 438, 000 
961 for Floodway control structures. | 108, 000 | 0 0 0 108, 000 
Preauthorization studies 2, 300 2, 300 7 . : 
ruction Engineering and design | 33, 000 13, 500 1, 000 1,000 17, 500 
sa Supervision and administra- 

S. tion. _- : 74, 700 2, 500 300 500 71, 400 
28 Six Mile-Bay diversion (4, 166, 000) (120, 500) (17, 000) 64, 500) (3, 958, 000) 
28, 100 Relocations, railroad (G. M, | 
49 900 “on... Sera 26, 000 0 0 0 26, 000 

Channels . 3, 244, 000 0 0 0 3, 244, 000 
Floodway control structures_ | 240, 000 | 0 0 0 240, 000 
Preauthorization studies__- 15, 900 15, 900 E Sinn a 
Engineering and design _____- 226, 000 87, 700 15, 800 60, 000 62, 500 
- Srnervici ‘ ‘ inietrs | 
52. 000 Supervision and administra- | \ Ee 
‘i tion eeaesrian oa 408, 100 16, 900 1, 200 4, 500 385, 500 
ey ae Bg ESSE oe en eee | (1, 100, 000) (29, 800) (3, 000) (6, 500) (1, 060, 700) 
130, 000 No oe 3, 600 0 0 0 3, 600 
OO iE a ee ed 924, 000 | 0 0 0 924, 000 
-omple- Preauthorization studies___- 3, 800 MM Viiccaweran rata ciate catereien 5 a ie aie ne ee 
ests for Engineering and design.____. 55, 000 21, 800 2, 800 6, 006 24, 400 
we Supervision and administra- | 
SONS cc Guccukinenin anacute a 113, 600 | 4, 200 200 500 108, 700 
, Island Sny clean-out...............:.... | (2, 120, 000) | (63, 500) (43, 000) (5,400) (2, 008, 100) 
 @ Channels___ ERS GRRE OSS 1, 780, 000 0 0 0 1, 780, 000 
mbe . 6, Preauthorization studies___.- 8, 200 | a ee eee cabana : Saas : 
»proved Engineering and design_____- 115, 000 | 46, 500 40, 000 5, 000 23, 500 
finance Supervision and administra- | 
ve been ROS Sg cena a ae eanrneeeaes 216, 800 8, 800 3, 000 400 204, 600 
1 : ith Pumping station No. 1_.--.-.---- (1, 870. 000) | (78, 900) (130, 000) (855, 000) (806, 100) 
ivy W Rr ote Fe 107, 000 0 0 50, 000 57. 000 
ily 1960 Pumping plant__._.-._-_-__- 1, 410, 000 0 50, 000 700, 000 660, 000 
and will Preauthorization studies__._. 6, 800 6, 800 goats he =. : : 
lad ad Engineering and design__._-- 154, 000 62, 900 70, 200 15, 000 5, 900 
ed ad- Supervision and administra- 
RR Rs 2 Be oe ees 192, 200 9, 200 9, 800 90, 000 83, 200 
mate of Pumping station No. 3A__------ (2, 530, 000) (85, 300) (91, 200) (309, 300) (2, 044, 200 
_ 2) POS ae eS ae 93, 000 0 0 0 93, 000 
yn) sub- TIDES ne Fe Ak ae ae 192, 000 0 0 0 192, 000 
261,000 Pumping plant____..._____-- 1, 780, 000 0 0 250, 000 1, 539, 000 
ervision Preauthorization studies __-. 9, 500 9, 500 ‘stig widatecbasbond aa 2 , 
orable Engineering and design ___.. 192, 000 64, 900 88, 100 28, 000 11, 000 
Vore Supervision and adminis- 
| Ne 263, 500 | 10, 900 3, 100 31, 300 218, 200 
' Pumping station No. 4__..-___- (1, 090, 000) (37, 600) | (21, 100) (24, 900) (1, 006, 400) 
| ON ee 27, 000 0 | } 0 27, 000 
j TAO en sie 118, 000 0 | 0 0 118, 000 
Pumping plant._...........- 735, 000 0 | 0 0 735, 000 
Preauthorization studies. ____ 4, 000 GORA, Bicucts dL tejahcded dower ‘ = ; 
Engineering and design____.- 97, 000 28, 800 20, 200 24, 00K 24, 000 
Supervision and adminis- 
MIRREN. co bledanene setae wa 109, 000 4, 800 | 900 900 102, 400 
© icintinjasiatianniiaatiatibiaiant | ERS ae —E eS a — 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) __-....-- 22, 500, 000 837, 300 | 558,700 | 2,270,000 | 18, 834, 000 


52882—60——46 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 


Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


to 
w 


Undistributed cost (none 


Total project cost Federal 


funds only a $22, 500, 000 $837, 300 $558, 700 $2, 270, 000 $18, 834, 000 
Pending adjustments (none) = 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only ‘ 22, 500, 000 837, 300 558, 700 2, 270, 000 18, 834, 000 
Undelivered orders 212, 500 — 102, 500 — 110, 000 0 
Total obligations 1, 049, 800 $56, 200 2, 160, 000 18, 834, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCIN‘ 
Appropriations - ; . 1, 142, 000 724, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year S ‘i a 42, 200 360, 000 


Total funds available for 
obligation ; 1, 142, 000 816, 000 


Appropriations required 800, OOO 18, 834, 000. 


WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. Wood River drainage and levee district, $1,180,000. 
Insert. pages 113 through 117. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LocaL PROTECTION PRoJEcT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Woop River DRAINAGE AND LEVEE District, ILLINOIS 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Madison County, near Alton, IIl., on the left bank of the Mis- 
sissippi River between river miles 195 and 203 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—16.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


(mount percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost ae : $15, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_-- -- 4 : en 1, 970, 000 L 
Other contributed funds-__- ‘ nth ates 23, 000 
Other costs , iets 1, 947, 000 
Total estimated project cost ; ‘ a 17. 570, COO . 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 J ‘ 11, 319, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_ - -_- lit ae : a z 2 907, 000 I 5 . 
Appropriations to date a 12, 226, 000 78 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961___---- sone sbaee cana anna i . 1, 180, 000 86 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_..........---.--- aia - : 2, 194, 000 


| For increased cost of larger pumping plant requested by local interests. 
2 Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $166,000. 


tie 


>] 


nued 


834, 000 


0,000, 


mulated 
rent of 
mated 


ral cost 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 18.4 feet. 
Length: 20.1 miles. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 18 feet. 
Length: 350 feet. 
Relocations: 
Illinois Terminal Railroad: Raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad: Raise bridges and 
approaches at two crossings. 
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad: Raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Pumping plants: Construction of seven new pumping plants. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Relocations. __- F ef 9 | June 1962 
Dam (low water overflow) __. ‘ 5 ; 100 

Levees and floodwalls_ .-_-_--- ox ‘i : ; he 71 June 1962. 
Pumping plants- ‘ : ; aa 99 | June 1961. 
Entire project--- aes ms : E , 73 | June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect approximately 13,700 acres, of which 7,500 acres is a 
highly developed industrial area located in the important cities of Hartford, 
Wood River, Roxanna, East Alton, and a portion of Alton, Ill. Portions of the 
area were inundated by the floods of 1943, 1944, and 1947. Total damages in- 
flicted by these floods, together with a flash flood that occurred on Wood River 
in August 1946, are estimated at $1,320,000, which would amount to about 
$2,270,000 under current conditions. Portions of the area were also inundated 
by the flood of 1951. However, the damages inflicted were not as great as those 
of previous floods, because of the advancement of construction of the project. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,180,000 will be applied to 


Complete: 2 items of railroad alteration on lower flank $461, 000 
Initiate: 1 item of levee embankment and drainage structure 70, 000 
Initiate and complete: 

1 closure structure si 52, OOO 

Seepage wells 80, OOO 
Continue: 

| item of railroad relocation on lower flank _ - 50. 000 

1 item of levee embankment and road 207, 400 
Erosion protection measures : 30, 000 
Engineering and design s 121, 500 
Supervision and administration 108, 100 


Total _- ss _ 1, 180, 000 


The appropriation of $1,180,000 for fiscal year 1961 is required to continue 
construction at an economical rate during the budget year. 

Non-Federal cost.—-The initial investment required by local interests in con- 
Peer of the authorized project is estimated at $1,970,000 broken down as 
ollows: 


felocation of utilities ; Sena $1, 114, 000 
Lands and damages. 571, 000 
Contributed funds (for larger pumping plant) _- 23, 000 
Other expenses _ __ iepaaties: 262, 000 


Total cae bi eas 1, 970, 000 


_ Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $87,200. 
_ The Wood River Drainage and Levee District has expended approximately 
31,500,000 for lands, damages, required alterations, and relocations of existing 
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improvements affected by the construction work and has agreed to continue its 
share of the required cooperation as work progresses. 

In addition, local interests estimate that they have incurred costs of approxi- 
mately $250,000 for construction of levees prior to initiation of the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Wood River District has furnished assurances 
of local cooperation for reconstruction of levee to 52-foot stage protection. 

The requirements of local cooperation for all construction work completed or 
underway have been fully complied with. On April 4, 1957 the county court, 
Madison County, Ill., gave the levee district approval to prepare an assessment 
roll and on July 13, 1959 approved assessment roll presented to this court. It is 
expected that necessary rights-of-way for the work proposed in fiscal year 1960 
and 1961 will be available when required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,600,000 is the same as the latest estimate ($15,600,000) submitted to Con- 





gress. 


more detailed planning and a reanalysis of requirements. 


However, adjustments were made between feature estimates based on 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Feature 


Project 


cost 


Total to 


Current fis- 


Budget, fiscal 











Balance to 
complete 


estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196] 
(1 2) (3) 4) 5 6) 
Relocations - -- oe $1, 041, 300 $71, 500 $200, 900 $511, 000 $257. 900 
Dams 635, 600 636, 600 
Levees and fioodwalls 8, 976, 700 | 6, 061, 200 452, 300 755, 200 1. 708, 000 
Pumping plants 1, 710, 000 1, 701, 600 700 7, 700 
Permanent operating equipment 10, 100 10, 100 
Preauthorization studies 1, 600 1, 000 ; 
Engineering and design 1, 849, 800 1, 523, 100 105, 200 121, 500 100, 000 
Supervision and administration - 1, 397, 500 1, 069, 500 91, 800 108. 100 128. 100 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contributions) 15, 623, 000 11, 074, 600 850, 900 1, 503, 500 2 194. 000 
Undistributed costs___- None 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contributions) -....-.- 15, 623, 000 11, 074, 600 850, 900 1, 503, 500 2. 194, 000 
Pending adjustment None 
Total cost (Federal and 
non-Federal contribu- 
tions) 15, 623, 000 11, 074, 600 850, 900 1, 503, 500 2 194, 000 
Eek amme nse 
Total cost eae 15, 600, 000 11, 051, 600 850, 900 1, 503, 500 2, 194, 000 
Undelivered orders - 235, 900 — 155, 900 —80, 000 
Total obligations_-_-.--..--- 11, 287, 500 695, 000 1, 423, 500 2, 194, 000 
Non-Federal contributions 
Total cost. _...--- ebramoo 23, 000 BROOD Nesnsmecscnsas 
Undelivered orders_. 
Total obligations. ...-...--- 23, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
' 
Federal funds: 
Appropriation 11, 319, 000 WOT BP bo non scbeeccsntscccacscoan 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year - 31, 500 243, 500 | » 
Total funds available for 
obligation _ - -_- - 11, 319, 000 | 938, 500 ; oa enccnnnnonns 
Appropriations required -__- 1, 180, 000 | 2, 194, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributed funds, other__-_|-...---------- DO fo co sancdeokhweaciunaaekdscluusebucessme 
Unobligated carryover from 
I a a Lane cp earmeminin ookeie 
Total funds available for 
I ea Se ice Bi laid eo semen diam Oa cre UE Sis ata wna abana Gane 


Contributed funds required----_- os 





1 Excludes permanent transfer of $166,000 from project. 
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128, 100 


194, 000 
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MUSCATINE ISLAND LEVEE DISTRICT AND MUSCATINE-LOUISA COUNTY 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 13, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. Muscatine Island Levee District 
Drainage District No. 13, $1,400,000. 

Insert pages 119 through 123. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 





Louisa County 


LocaL PrRorTEecTION PRoJEcTs (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MuscaTINE IsLAND LEVEE DistTrRicT AND MuscaTINE-Lovuisa County DRAIN- 
AGE District No. 13, Iowa 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located along the Mississippi River in Muscatine 
and Louisa Counties, Iowa. The plan of improvement provides for the raising 
and strengthening of Mississippi River main stem levees and related work. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 





IR ON Fone 52 i Pet eet Ne $4, 000, 000 tig la a eae 
IC a anes ahs lesa irmininte - SGT. icp tdieaeseeene 
I ee 0 a duaah eit anata 
ESS ee ee At ae ee ee Ee ie ae 282, 000 ci 
ees Gee NN 0. a dabnaanisanesieecaese aaaieesews i os ee ne _ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959____..-. a | A MY Bis Aictinsidernsoromce enn 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. ...........-.---.--- i ide eee ‘ea I ne 
Appropriations to date eee Ne a Es ee Ne ee ee | , 231, 000 | 31 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_...-..---- a 1, 400, 000 | 66 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961___.....--...----.-- . OOO a 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Leve es: 
Main stem: 
Rural area: Feet 
PON RR oy an a 15 
Lenecn. ....... es i oe =~ : .... 88, 900 
Urban area: 
Average height__._....___._._ ~~~ BE ate tow ee 15 
ROGER sn 8 oe ae ee ae , eee aca 10, 500 
South flank: 
rene Wnt = an wee we ech eee ee tee 16. 5 
Length___-_- Sete Pa Oe Sete ace ea ane : 7, 100 
Pumping plant: Will have a capacity of about 154,500 gallons per minute. 
Pumps, engines, and auxiliary equipment are to be provided by local 
interests; buildings and discharge lines by the United States. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 


Levees | 
Main stem, stage I; station —3+-45 to station 162+00.._......._..-- | 61 | November 1960. 
Main stem, stage II; station 162+-00 to station 426+00 _.._.._____-. 0 | November 1961. 
Main stem, stage III; station 4264-00 to south flank levee_______-- 0 | June 1962. 
IN OI i ee oe 0 | November 1961. 
Pier lems GRO CNORME  g 2. ee dccnaewanccseenncenaene 0 | June 1962. 
Us RM oe nr aoa 14 | June 1962. 














JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection for 26,478 acres of productive farm- 
ma 


lands including 277 sets of farm buildings. There are 1,120 persons residing in 


rural areas of the district. Also included in the district are 6 miles of U.S. High- 
Way No. 61, 7 miles of the C.R.I. & P. railroad main-line tr: 2 miles of the 
’ 


.M., St.P. & P. railroad main-line track, Muscatine Municipal Airport, and a 





ge industrial plant recently constructed. In addition, a portion of the city of 
Muscatine, lowa, would be provided protection, including the municipal power and 
waterplant, 8 or more large industrial plants, a number of commercial stores and 
about 675 residences housing approximately 2,800 persons. This district is 
pres | rot 1 by substandard levees which withstood the April 1951 and 
1952 floods Hi r, failure of the levees was rrowly averted tensive 
flood fig! il tnd proter ve Works | he « iL ti | ee ire ad taied 
luring 195 nd or » 1952 flood, the resulti { id 
occurred "Ee ¢ mated at $2.430.000 and S2.850.000,. res] ively. Che dam- 
ug would amount to $2,620,000 and $3,090,000, respectively, ur urr 
onditior Failure of the levee sv m during 1 fiood of 1922 inundated a 

porti of the ar and used damages estimated at $551,000 Phi 
rie a O0.000 under ! ond ( S ( t pI 
lL } pos oO ! f the entire lamag 

\ ) ‘ t f O11 i Mv) 

I / e i reques rmount of $ 0 -¢ ) 
Complet ONSTT TiO? of 1 tl sfe : | Ve < | | STS OOO 
(oO tin 1¢ ra ( i < I | eC. s j HOO. OOF 
Initiate construction of main ste ever ag [TI $40, OOO 
Initiate construction of south flank lev 80, 000 
Initiate construction of pumping plant 30, 000 
Mngineering and desig? 20, 000 
Supervision and administration 132, 000 

Total 7 . : 7 1, 400, GOO 

To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction with completion 
bv June 30, 1962. scheduled, $1,400,000 will be required in fiscal vear 1961 for 
application to this project. 

Von-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 


of the authorized project is estimated at $282,000, broken down as folloy 


Lands (440 acer , $72, 600 
Relocation of roads 7. OOO 
Relocation of railroads 10, 000 
Relocation of utilities , 6. 000 
Roads (new) 9, 400 


Pumping plant ; 147. 000 


Total 282. 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expel diture for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $11,000. 


Slatus of local coo pr ration. The local cooperation re quir ments for the project 
involve lands under jurisdiction of three local interests-——-namely, city of Mus- 
catine, lowa; Muscatine Island Levee District; and Muscatine-Louisa County 
Drainage District No. 13. The assurances from the three entities were approved 
and accepted on December 1, 1958. Supplemental assurances covering the 
approved changes in th: plan of prot ‘tion for the lower end of the project and 
on the pumping plant have been received and accepted. Rights-of-way to be 
acquired by local interests for the Mississippi River main stem levee from station 
162+00 to station 426+ 00 are expected by January 1960 and for the remainder 
of the project by July 1, 1960. Local interests requirements on the pumping 
plant will be fulfilled by January 1, 1961. Rights-of-way for Mississippi main 
stem levee, stage I, were furnished in May 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4 million is a decrease of $300,000 from the latest estimate ($4,300,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. <A net decrease of $435,000 based on more detailed planning, 
and a decrease of $21,000 based on reanalysis of requirements for supervision and 
administration, were partially offset by an increase of $156,000 due to higher 
price levels. 


_— 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 


| sali ince to 
Item | Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fise complete 


estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 


year l 161 
(3) 5 (6) 
$20, 000 0 0 000 
3, 090, 000 $962, 000 $1, 198, 060 930, 000 
320, 000 { 50, 000 , 000 
, 00 
5, OOO 


400 
700 


34, 100 


, 000, 000 


, 000, 000 


O00 
~ OOO 

YOO 
. O00 
), OOO 
, O00 
2, OOO 


10, ODO 


letion RED ROCK RESERVOIR, IOWA 
Ol for , 

Mi. Cannon. Red Rock Reservoir, $3.600.000. 
Insert pages 12 5 through 129. 


This project has not vet sti urted. 


uction 


600 


) 

>’ 000 (The pages referred to are as follows 

LO. OOO : 

6, 000 RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
100 

7, 000 


{ED Rock ReEsERVOIR, low 


(CONTINUING) 
82, 000 


1 CoMm- 
nance, 


ation.—The project is located on the Des Moines River in Marion, Warren, 
and Polk Counties, lowa, with its dam 142.9 miles above 
Mississippi River. 
2alion.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 
ieful-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


the confluence 


yroject 
Mus- 
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1g the 
et and 
to be 
station 
\ainder 
Imping Estimated stacey hee 


i main Estimated non-Federal cost 
a enstribation 


Summarized financial data 


, 000 
u 
0 
hate of Total estimated project cost 7 , VOU 
)) sub- Appropriations to June 30, 1959 7, 000 
, Appropriat s for fiscal year 1960 1s 
! ppropriations for fiscal year ) 1, O10, OOO 
mnning, Appropriations to date 730, 000 
on and Appropriations re quested for fiscal year 1961__- 3, HOL 


) OOO 
higher Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 65 


670, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 110 feet (above streambed). 
Length: 6,260 feet (including concrete control section). 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete ogee weir, with stilling basin. 
Five 41-foot by 45-foot tainter crest gates. 
Fourteen 5- by 9-foot conduits. 
Design capacity: 374,000 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
I sd eign ioneoenaetiiare 1, 850, 000 
li a a i ae a 50, 000 
a er a Sel re en ea ee Bk cS acon Bierens 1, 900, 000 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 





Land acquisition one . poncel (1) December 1965. 
Relocations___. ; } (1) June 1966. 
Reservoir clearing - -. = . | a December 1964. 
Dam (1) June 1966. 
Roads... es : (4) Do. 
Recreation facilities_-_- (1) | Do. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__- ( Do. 


Permanent operating equipment _ - Do 
Entire project. .........- ‘ Do. 


i Construction not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will prevent or reduce flood damages which occur to crops and 
property on 65,000 acres along the Des Moines River and on about 216,000 acres 
in the Mississippi River flood plain between the mouth of the Des Moines River 
and Hamburg Bay, Ill. The project will provide almost complete elimination of the 
substantial average annual flood damages in 11 communities having s combined 
population of about 40,000. Ten railroad and nine State and/or Federal highway 
crossings of the Des Moines River will be benefited, as will those rail lines located 
in the valley. Additionally, important benefits will be realized by industrial, 
commercial, residential, utilities, agricultural, railroad, and highway properties 
along the Mississippi River downstream from the mouth of the Des Moines 
fiver. The floods of 1944, 1947, and 1954 caused damages on the lower Des 
Moines River estimated at $1,974,000, $13,472,000, and $1,641,000, respectively. 
These damages would amount to $2,669,000, $17,949,000, and $1,606,000, respec- 
tively, under current conditions. Of the latter amounts, the project would 
prevent damages of $2,581,000, $17,324,000, and $1,574,000, respectively. In 
addition, damages from the 1944 and 1947 floods on the Mississippi River between 
the Des Moines River and Hamburg Bay, IIl., would be reduced by $878,000 and 
$4,794,000, respectively, based on current conditions. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area_______._-_---------- $1, 372, 000 
Continue construction of the dam ee ee he Le St te oo 
Initiate acquisition of lands for relocations__- ese ; As 129, 000 
Engineering and design_________- ec 776, 800 


Supervision and administration eta beaks sala 122, 200 


Ie a ee 3, 600, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are based on an orderly and economical 
rate of progress with project completion scheduled for June 30, 1966. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$72 million is an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($71,400,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase includes $2,895,000 due to higher price 
levels offset in part by reductions of $2,263,000 due to plan changes and $32,000 
based on reanalysis of requirements for supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) | 6) 


Lands and damages..._..._____-] $12, 600, 000 $67, 200 | $487, 000 $1, 372, 000 $10, 673, 800 
Relocations ate eel aie ited a cocakers 28, 400, 000 0 0 129, 000 28. 271, 000 
Reservoir emia aa a ees 430, 000 0 0 0 41230. OOO 
Dam ne peel es 21, 970, 000 0 175, 000 1, 200, 000 20), 595, 000 
Roads “. , 297, 000 0 0 0 297, OOO 
Recreation facilities 586, 000 ) 0 0 586, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and uti lities 243, 000 0 5, 000 0 238, 000 
Permanent operating equipment-_| 254, 000 | 0 0 0 254, 000 
Preauthorization studies___- <8 32, 000 32,000 |_..... f Ss 
Engineering and design a. 3, 300, 000 1, 314, 000 350, 000 776. 800 859, 200 
Supervision and administration_| 3, 888, 000 262, 300 37, 800 122, 200 3, 465, 700 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
21 funds only) _....-- 72, 000, 000 1, 675, 500 1, 054, 800 3, 600, 000 65, 669, 700 
Undistributed costs (none). 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds only . aaa 72, 000, 000 | 1, 675, 500 1, 054, 800 3, 600. 000 65, 669, 700 
Pending adjustments (none 
Total cost (Federal funds 
ly 72, 000, 000 1, 675, 500 1, 054, 800 3. 600, 000 65. 669. 700 
nds RS eee ie : 9, 200 —9, 200 
obligations.......-- = 1, 684, 700 1, 045, 600 3, 600, 000 65, 669, 700 
THOD OF FINANCING 
Appl itions cot a ieee ere ace 1, 717, 300 1, 013, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
pri vear tet = ; SE oe ee ee 
fotal funds available for 
A I se BE ee 1, 717, 300 1, 045, 600 a eR es : 
Appropriations required ca le a I detailed inital bilo 3, 600, 000 65, 669, 700 


Mr. Cannon. Why are you dragging your feet on this project, 
General Carter? 

Colonel Fiscuer. This is my project, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Colonel Fischer. 


STATUS OF PROJECT 


Colonel Fiscurr. Our plans and specifications for the dam proper 
have been approved, sir, and we are advertising in March of this year. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of your design memorandum / 

Colonel Fiscuer. The design memorandum ‘has been completed. 
However, for the railroad relocation we will have that approved in 
June 1960. 

Mr. Taper. There is no local contribution at all ? 

Colonel Fiscurr. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. I talked about that a little earlier today. The people 
in that area which this dam is supposed to protect and will protect 
have spent millions of dollars in previous years in an attempt to con- 
trol the floods in that area, especially around Uttumwa, Iowa. The 
people of that area have taxed themselv es, Mr. Chairman, quite an 
amount in an attempt to build levees and flood control measures before 
a request was made for this dam. That runs back over a period of 
many years. They finally decided the job was too big for the local 
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interests to pay, after they saw that their efforts had not stopped 
the flood from covering great areas not only of the land but also the 
towns in that area. So this committee, as you know, 2 years ago 
decided this project was feasible, and we appropri: ated funds 
for the project, for investigations, surveys, advance planning, and 
construction. 

I have some knowledge of the situation, and I feel that this project is 
as well justified as any project I know in the budget today. 


COST OF DAM VERSUS RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. This situation has been subject to poor management 
upon the part of somebody, sometime, somewhere. Your dam will 
cost you only $21 million, but you are spending on relocations $28 
million. Tf this had been planned far enough in advance, surely you 
could have avoided that. We would be glad if you would break down 
this $28,400,000 and let us see just what it is. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Estimated cost of relocations—Red Rock Reservoir, Iowa 


Feature Estimated cost 

moegs...... ates — . $14, 660, 000 
Towa State highway: 

No. 14 i , : _ 870, 000 

No. 60 . eee oe n 2 610, 000 

Nos. 60 and 92 2 ‘ ; , 290, 000 

Marion County roads- Soe 020, 000 

Warren County roads__ ? 767. 000 

Low level roads______---- ; ‘ 5x. 000 

Abandon roads__- ; . 15. 000 


Railroads os gitideis ; 2 O70, 000 


Wabash 7 ; 2 . _ 800, 000 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Pee Ps Le Le , 5 490, 000 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacifie___- ’ . TSO. 000 


Utilities and structures. ee res eter p : ei a . 670. 000 
Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of America—pipeline : t 1233, 000 
Knoxville water supply_ Ee 120, 000 
Pleasantville water supply__- es : : 51, 500 
Runnels water supply Sot ; ; a 14, 500 
Local protection, southeast Des Moines___________-_______- 273. 000 
Electric and telephone lines___ ne ee = eee OE ? a 778, 000 


OE se ates . Se ee 400, 000 


BEAR CREEK, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. “Bear Creek, Mo... $500,000. Insert pages 151 
through 134. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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LocaL PRoTEcTION PrRosEcT (FLOOD CoNTROL 
Bear CREEK AT HANNIBAL, Ma. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—Local protection for Hannibal, Mo., located on Bear Creek, 5.3 
miles above its confluence with the Mississippi River in Ralls and Marion Coun- 
ties, Mo. 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.— 2.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


ted Federal cost 
nated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 
Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 
iations for fiscal year 1960 
ypropriations to date ‘ 
ropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_ 
ince to complete after fiscal year 1961 


000 
O00 

0 

O00 

, 000 

5Y, OOO 
39, 000 
, 000 
000 

, OOO 


PHYSICAL 
Dam: 
Type: Karth embankment. 
Height: 65 feet (maximum above streambed) 
Leneth: 1,250 feet at crest. 
Conduit: 7.5 by 9 foot; 370-foot. length with concrete stilling basin. 
Control structure: 3 gates, 4.5 by 6 foot in concrete tower. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control: 8,700 acre-feet at spillway elevation. 
Spillway: 
Type: Saddle-unlined chute. 
Jesign capac ity: 29.300 eubie feet per second. 
Relocations: 
C. B. & Q. RR.: 2,400 linear feet (move track 
Wabash RR.: 
14,100 linear feet (new track). 
1,950 linear feet (realine track). 


Status Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 


ige and earthwork -__.....- ie chasis pubacs J 


une 1961. 
sand signal systen 


: a aes Do. 
Grading and track work (C. B. &. Q. R.R.) -...----.-- oe ( Do 


Outlet works ai alae cea speeds ai Do 
| \ ee ae - ee iD st August 1961. 

. < atuineeliesh andactaaell ‘ November 1961. 
We canes ae eee tenee ‘ prea natn tne —o Do 


eimbank ment 


‘onstruction not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will reduce average annual damages caused by Bear Creek floods in 
Hannibal (population, 20,444, 1950 census) by about 84 pereent. The areas of 
the « itv affected by floodwaters of Bear Creek have been deve loped for industrial 
and residential purposes, and contain 7 manufacturing plants, more than 500 
dwellings, and trackage, shops, and yards of 2 railroad lines. Bear Creek floods 
are of flashy character; under such conditions, little opportunity is afforded to 
move equipment, stock, and furniture to places of safety, and evacuation of resi- 
dents is sometimes difficult and dangerous. In recent years damaging floods have 
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occurred in 1937, 1944, 1947, twice in 1949, and 1957. The floods of 1947, 1949, 
and 1957 caused damages amounting to $657,000, $431,000, and $600,000, re- 
spectively, and caused approximately 900 — to be displaced from their 
homes during each flood. A recurrence of these floods under current conditions 
would cause damages estimated at $923,000, $575,000, and $644,000, respectively, 
of which $820,000, $505,000, and $220,000 , respectively, won ild be prevented by 
the project. Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at 
$225,600. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to 


Complete railroad reloe ation ‘ Davie cn caaees Sih isc : $210, 000 
Continue construction of dam__-_- ae ; sieacsaan each : _ 170, 000 
Engineering and design - eerie pertete trite atari +, 000 
Supervision and administr: ration- wi : ‘ parikees , : 116, 000 


giahenis a ss SS ceed 500, 000 


The amount requested is required to provide for an orderly and economical rate 
of construction with compl etion by November 30, 1961, as scheduled. 

Non-F ederal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated at $194,000, broken down as follows: 


Total 


Lands (68 acres in fee, flowage easement over 741 acres, and 
temporary permit over 30 acres for spoil disposal) - - - _ $121, 000 
Relocation of utilities and farm entrance roads- bit : 73, 000 
a ae pnt ie Sia Gages ws gh rence apse Sa Pockets : - 194, 000 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 


pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for mainte) 
operation, and replacement will total $8,300. 

Status of local coo pr ration. Assurances furnished by the city of Hann ibal, Mo., 
were accepted on November 4, 1958. Local interests have advised that all 
rights-of-way will be available prior to the scheduled advertising dates. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,320,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. A _ price 
level increase of $114,000 was offset by plan changes and contingency adjustments 
based on more advanced planning. 


ance 
call , 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 











Item Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
| 
(1 (2) (3) | (4) (5) 6 
Relocations: Railroads---.-.-- $940, 000 | 0 $120, 000 $820, 000 aS ~~ 
Dam. ee 860, 000 | 0 | 80, 000 390, 000 $390, 000 
Preauthorization studies_..._--- 39, 100 | $39, 100 sateen den itee a eee : oa ; 
Engineering and design_---.- 280, 000 | 258, 500 | 15, 500 4, 000 2, 000 
Supervision and adminis tration 200, 900 24, 300 | 30, 700 116, 000 29, 900 
Total applied cost (Federal | 
| ae 2, 320, 000 321, 900 | 246, 200 1, 330, 000 | 421, 900 
Undistributed costs__..........-]---- ebeselawas sf ccccececctnes Mc cae baactnndicicscattoue 
Total project cost (Federal | | 
OS 2, 320, 000 321, 900 | 246, 200 | 1, 330, 000 | 421, 900 
Pending adjustme eR ‘ =_— é aa i 2 
Total cost (Federal fund * 
I | am, 000 321, 900 246, 200 | 1, 330, 000 21, 900 
Undelivered orders..........-- Sl ce cogeh atiaeaania 0 830, 000 | —830, 000 | 0 
De — - = aE = ola > 
Total obligations...........| ciate aitadaaiael 321, 900 | 1, 076, 200 | 500, 000 | 421, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | 
No 5. pected dial asmeewemna aah 459, 100 DOO lintcictnscnientdackeoseuneee 
Unobligated carryover from 
I a ara a a en Come 137, 200 |------ ao wire oes 
Total funds available for 
obligation. ......-. aa 459, 100 Apt ON. lexaesonceanans cnebpoasena 
Appropriations required... A she adn ca Seip uueiiecoe Ps RAM reap a. Saratiles 2 500, 000 421, 900 
| 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you told us you would start this project 
last May. What is the diffict ulty ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. We have not received the local cooperation, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Have the local people put up their money 4 

Colonel Fiscuer. It is other items that they have yet not been able 
to give us. 

Mr. Cannon. They have provided the money ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. What we are talking about, sir, is relocation of a 
telephone line which has not been accomplished. The requirement for 
real estate for the railroad has not been provided. They have not 
provided yet for the abandonment of the county roads. That is the 
part they have not supplied. 

Mr. Cannon. Here again we have a situation in which the railroad 
relocation will cost more than the dam itself; more than the whole 
project together. Will you break that down and tell us something 
about the program? Why is it that mere relocation of the railroad 
costs more than the entire project? 

(The information requested follows :) 

This project, while it involves the construction of a reservoir, is actually a 
local protection project for the city of Hannibal, Mo. Construction of the reser- 
voir is the only economically feasible means of providing protection from Bear 
Creek floods. The dam itself is a relatively small structure and will provide a 
reservoir with a capacity of 8,700 acre-feet and will normally be dry. The 
Wabash and the C.B. & Q. Railroads presently traverse Bear Creek Valley and 
must be relocated to permit construction of the dam. The C.B. & Q. Ri: 1ilroad has 
agreed to abandon its line and the Wabash will be relocated. Material from 
the proposed hillside cut, required for the railroad relocation, will be used as 
fill material for the dam. 

A breakdown of the estimated relocations cost is as follows: 

Feature Estimated cost 
RRR, UN gl eee ke, _ $940, 000 
Bridges and earthwork 620, 000 
Wabash Railroad track and signal system is 270, 000 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad track work 50, 000 


CANTON, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. “Canton, Mo.,” $484,000 to complete. Insert pages 
136 through 140. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
Loca Protection Projects (FLoop Conrror) 
Canton, Mo. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—On the Mississippi River, 157 miles above St. Louis, Mo. 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Bi nefit-cost ratio.— 2.0 to 1. 
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Summarized financial dat 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 


Estimated Federal cost . ad . $1. 470. OOM 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 123. 200 
Cash contribution 

Other costs 
93, 20K 


( 


192 % 
125, LU0 


Potal estimated project cost l 2 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 $31, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 . 655. 000 
Appropriations to da ORG OOK 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 484, OOK 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations: Modify one railroad bridge. 
Channels: Diversion channel: Length, approximately 1.3 miles. 
Pumping stations: Construct two pumping stations (one storm and one combined), 
Levees: 
Embankment: 
Strengthening existing levees: Average height increase, 6 feet: approxi- 
mate length, 1.8 miles. 
New levees: Average height, 15 feet; approximate length 1.4 miles. 
Closure structures: Two on C.B. & Q. RR.; one on U.S. Highway No. 61, 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 


Relocations : : June 1960 
Channels August 1960 
Levees June 1961 
Pumping plants April 1961. 
Entire project ( June 1961 


! Construction not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The town of Canton, Mo., has suffered frequent flooding of its entire commercial 
and business area and a major portion of the residential area. Included in the 
flood area are 2 industrial plants, approximately 80 commercial establishments, 
about 200 residential units, and the municipal power and water plants. One 
important railroad and one Federal highway will receive protection from the 
project. Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at $125,100. 
In recent years, major floods have occurred in 1944, 1947, and 1951, causing dam- 
ages of $230,000, $356,000, and $118,500, respectively. These amount to $351,600, 
$522,000, and $142,200, respectively, under current conditions. Construction of 
the project would prevent recurrence of these damages. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $484,000 will be used to complete. 
the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $123,200, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages_- a : . = E $49, 400 
Roads, bridges, and utilities ; : 52, 800 
Ramps > aes : , 000 
Engineering and design. : Beek ‘ ,, 000 


Supervision and administration ___ ; 3, 000 


Total non-Federal cost ; 123, 200 


Credit for work previously aceomplished_-_- é 3 58, 200 


Balance required rs 65, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation and replacements is esti- 
mated at $9,860. In addition, local interests have incurred costs of $127,500 for 
the construction of flood-control levees and other structures. Credit in the 
amount of $58,200 will be granted local interests for that portion of the $127,500 
incorporated into the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances Were accepted by the Rock Island dis- 
trict engineer on June 29, 1959. The mayor of Canton has advised that all 
rights-of-way will be available prior to scheduled advertisements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,470,000 is an increase of $170,000 over the latest estimate ($1,300,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The change consists of increases of $65,000 because of 
higher price levels, and $105,000 due to plan changes and other estimate adjust- 


ments. 


Summary construction program (PB-—1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961] 


h 


Relocation, railroad bridge 000 $23, 000 

Channels , 800 &&, SOO $51, 000 

Levees 7749. 400 186, 400 593, 000 

Pumping plants 7, 800 50, 000 127, 800 

Preauthorization studies 5, 000 5, 000 

Engineering and design , 000 400 67, 000 600 

Supervision and administration , 000 5, 100 38, 300 54, 600 
Total applied cost (Fed- 

eral funds only . 470, 5, 500 453, 500 

Undistributed cost 


rotal project cost (Federal 
funds only). : , 000 
ending adjustments_- 


rotal cost (Federal funds 
only : , 000 5, 453, 500 000 
ndelivered orders- - 347, 000 347, 000 


lotal obligations - 5, 800, 500 , 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations 331, 000 655, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year . 145, 500 


fotal funds available for 
obligation . 331, 000 800, 500 
Appropriations required ; , 000 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. You expected to award this contract last June. It 
isnot yet started. What isthe trouble / 

Colonel Fiscuer. The city of Canton has been very diligent in pro- 
viding us local cooperation. However, in the last week of Decem- 
ber, in entering a suit for condemnation on the last four pieces of 
property, the State courts ruled that the city did not have the right 
of eminent domain. As a result, they have not been able to supply 
us with the real estate. I understand they will request the State 
legislature, which does not meet until January 1961, to give them the 
right of eminent domain so they may secure the rest of the property. 

Mr. Cannon. Then you will not need the funds for next year until 
the legislature meets. 
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Colonel Fiscurer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When the legislature meets to take care of the emi- 
nent domain problem, the funds will then be available? 

Colonel Fiscnuer. Yes, sir. The funds are now available. I do 
not need these funds which I have requested, sir, because of the fact 
that we cannot proceed at the present time. We will use the funds 
which are in existence to continue construction of the project. 


FABIUS RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, MISSOURI 


Mr. Cannon. Fabius River Drainage District, $471,000 to com- 
plete. Insert pages 142 through 145. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


LocaL Protection Projects (FLoop CoNnTROL) 


Fasius River Drarnace District, Missouri 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Fabius River Drainage District, Missouri, is located on the right 
bank of the Mississippi River, opposite the city of Quincy, Ill., in Lewis and 
Marion Counties, Mo. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost______._.... sa 4 . ee ia $1, 740, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 151, 000 


Cash contributions 


0 
Other costs _- oe eaaets 151. 000 
Total estimated project cost 1, 891, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 “te 814. O00 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_- 455, 000 
Appropriations to date 5 5 1, 269, 000 73 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 471, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal ye 0 te 
Levees: 
Durgans Creek: Feet 
Average height 1] 


Length 
Mississippi River: 
Average height 
Length 
Fabius River: 
Average height 


Length_ 


15, 210 
15 
39, 135 
10 


37, 235 


tailroad closure structure: 1 concrete sill under Chicago, Burlington & 
Quiney RR. track at station 152+50, Mississippi River levee and 6-foot 
raise of girder bridge and approach track. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Relocations: Railroad track and bridge raise.....................-...-. November 1960. 
Levees: 
Mississippi River: 

Stage I (Durgans Creek to C. B. & Q. RR. bridge) 3 | July 1960. 

Stage III (C. B. & Q. RR. bridge to Fabius River) June 1961. 
Durgans Creek, stage II November 1960, 
Fabius River, stage IV June 1961. 

Entire project Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of flood protection for 14,264 acres of 
productive farmlands, U.S. Highway No. 24, C. B. & Q. Railroad main line track, 
together with a recently constructed freight marshaling yard and passenger 
terminal facilities. A flash flood occurring on Durgans Creek during May 1955 
caused failure of the north flank levee, resulting in flooding of approximately 2,500 
acres. Failure and/or overtopping of existing inadequate levees was prevented 
during the major Mississippi River floods of 1929, 1944, 1947, 1951, and 1952 by 
extensive emergency flood fighting and protective works to build up and strengthen 
the levees. In the event the present levee structure had tailed during the 1944 
and 1947 floods, the resulting damages which would have occurred are estimated 
at $650,000 and $870,000, respectively, at then prevailing prices and development. 
These damages would amount to $795,000 and $940,000, respectively, under cur- 
rent conditions of development and price levels, and would be prevented by the 
project. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $471,000 will be applied as follows: 


EGIRIIOLE 1OVGOE Ss oon koe a oo Sloe u mean Ss 7 : _ $372, 000 
Engineering and design ee 30, 000 
Supervision and administration__-- - as tel : : 69, 000 


Total 471, 000 
The requested funds are required to complete the project. 
Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $151,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands___ $56, 300 
Relocations: 
Road, ramps, and bridge raise $54, 800 
Utilities...... 13, 500 
County roads 26, 400 
94, 700 


151, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple. 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, ope 
eration, and replacements will total $10,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances were accepted by the Rock Island dis- 
trict engineer on March 19, 1959. Local interests furnished the required rights-of- 
way for stage Ion May 14, 1959. An agreement has been finalized between the 
drainage district and the county officials on raising a county road bridge over 
Durgan’s Creek. Local interests have indicated that remaining rights-of-way 
will be aequired prior to the scheduled advertising dates. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,740,000 is a decrease of $480,000 from the latest estimate ($2,220,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to favorable bids and con- 
tingency adjustments. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





























| Balance to 
Item Project cost |_ Totalto_ | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal| complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 196] 
| 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
Relocations. .... Eitide dell. owoncan $275, 000 | : $100, 000 $175, 000 |. 
Levees 1, 134, 000 ) | 511, 800 622, 200 |. 
Preauthorization studi 6, 500 $6, 500 a a ee 
Engineering and design._.______- _ 180, 000 115,000 | 35,000 | 30, 000 |- 
Supervision and administration _| 144, 500 11, 200 | 64, 100 | 69, 200 
7 - — eer. : — 
Total applied cost fcc 
eral funds only) - 1, 740, 000 132, 700 | 710, 900 | B06, 400 |. cenescwnuae 
Undistributed cost _-...........- 











Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) --..-...- 
Pending adjustments. -_.........-. 





Total cost (Federal funds 














only) 132, 700 | 710, 900 | 896, 400 
Undelivered orders 425, 000 — 425, 000 
ee eI 132, 700 1, 136, 900 | 471, 400 0 |. 
eee ee —™ | = 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| 
gn nn a imiglecsnennanienon | 813, 600 Ee Aes ccnenedducetouay ae 
Unobligated es arryover from 
DONE FOO cw ctw ktiteaed a 
Total funds available for 
obligations_............. AGG ta ted cae le chelate end 
Appropriation required__........ Scheie 473, FBO 1} acccucaeul 





Mr. Cannon. You will complete it with these funds, will you? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. We have had some extremely favorable 
bids on this. 

Mr. Cannon. What reduction can you give us on that? 

Colonel Fiscuer. $121,000, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that the amount you need, or the reduction ? 

_Colonel Fiscuer. That is the reduction, sir. I will need $350,000, 

sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Then $350,000 will complete it? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 


ST. LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MISSOURI 


Mr. Cannon. St. Louis Flood Protection, $6,250,000. Insert pages 
147 through 152. No questions there. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


Locat ProTection Prosect (FLtoop ConrTrRo.) 


Str. Louis, Mo. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—This project is located in St. Louis, Mo., on the right bank of the 
Mississippi River between miles 187.2 and 176.3 above the mouth of the Ohi 


River. The area to be protected scald es low-lying lands along the riverfront 0 
St. Louis between Maline Creek and the extension of Chippewa Street. 


Authorization.—Public Law 256, 84th Congress, Ist session, approved August 5) 
1955. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 

| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
aT CURIE NII GON 6 on cccinacenaecncuncudesbubdnseuniwcesécabe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 1 4, 030, 000 
Appropriations to date 7, 033, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 6, 250, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 106, 717, 000 





1 Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $65,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height 
Length 
Floodwalls: 
Average height 
Length 


I ce eee eae a pase ee eae earl ie eee 23 
Pumping plants: New pumping plants 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent }|Completion 
schedule 


June 1969. 
INNING <a: <a wsins eaten acl cmc heicaacn tabi ani cada cies sesh degre eae maddie caine caitiadno Do, 
Sewer systems ‘ Do. 
a ae ee ep haddeh tannin wdaaa tas taaatecs Do. 
Entire project Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project when completed will provide protection to approximately 3,420 
acres of highly diversified commercial and industrial properties within the corpo- 
rate limits of the city of St. Louis. Within this area to be protected are more 
than 600 major industries and commercial enterprises, 5 large railroad classifica- 
tion yards, more than 250 miles of main-line and branch trackage, and approxi- 
mately 800 acres of land in the northern section of reach No. 3 suitable for in- 
dustrial development. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $6,250,000 will be applied to: 
Initiate the following contracts, reac ; 3: 


Levee items L-3A, L—4, and L—5, floodwall item F—4____- E ‘i $950, 000 


Floodwall item F-2________ eee eee ng ee __.----. 560, 000 
Pepoawal ems F—s end F— >. ................=..........- 420, 000 
Sewer item S—4 and pumping plant P- ecg acct ees 100, 000 


Pumping plants P—5 and P-6__-_-__- Heel ee 380, 000 
Pumps and motors for pumping plant CS RE EE 50, 000 
Sewer item S-3 50, 000 


Continue the cogs contracts, re ach 3: 
Levee item L—1, floodwall item F—1, sewer items S—1 and S—2, P- 


and 2 <2.....- : Sp NN an to Soria pores 885, 700 


Sewer items S—5 and S Si. =o heermeeme Cee gtr Re i 525, 000 


Complete the following seamniie: reach 3: 


Levee item L-2A Egethed iba aera na male Se ee Pecans 476, 000 
Revetment item F-2R Sa Tore bg, Ses 59S Bi aE 1 _ 22, 200 
(EE SSG ES SS eae gee Eee aly 82, 000 
mroeen provection Measures. .......2...~..---.--.6-.26--.-. 25, 000 
Engineering and design ($965, 500, re: ~ach 3: $221,500, reach 4) _ __ 1, 187, 000 
Supervision and administration ($528,600, reach 3; $8,500, reach 4) _- 537, 100 
SR aa ee ee 6, 250, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of?local interests in construe- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $7,640,000, broken down as follows: 


foeen SOnurmouuons........ 2.6 ......-- a SNM iE I $2, 300, 000 
RE RN i ee ac eee EW RE RC HEMET Rhee e 2, 691, 000 
Relocations: 
MD ns ed acince mama nnne em SS oy eines ete fe heed 337, 000 
I I om oe emia ae 514, 000 
ePaper SE 1, 592, 000 
Roads and streets (includes utilities) _.............-_-----_-- 206, 000 
a ele 7, 640, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $264,000 

Status of local cooperation.—The local sponsor for this project is the city of St 
Louis, Mo. Formal assurances of local cooperations have been received from the 
city and were accepted October 22, 1958. Inasmuch as jurisdiction and control of 
sewer facilities affected by the project rests in the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer 
District, supplemental assurances by that agency have been furnished and ae 
cepted. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.— The current Federal cost estimate of 
$120 million is $6 million less than the latest estimate submitted to Congress. 
This change includes an increase of $3,989,000 for higher price levels, offset by 4 
net decrease of $8,497,000 based on more detailed planning, a reduction of 
$1,211,000 due to favorable bids received, and a reduction of $281,000 in super- 
vision and administration based on a reanalysis of requirements. 
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id to: Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





- | Balance to 
a a Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 


estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 


120, 000 | year 1961 
100, 000 
380, 000 
50, 000 
50, 000 


(4 5 6 


ind fioodwalls...----| $40, 582, 300 $250, 000 $1, 895. 000 $4, 254, 000 $34, 183, 300 
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206, 000 Pending adjustments 
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10D OF FINANCING 


leral funds 
Appropriations é tet ead 3, 002, 700 4, 030, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year sion Seca +48, 300 
Total funds available for 
obligation ae oe ‘ 3, 002, 700 4, O78, 300 
ropriations required __- 
‘ontributed funds, reach 3 only 
Contributions - 
nobligated carryover from | 
prior year ad 
Total funds available for 
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is required__ 





ludes permanent transfer from the project of $65,000. 
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi River between the Ohio and the Missouri 
Rivers, $20,000. Insert page 154. 
(The page referred to follows :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, REHABILITATION. CHANNELS 
AND HarBors (NAVIGATION 


Mrsstsstpp1 River BETWEEN THE OnIO AND Missovri Rivers (REPAIR DIKeEs 
AND REVETMENTS), ILLINOIS 


(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING 


Location and description. - the Mississip ypi River in the 195-mile section 
between the Ohio and Missouri Rivers. The rehabilitation provides for repairs 
to pile dikes and bank reve eee 

Authorization.—1910 and 1930 River and Harbor Acts. 


Summarized fin uncial data 


Reconnaissance estimate $4, 641, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 20, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 : None 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 20, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961_ None 

Present condition—Approximately 85 percent of the existing dikes and revet- 


ment were completed prior to 1940 of which 45 percent were completed prior to 
1929. The ice gorges which periodically occur on the river, together with the 
1951 and 1952 floods, have seriously damaged these structures. 

J ustification.— The present damaged condition of these structures has rendered 
them partially and in some instances completely inoperable. Repairs to pile dikes 
are essential to preclude further damage to adjacent structures and to reduce 
dredging requirements for channel maintenance purposes. Rehabilitation of the 
revetments is essential to prevent further extensive damage to these works and 
other river regulating structures. Such works are required to maintain the sta- 
bility of the river banks, reduce erosion, and protect the flood control levees. 

The total commerce handled by the project amounted to 25, 701 ,000 tons in 
calendar year 1958, consisting chiefly of wheat, corn, soybeans, coal, petroleum, 
sand and gravel, steel products, chemicals, and fertilizers. There were 24,321 
downbound and 24,296 upbound vessel trips with drafts varying up to 12 feet. 

Mr. Cannon. Tell us about the rehabilitation project. 

General Carrer. This is a project which has been submitted in 
accordance with the Chief of Engineers’ current policy of asking for 
planning funds in his rehabilitation of maintenance projects, which 
is a new method of operating under the project maintenance. There 
are 195 miles of river between the Ohio and the Missouri, and there 
is a lot of repair required to dikes and bank revetment. We estimate 
by a brief reconnaissance that this will require $4,641,000. We are 
requesting this $20,000 to make a detailed survey of the amount of 
repair required, so we can give you a better estimate as to how much 
will be required when we come in and request funds. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the difference between this project and the 
reregulating project for which a total cost of $62,500,000 is indicated! 

General Carrer. That is the same project, sir. This is repair of 
existing works. 

Mr. Cannon. This is merely another phase of the same project. 
It comes to $62,500,000. 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

This is a maintenance project, I believe. The $62 million project 
is the construction project for new dikes which do not exist, new re- 
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vetments that do not exist. This project is to provide for an estimate 
of the repair required to works we have already completed. 

Mr. Rasaut. Is that 1962? 

General Carrer. No, sir. 


RATHBUN DAM, IOWA 


Mr. JenseN. Mr. Chairman, I note that there is no request here 
for survey money for the proposed Rathbun Dam. 

Mr. Cannon. That is not in the budget. 

Mr. JenseN. That is right. I wanted just to speak on it a minute, 
Mr. Chairman. I just want to clear the air a little bit relative to that 
proposed project, Rathbun. 

I have been accused by a person who lives below the proposed 
dam of treating this proposed project badly. I have been accused of 
being completely and wholly to blame for the deletion of funds for 
this proposed Rathbun Dam in last year’s bill. 

Mr. Rasavut. That is not in the budget at all ? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. As you will remember, there was a 
lot of opposition to the dam, and a number of people appeared before 
the committee on two or three occasions who have land above the 
proposed dam. Each year they come before the committee and oppose 
itvigorously. They oppose it on the ground that the dam is not neces- 
sary, that it would inundate a lot of productive land. They held that 
if the farmers would contour terrace and follow conservation practices 
in the watershed which empties into the Chariton River at this point, 
there would be no flood problem below the proposed dam or in that 
area. 

As you will remember, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, I put it squarely up to the committee, and explained the situa- 
tion just as it existed, and a majority of the members of the committee 
opposed it, on the grounds that the committee had never appropriated 
money for such a project where there was as much opposition as there 
was to the proposed Rathbun Dam, and also because of the low benefit- 
to-cost ratio, and because it would inundate a coal mine, the committee 
took the position that the proposed project was not justified. I think 
every member of this committee will remember when I presented 
the case to the committee and asked you to work your will. And hence 
as I said before the majority of the committee‘felt that it was not 
justified under those conditions, and the money was not appropriated 
for further surveys. 

Mr. Chairman, I am thankful to the committee for the money we 
put in the bill last year for Taylorville Dam and Red Rock Dam in 
lowa. 

Is there any member of this committee who would say that what I 
have just said relative to Rathbun is not 100 percent accurate? You 
remember the project well, 1am sure. Mr. Cannon, the chairman, is 
present, Mr. Rabaut, Mr. Boland, Mr. Taber, and Mr. Pillion. I 
simply ask this question: Have I stated the conditions under which 
funds for this project were omitted, or have I not? 

Mr. Rapavut. Does the gentleman recall what the benefit-cost ratio 
was? I donot know. Do you know what it is, George ? 

Mr. Green. It is 1.1 to 1. 

Mr. Jensen. Will any member of this committee say that what I 
have said relative to this project is not 100 percent correct ? 
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Mr. Cannon. We usually leave that to the member who represents 
his State. 

(Off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, if there is any member who would 
care to comment on it or to say that that is not the situation that 

exists, I would like to hear from him. If silence means that I am 
abt: that is all there istoit. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

“Mr. Cannon. We are not passing on any such matter, Mr. Jensen. 
This committee is not passing on that. 

Mr. Jensen. I am simply asking for a personal statement of any 
or all members of this committee. 

Mr. Botanp. As I recall the committee action, I will say that the 
gentleman from Iowa states the case exactly. 

Mr. Pruuton. I might say that I am inquiring of the chairman 
whether or not we might consider projects other than the ones which 
are submitted in the budget. If we confine ourselves merely to the 
budget recommendations, then the committee would merely be in the 
position of passing upon projects which are submitted by the executive 
department. I surely do not think we ought to confine ourselves 
merely to projects submitted by the U.S. Cor ps of Engineers. This 
committee should exercise its will to reject projects recommended by 
the U.S. Army Engineers or to include projects which are not ree- 
ommended by the U.S. Army Engineers if the committee believes them 
to be proper. 

T would like to make that remark expressing purely my own personal 
feelings about the jurisdiction and responsibility and power of this 
committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, it was the duty of the committee to exercise 
its responsibility last year on Rathbun just as we have on similar 
projects in the past in other States. I could not ask for special treat- 
ment for my State. This committee has refused to appropriate money 
for many projects. 

Mr. Cannon. Did the gentleman urge that this be put in last year! 

Mr. Taner. He did not. 

Mr. Jensen. I simply explained to the committee the situation. 
No, I did not urge it, for it would have put me in an untenable posi- 
tion where I would be insisting on a special treatment for my own 
State that I had refused for projects in like category for other States. 
I simply put it up to the committee and said the committee can work 
their will. The committee did work its will on that project as on many 
other projects. 

Mr. Cannon. Does the gentleman want it innow? Does the gentle- 
man want to put it in this year? 

Mr. Jensen. I am not making that request, Mr. Chairman. I am 
certain the outcome would be the same as for last year, but I did feel in 
all justice to myself the explanation had to be made on the record. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Upper Mississtrpr1 Basin 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and maintenance, $10,434,700. Insert 
pages 155 through 158. No questions. 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $2,508,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on four channels and harbor projects named in the list 
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which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels by means of dredging, snagging, channel 
clearing, operation of navigation structures, and repairing channel stabilization 
works, all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 























| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
| Fiscal | ae a 
| Fiscal year 1960 | Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1959} (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
| mated) ea | 1-time fiscal 
| | repairs | year 1961 
} } Annual Peri- | 
| | odie | 
Eee eee = on. ae 
eS } 
ILLINOIS | 
Mill Creek and South $12, 786 $6, 590 Oe $5, 000} Channel clear- 
Slough | | | ing. 
Mississippi River between | 1, 935, 804) 1,854, 650) 2, 100, 000)$383, 000. ....-.. 2, 483,000} Dredging and 
Ohio and Missouri | | | repair of 
Rivers, including Chain | channel sta- 
of Rocks Canal. bilization 
| | works. 
MINNESOTA | 
| } | 
Minnesota River_......-.-- 4,280! 10, 380 ROOMS nn NS 10,000] Snagging, 
St. Croix River, Minn, 1, 698) 9, 750 1G Geile snconve aS cecil 10,000} Dredging and 
ind Wis. | snagging, 
Total, channels and 1, 954, 568! 160 OW a Oe 
harbors. | 
\ \ | 





(b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $7,676,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements of four projects 
and essential channel dredging, repairs and other maintenance. The amount 
requested recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance 
of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by- 
day functioning of the project. Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated 
under ‘‘Remarks.”’ 

Upper Mississipr1 Basin 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Obligations 


| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 





i 


_ —_—— ---- —— 





| Fiscal | 
| Fiscal | year 1960| Recurring main- 
Project j year 1959| (esti- | tenance rotal, Remarks 
\ mat to a 1-time fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
| |} Annual Peri- 
| odic 
ILLINOIS | | 
Illinois and Mississippi $92, 320! $399, 880 $92, 000 __..-| $47,000! $139,000! Restore Mill 
Canal (including Public | | | Creek outlet. 
Law 85-500 modifica- | 
tion). ] 

Illinois Waterway...------- | 1, 973, 999] 1, 854, 270} 1, 650, 000/$295, 000) 220, 000! 2, 165,000 Dredging and re- 
ilrs to projes 
facilities. 

Mississippi River between | 4, 284, 573) 5, 303, 700) 4, 360,000! 400,000) 515,000 5,275,000 Repair project 

Missouri River and Min- facilities 
neapolis, Minn, 
MINNESOTA 
Reservoirs of headwaters of | 211, 207 95, 670 90,000) 7,000)__- 97,000} Periodic opera- 
Mississippi River. | tional require- 
ments, 
Total, locks, dams, | 6, 562,099) 7, 653, 520)_.....-- a ; .-| 7, 676, 000 
and canals. | 
Total navigation..... 8, 516, 667| Or nocd 10, 184, 000 
| ' 


ess ee 
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2. Fleod control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $199,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of four flood control reservoirs in the basin provides for the minimum 
amount necessary for operational requirements. The amount requested for main- 
tenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance 
of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required for the day-by- 
day functioning of the projects. Periodic requirements are indicated under 
remarks. 























Obligations 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal iat } al — ol 
| Fiscal | year 1960| Recurring main- | 
Project yyear 1959 (esti- tenance | Total, Remarks 
mated) Rae | 1-time fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- | 
| | Odic | | 
| | | 
| | | | 
ILLINOIS 
Farm Creek reservoirs (2)..| $21,789] $21,350| $23, 000|____- Besa | $23, 000 
IOWA 
| 
| 
Coralville Reservoir___....- 113,927] 153,290) 154,000)... cis | 154, 000] 
| 
MINNESOTA 
Lac Qui Parle Reservoir. -_. 16, 587} 45,580} 20,000) $2, 000)... --- | 22,000] Periodic opera- 
| tional require- 
ments. 
Total reservoirs-__._- 152, 253| 220, 220). .______- ceutee: esdeeket | 199, 000} 








(b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
estimate of $51,700 provides for the minimum annual maintenance requirement 
of the local flood protection project and the inspection of 71 completed works 
within the basin. 
































Obligations 
| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal oe ar Ff aaa Ge oe 
Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- | | 
Project year 1959| (esti- | tenance | Total, Remarks 
| mated) |__ __| 1-time fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 | 
Annual Peri- | } 
| | odic | | 
| 
| | | 
ILLINOIS | 
| j 
Mouth of Sangamon River. $3, 256) $7, 330} $3, 000} $13, 000)._._..-- | $16,000) Channel clear- 
| | ing. 
Inspection of completed 
SER ca ocarcasensscesees 34,266} 42, 960) 25,70) .....-..- =e 35, 700 
eal ans sea maa s 
Total flood control | 37,522)  50,290|__........|......|__.....| 51,700 
channel work, in- | | | 
spections and mis- 
cellaneous mainte- | 
nance. 
Total flood control...| 189, 775 270, 510) s pieiaites |--n-n---|---22--- | 250, 700 
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it 
38. Multiple purpose projects including power 
None. 
| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal | ‘ i 9 
| Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 

| mated) | 1-time fiscal | 

repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- | 
| | odic | 
| | 
| 


J 


amas 


Me eee as 


| } 


$8, 706, wale 805, 400 


SOURIS AND RED BASIN 
WITNESS 


Grand total Upper Mis- 
sissippi Basin. 








COL. HARRY O. FISCHER, DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH CENTRAL 
DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Souris and Red Basin, general investigations. 
Insert page 3. 
(The page referred to follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaAL YEAR 1961 
1. Surveys 
(a) Navigation studies.—None. 
(b) Flood control studies.—The amount of $32,900 is requested for prosecution 
of three studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
one report and progress on two others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 

















Total | Allocation Tentative | Additional to 
Study estimated | priorto | allocation, |completeafter 
| Federal | fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 
ipicnanttiaiieiniinmaine ccaleah —-|--—-~+ | 
Minnesota: | | | 
Red River, Minn. and N. Dak. ----.----- | $346, 800 $31, 800 $13, 500 | $301, 500 
Thief River, Minn_.......---...._-- a 25, 000 15, 600 9, 400 0 
North Dakota: Souris Mouse River, N. Dak--.| 102, 000 21, 800 10, 000 | 70, 200 
ee td olga eae nia i fe Pee 473, 800 69, 200 | 32, 900 | 371, 700 
Grand total.......--.--------- ree 473, 800 | 69, 200 | 32, 900 | 371, 700 
! 








THIEF RIVER SURVEY 


Mr. Cannon. You expect to complete the Thief River survey this 
year, do you? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You told us last year you expected to complete it in 

the current year, but I see you are asking for more funds for 1961. 
Why are you asking for more funds for 1961 ? 
_ Colonel Fiscuer. Sir, this was a coordinated report with the SCS. 
[hey have a very involved study to complete, information which it 
was necessary for us to have to complete our study. When it was 
determined that the SCS study wealth delayed from 1960 to 1961, 
the funds were transferred and used on another high priority project 
to bring it to draft report status, sir. 
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CONSTRUCTION 
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH 


Mr. Cannon. Construction, Red River of the North, $368,000 to 
a. Insert pages 7 through 11. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


LocaL ProtTectTIon Prosects (FLoop Conrro! 
Rep RIVER oF THE NortH, MINN. AND N. Dak 
(CONTINUING 


Location.—Improvements for local protection on the Rush River, a tributary of 
the Sheyenne River in North Dakota; on the Otter Tail, Wild Rice, Marsh, and 
Sand Hill Rivers, tributaries of the Red River, and the Mustinka River, a tribu- 
tary to the Bois de Sioux River in Minnesota; and at Fargo and Grand Forks in 
North Dakota; and a flood control and water conservation reservoir (Orwell site 
on the Otter Tail River near Fergus Falls, Minn. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Bene fit-to-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1 (Fargo unit). 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

(mount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. : : tae ; 2 a ' $6, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - --- = : 2, 370, 000 
Cash contribution dele ; 0 
Other costs_- ete Pee eel Eee agi a 2, 370, 000 
‘Total estimated project cost -............-.--.---- Santee Riches ie 8, 570, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_...-.....------- aah Ie. 8 ae 5, 456, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_.-......-.-- ; ; Saas 376, 000 
Appropriations to date-_-.-_._- chats ae eaten ; 5, 832, 000 4 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961-__--.-- 368, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961- - - - 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Orwell Dam: 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill with concrete control works. 
Height: 47 feet. 
Length: 1,355 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete, gated. 
Capacity: Maximum, 20,400 cubie feet per second. 
Channel improvements (includes clearing, deepening and widening, and it 


most cases, straightening): Length, 131 miles. 
. . { feet 
Reservoir capacity: lcre-} 
. 2 1f 
Flood control Bb IDR oe, Rn Ra hat ne = 13, 100 
Minimum storage__-_- a one ee ae 1, 000 
ON eS a ae eee oe E cebh atts ae 14, 100 
Levees and floodwalls: 
} G a } K 
Average height of levees tad tes ‘ : dspace aa : 13 ) 
Total length of levees___- <a ar OS se oa ae Te see ee i 3 1) ” 
Average height of walls_..-- ten ae cS os = a one | ion 
Total length of walls__._- ee eLeioaedes Wee oe ties do. ae --f viv 
Pumping plants- Se i etn ee 2 es ace . 
Interceptors, storm sewers, and outfalls- ._- cuecatataend nib ae ina ainee 2, 70 4, ( 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 

ie ES OD TOMS ee no, occas ck esecbku cutdiumuacactackbocas 100 

She oe ED SOTO GUNG. wacccnsaccenscduccsdcanesecuccseecaseunn 100 

An a I cho ole wear eipuaaicianmiaaes aioaRinnoe 100 

I A a es mniesamiaamamens 100 

I I a ce na pil ea aa bens | 100 

Samia I RN A nn nd Ye ee 100 

ND acice cect eedlicrGo bs aceinten Ss Sula cath erin aageleathatons ow wcalg se aea we Se ewek alton 65 | October 1960. 

NaI CO i ee aii | 100 | 

SE WRN acdc ncatccumbtendopaces cakes ca aoeralnndiae ts tae pisincenteieuiente | 92 | October 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a basinwide fiood control and water utilization project in eastern 
North Dakota and northwestern Minnesota involving the Red River of the North 
and its tributaries. The troublesome water problems in the basin are prolonged 
flooding of large areas of rich agricultural land and several large industrial urban 
areas including Fargo, N. Dak., and lack of sufficient water of suitable quality 
for water supplies in both urban and rural areas and for pollution abatement 
during periods of low flow. 

Seven major floods have occurred since 1881; the most recent affecting Fargo, 
\. Dak., being the extensively damaging flood in the spring of 1952. 

Damage from flooding at Fargo in the 1952 flood amounted to about $583,000. 
Fargo is the center of a large trade area having several important food-processing 
and other industries, as well as a large wholesale and retail business. A large hos- 
pital is also affected by flooding almost annually. Completion of construction of 
Fargo improvements will alleviate these critical conditions. All other active units 
have been completed. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $368,000 will be applied to 
Complete construction, Fargo unit 
BOAO ENT RCS ROA nn ean 
rvision and administration 


sccee Solu, Oo 
maiiteeie sirae este 7, 000 
a et itn i ss Sacco a ck eg oe 51, 000 






eee eae Re ed ie se Ate ae _. 368, 000 
These funds will provide for completion of the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 

ion of the active units of the authorized project is estimated at $2,370,000, of 


vhich $1,060,000 is for the Fargo unit, broken down as follows: 
Fargo unit’ 
Lands Fe ce gh Ra Pe a as no 7 Ries get Rr ee Tr ere pont lee ole $752, 000 
RAD SNR Ag DTU RRDNR Nes SE 308, 000 
NSN cy ee cage es ee ae ee etal sh ea mas ean) 1, 060, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the several units upon their 
completion except for Orwell Reservoir. The annual cost for maintenance and 
operation for the Fargo unit is $5,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The requirements of local cooperation have been 

complied with for all units including Fargo. 
_ Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
36,200,000 is an inerease of $180,000 over the latest estimate ($6,020,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase, $95,000 is based on bids received, $45,000 
is attributable to higher price levels, and $40,000 is based on reanalysis of require- 
ments for engineering and design and supervision and administration, 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











| | 
; | — | Balance to 
Item Project cost | _ Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Completed units: 
Orwell Reservoir and Dam, | 
IT. conasenaaneapncanncs $1, 917, 100 SRN i I Bicint icanrer eile bialaieeininininceaea side chipeeeseheiallll 
Wild Rice-Marsb River, | 
J. Se aaa 417, 600 | SIE ci dedaiics-vd-cacs seg aSierds Uh psebcipstnsedt take ghoie ebtaedeenudilipestenan 
Otter Tail River, Minn_-__-_- 177, 200 | ae i... te want caceacisonn cole 
Mustinka River, Minn_.._-- 466, 000 | I I ata caripla a eapalvelnans soe ache wt iene asian a 
Rush River, N. Dak___.._-- 246, 300 | BUR etcae ne eR ae eo he aaa ee 
Sand Hill River, Minn onal 563, 800 | PE Sand eatpete seh dbinicnmicceeadlonnnnn ates 
Grand Forks, N. Dak_....-- 972, 000 | 966, 400 | RE fs co enc apes 
Subtotal, completed units.| 4, 760,000 4,754, 400 | OEE onic oc Becsutoken te 
Uncompleted units: 
Fargo, N. Dak., unit | 
TI einen iomeciat 345, 000 75, 000 SPRL bicéeocwuese eeenedae 
Sea ea | 589, 000 55, 000 343, 000 $191, eee 
Pumping plant. ___...- | Lf eee 45, 000 119, 000 |-..-.-----.... 
Preasthecaniton studies | 24, 300 cae plea ecome 
Engineering and design. | 185, 000 | 171, 000 | 7, 000 7, 000 mT Ee Seat ie 
Supervision and admin- | 
ERE S 132, 700 24, 900 | 56, 600 | Bh SOD bo cienmetwaci 
Subtotal, Fargo Unit | 1, 440, 000 | 350, 200 721, 600 908, 200 1.20020. ch3 4 
Total applied cost | 
(Federal funds | 
only) §, 200, 000 5, 104, 600 727, 200 OR8 S00 tc Sc cwcccooee 
Und istributed costs (none) ee i ee ie eR ae am oe 5a dacbsadicd oh tna mdocaatin sonia tek Ae Sa 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds only) - ‘ = 6, 200, 000 5, 104, 600 727, 200 368, 200 |-------------- 
Pending « ijustments (none) See alent — ; slesdiuinwe nee 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) oie aoe 6, 200, 000 | 5, 104, 600 727, 200 | reese 
Undelivered orders : : 271, 000 71, 000 sus sana 
ee SENSO ES 
Total obligations - aaa 5, 375, 600 | 456, 200 368, 200 én eanl 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations sisi acaimeiiaiameiiaiat aan dsieb 5, 455, 800 376, 000 |...-.- meetin 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year Se Lon a on en ee 
Total funds available for | 
I ns i eR benieesiii — 5, 455, 800 | 456, 200 | se aaciieia lawcnonsansserh 
EAS FINE anno ie ln ic ntnn nen jnccenncscenccnjnonns rane 368, 200 ome nal 





Mr. Cannon. That will complete it, will it ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir; it will. 

Mr. Cannon. You will not ask us next year for more money ? 
Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Souris AND Rep Basin 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and maintenance, $85,300. Insert pages 
12and 13. No questions. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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1. Navigation 
None. 


2, Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $82,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of five flood-control reservoirs in the basin, provides the minimum 
amount necessary for operational requirements. The amount requested for 
maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary main- 
tenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required for the 
day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic requirement is indicated under 
remarks. 

















Obligations 
| 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal £ l 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1959} (esti- tenance | Total, | Remarks 
mated) ao | 1-time | fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
Annual | Peri- 
| odic 
as oo. | 
MINNESOTA | 
Orwell Reservoir___.....-.-} $14,817 | $15,970 BT OOP Bic ctattnce ene $17, 000 
Red Lake Outlet Structure_| 7, 265 9, 460 POPE 4a ccccbshvaaguuen 10, 000 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Baldhill Reservoir__.....-. 21, 184 26, 800 23, 000 | $3,000 |..-...-- | 26,000 oo project 
| facilities. 
Homme Reservoir- -.....-- 9, 004 | 12, 720 Oe a 2 ete 10, 000 
SOUTH DAKOTA | | 
Lake Traverse and Boise | 17, 255 22, 380 PG oe a 19, 000 
de Sioux River, | 
Total reservoirs...... | 69, 525 | 87,330 |-........|--------]-------- 82, 000 | 











(b) Channel improvements, inspections and miscellaneous maintenance.—The 
budget estimate of $3,300 provides for inspection of completed works during the 
budget year. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 











Fiscal | 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mB... | he fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odic 
Inspection of completed $433 $4, 770 i ee Saeeeeee $3, 300 
works, 
Total flood control....| 69, 958 ioe cc ead ac lees natn eene 85, 300 





3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 
None. 
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Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 








Fiscal | | 
Fiseal | year 1960| Recurring main- | 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
eee es ___} 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odic 
Grand total, Souris ok fw oY ee Se ee $85, 300 


and Red Basin. 


GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE BASIN 
WITNESS 


COL. HARRY O. FISCHER, DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH CENTRAL 
DIVISION 


GEN ERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin, General Investi- 
gations, $395,500. Insert pages 3 through 5. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR 1961 
1. Surveys 
(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $115,200 is requested for prosecution 
of seven studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
four reports and progress on three others. Tentative allocations by studies 
follow: 











Total Allocation Tentative | Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, j|complete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 
Indiana: Michigan City Harbor, Ind ---_---_-- $22, 000 | $7, 800 $14, 200 | 0 
Michigan | 
South Shore of Lake Huron, Mich---..--- 174, 100 | 84, 200 | 15, 100 | $74, 800 
Tittabawassee River, Mich............-_.- 50, 000 23, 700 | 26, 300 | 0 
Traverse City Harbor, Mich.........._-~-- 14, 500 4, 900 9, 600 0 
New York: Lake Erie-Ontario Waterway, N.Y- 35, 000 | 0 | 20, 000 115, 000 
Wisconsin: | | 
Corunconia Herbor, Wis......<.....0....«..«] 10, 000 | 0 | 10, 000 0 
Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minn, and Wis__! 170, 300 | 132, 300 20, 000 | 18, 000 
Rs ee ee et at cicekeataaome nda ia 475, 900 252, 900 115, 200 107, 800 
| i 


1 Preliminary estimate. 
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(b) Flood control studies—The amount of $173,300 is requested for prosecution 
of 10 studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
three reports and progress on seven others. Tentative allocations by studies 
follow: 

















Total Allocation Tentative |Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, j|complete after 
Federal fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 | 1961 
ee Oe ee 
| 
Illinois: 
Little Calumet River, Dlinois and Indiana_- $48, 000 $9, 800 $10, 000 $28, 200 
Michigan: | 
Clinton Miwon, Dai. omsess conse ceucesccucn 60, 000 9, 800 10, 000 40, 200 
Detroit metropolitan area, Michigan-----_-- 200, 000 4, 900 15, 000 180, 100 
RO Ae a ae 429, 500 121, 700 30, 000 277, 800 
SIR Cee. DERN. « s » siacaiiasbameatemneeelon 136, 000 | 4, 000 15, 000 | 117, 000 
Gtaraon Giver, Die. ....--. 2. -> ee. 50, 000 37, 200 2, 800 0 
New York: | 
Cazenovia and Cayuga Creeks, N.Y-.----- 55, 000 9, 800 10, 000 35, 200 
Tonawanda Creek, N.Y--.-.--.------ betes 19, 000 0 19, 000 0 
Onlo: 
Pe i Cn 0", Sa 52, 000 9, 800 10, 000 | 32, 200 
Sandusky iver, Gi. 26 oo si ocececcienk 131, 000 89, 500 41, 500 0 
DANE 6 pcaer a tnuelccpeecusetcocattocee 1, 180, 500 | 296, 500 173, 300 710, 700 
| 











(c) Special studies—The amount of $107,000 is requested for prosecution of the 
following study during fiscal year 1961. 

















| Total | Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 
Study | estimated | priorto | allocation, |complete after 
| Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
| cost 1961 1961 | 1961 
Ces Ties SOOre ns eocndusaseaceie $1, 004, 000 $890, 000 $107, 000 $7, 000 
Taos ett ced eee 3 1, 004, 000 890, 000 107, 000 7, 000 
RUURIE S 5.  she ae in i erga 2, 660, 400 1, 439, 400 395, 500 825, 500 





TITTABAWASSEE SURVEY 


Mr. Cannon. You were planning to complete the Tittabawassee 
survey this year. Why is it carrying over? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Sir, on this particular project we have had to do 
more field survey work than we anticipated, and we have had to do a 
considerable amount of soil testing, as the soils in this area are such 
that design is very difficult. 


LAKE ERIE-ONTARIO WATERWAY 


Mr. Cannon. Explain the Lake Erie-Ontario Waterway project. 

Colonel Fiscuer. Sir, this is a request for funds for an evaluation 
report that we desire to make on the feasibility of a waterway in the 
United States between Lake Erie and Lake Ontario. 

Mr. Cannon. What advantage would such a waterway have over 
the Welland Canal, and why would the two waterways be necessary ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. We do not know at this time whether they would 
be necessary. However, the traffic that is potentially in the future 
may overtax the present facilities of the Welland Canal. We want to 

in a position to have available the information, should the Congress 
desire to consider an all-American canal at that time. We desire to 
establish the limits of the routes to be surveyed, to assemble available 
data on subsurface conditions, to make a preliminary estimate of the 

52882—60-——48 
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cost of such a waterway and a preliminary estimate of the cost of the 
survey. 


STURGEON RIVER SURVEY 


Mr. Cannon. You were supposed to complete the Sturgeon River 
survey this year, also, along with these others. Why is it being car- 
ried over? 

Colonel Fiscuer. In this particular case, we had a delay in the re- 
port from the SCS on drainage areas. It was not received. When it 
became apparent that it would be delayed, the funds were used on 
four other projects to bring them to the draft report stage, sir. 


LAKE ERIE-ONTARIO WATERWAY 


Mr. Puui0n. Colonel, in the Lake Erie-Ontario Waterway, the 
$35,000 request there, is that the all-American canal ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir; that is the all-American canal. 

Mr. Pitti0on. The $20,000 requested for 1961 is the limit of your 
capabilities there for this year ¢ 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, it is, sir. 

Mr. Prtuion. Have you any estimate of what 

Colonel Fiscurer. May I retract that, sir. I have looked at my 
notes. Ido have additional capability in that respect, sir. 

Mr. Pirtxtion. Would you have capability to use all of the $35,000! 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prtr10on. What would be the preliminary cost of a survey sufli- 
cient to determine the feasibility of this project ¢ 

Colonel Fiscuer. That is one of the purposes of this evaluation re- 
port, for which we are requesting the funds. 





CAPABILITIES 


Mr. Cannon. In that connection, Colonel, you did not finish proj- 
ects for which you had the funds. When you did not have time to 
finish projects for which you were financed, how could you do this 
additional work ¢ 

Colonel Fiscuer. This, sir, is in the Buffalo District. 

Mr. Cannon. Somebody comes in and says the corps wants more 
money or says they can use more money and yet they are repeatedly 
in a position where they are not completing projects for which funds 
are provided. How can you say that your capability will include 
matters outside of the program when you are not able to finish those 
inside the program ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Of course, my area covers quite a wide range, 
sir. I have the five districts. From an engineering standpoint, we 
can use additional funds, depending on the workload within the vari- 
ous districts, sir. Does that answer your question, sir ? 

Mr. Cannon. It ought to be included in the budget. Unless it is 
included in the budget, it should not be represented to anyone, either 
on the committee or to the public in general, that you have a capabil- 
ity when you are not carrying out the full program for which we 
have provided the money. 
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CAZENOVIA CREEK, N.Y. 


Mr. Pixui0on. Colonel, with regard to the Cazenovia Creek, which 
is in my district, page 4, the total estimated cost of that survey is 
$55,000. We have had rather serious damage there, quite a devastat- 
ing flood. It is a recurrent situation there year after year. There is 
$9,800 allocated in 1960 and $10,000 is recommended for 1961. At this 
rate, it will take 6 years or so to complete the study. Then after that, 
it will require an authorizing act and an appropriation to complete 
the job. That is a rather long time for people to wait who are being 
flooded almost annually. Why should a study of this nature take 6 
years? It is nota aauanaeae complicated situation. I just cannot 
understand your recommending $10,000 per year for this project. 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. Of course, we have many pressing 
studies throughout the corps. I felt these funds would enable us to 
prosecute the study at this stage of the report, sir. 

Mr. Puu1on. Would your district there be able to handle more work 
than the $10,000 on that particular job this coming year? 

Colonel Fiscuer. From the strictly engineering viewpoint, consid- 
ering this project by itself without reference to our overall program 
or our overall capability or fiscal considerations, I could use addi- 
tional funds, sir. 

Mr. Przion. Thank you. 


DETROIT METROPOLITAN AREA, MICH. 


Mr. Rasaut. Under the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence drainage area 
justification sheet, I notice under the caption of “Study—Detroit 
Metropolitan Area, Mich.,” the total estimate for Federal cost is 
$200,000 with prior commitments of $4,900. The allocation for 1961 
is $15,000. What do you intend to do there? 

Colonel Fiscuer. In the Detroit region, the urbanization of this 
area has increased drainage problems. Natural drains and artificial 
drains are overtaxed at the present time. They are, of course, causing 
flooding conditions which are expected to increase sometime in the 
future. There are some 287 square miles, excluding the Rouge River 
and the Huron River, which are drained by more than 400 miles 
of these drains. 

Mr. Razsavr. The Huron River is not included in that item ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir; it is not. 

Mr. Rasaurt. I understand now, since you say this is the territory 
adjacent to the city, built on the perimeter of the city of Detroit. 

Colonel Fiscuer. It is in the Detroit area; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. The increase in the residential district on the 
perimeter of the city of Detroit is equal to the city of Pittsburgh, 
so you can see we have a problem here. It is not very much money 
for that, but I am glad you are doing something about it. 


SMALL CRAFT HARBORS 


Mr. Prion. General, I note in some of the justifications that many 
areas throughout the country are receiving funds for small craft ref- 
uge harbors. I note many States along the Great Lakes have small 
craft refuge harbors. The State of New York borders Lake Erie, 
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Lake Ontario, and the St. Lawrence River, but we have none what- 
ever. Is there any possibility of a study for small craft harbors in 
the Buffalo area up along Lake Ontario / 

Colonel Fiscuer. If I was directed to make a survey, sir 

Mr. Prurion. Thank you very much. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
CLEVELAND HARBOR, OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. Under “Advance Engineering and Design, Cleveland 
Harbor,” $200,000. Insert pages 7 and 8. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(N AVIGATION) 
CLEVELAND Harpor, OHIO 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location om description.—Cleveland Harbor is located on the south shore of 

sake Erie, 176 miles westerly of Buffalo, N.Y. This modification of the project 
saa ides for a channel generally 500 feet wide and 25 feet deep through the east 
basin of the outer harbor; replacement of the Erie Railroad bridge No. 19 over 
the Cuyahoga River and widening of the river channel at that point; replacement 
of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad bridge No. 32 and the Willow Avenue highway 
bridge No. 33 over Old River: and widening of the channel of Old River at four 
locations. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost igo phic owe ae ; : : __._. $17, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost______-_----- ee eles ek UME oy Se oh 23 4, 200, 000 
Re ee 8 i tare in neti 0 
Other costs 2 4, 200, 000 
Total estimated project cost__.----- : 21, 600, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 510, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1960___-___-- ; preter 1 26, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__- OE Se a ee ee ee 200, 000 
Balance to complete pre construction planning after fiscal year 1961. 284, 000 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The greater portion of the commerce at the harbor is comprised of receipt of 
iron ore and limestone from upper lakes ports. Cleveland is one of the most im- 
portant ore receiving ports on the Great Lakes and 8,300,000 tons were received 
in 1958. Approximately 3,600,000 tons of ore and the greater portion of limestone 
receipts of 1,100,000 tons were received at facilities near the head of navigation 
of Cuyahoga River for direct consumption at the steel plants operated by the 
Republic Steel Corp., Jones & Laughlin, and American Steel & Wire Division of 
the United States Steel Co. About 360,000 tons of iron ore were received at the 
Erie ore dock in Old River for transshipment inland. The remainder of the iron 
ore received is unloaded at the Pennsylvania Railroad Co.’s ore dock in the west 
outer harbor for transshipment to inland steel plants. The total receipts including 
all cargo for 1958 were 11,825,000 tons. 

The improvements to Cleveland Harbor, Ohio, as authorized by this 1958 
project modification are designed to permit the use of larger, deeper draft, modern 

vessels above the Erie Railroad bridge on Cuyahoga River, on Old River, and 

through the east basin of the outer harbor. The benefits to be derived are 
principally from the additional savings in transportation costs that the utiliza- 
tion of these larger vessels will afford. 
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Non-Federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the project is estimated at $4,200,000 as follows: 


Lands fe Seslitae ce creed hart here ee: ee Se oer eee .. $230, 000 
Relocation of highway bridge and 2 railroad bridges_____-_- oss acakex. yp LE, AO 
Dredging between project limits and docks______________~.- : 7 24, 000 
Constructing necessary buikheads.. ........ 4. s66ccc Sone cee new 929, 000 

ON 8 sar EIR et WE ah i Matic cae Beas Sew a __. 4, 200, 000 


In addition, local interests are required to maintain the areas between the 
project limits and their docks. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure 
by local interests for maintenance will be about $9,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation furnished by the 
city of Cleveland, Ohio, have been accepted. Negotiations with the concerned 
owners for replacement of the highway and railroad bridges have not been under- 
taken; but, based on preliminary discussions, no difficulties in formalizing replace- 
ment agreements are anticipated. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $17,400,- 
000 is an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($16,900,000), submitted 
to Congress. The change consists of an increase of $883,000 due to higher price 
levels and a decrease of $383,000 based primarily on a reanalysis of requirements 
for supervision and administration. 


Mr. Cannon. This is a new planning start. Why should we have 
this proposition ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. This is to provide for the reconstruction of three 
bridges which are restrictive to traffic, and widening at the bends in 
Cuyahoga and Old Rivers at Cleveland; also for deepening an alter- 
nate entry channel on the east basin of the harbor. 


SAGINAW RIVER, MICH, 


Mr. Cannon. Saginaw River, $250,000. Insert pages 10 and 11. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGcn, LocaL PrRoTECTION PROJECTS 
Sacinaw River, Micw. (FLroop Contror) 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description—The Saginaw Basin is located in the east-central 
portion of the lower peninsula of Michigan and comprises about 6,260 square 
miles, with all or parts of 21 counties within its watershed. The Saginaw River 
proper, commencing south of the city of Saginaw at the confluence of the four 
main tributaries (Cass, Flint, Shiawassee, and Tittabawassee Rivers), flows in a 
northerly direction for a distance of 22 miles to empty into Saginaw Bay, an 
arm of Lake Huron. The project provides for protective works at Frankenmuth, 
Vassar, Flint, Corunna, Owosso, and Midland, and flood control and fish and 
wildlife facilities in Shiawasse Flats (an extensive agricultural area immediately 
south of the city of Saginaw); and major drainage improvements at Sanilac Flats 
(Middle and South Branches of the Cass River). 

Auihorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ralio.—1.8 to l. 


Summarized financial dala 


Estimated Federal cost : $20, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 5, 310, 000 
Cash contribution. ___ 1, 376, 900 
: Other costs age 2 3, 933, 100 
Total estimated project cost 25, 310, 009 
Preconstruction planning estimate 725, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 1325, 000 
Planning allocation for fiseal vear 1961 250, 000 
salance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 
LO6L_ 2 1352, 000 


‘Includes $225,000 preauthorization studies costs 








756 
JUSTIFICATION 


Problem areas in the Saginaw Basin have experienced serious flooding on 
numerous occasions. Floods are of two types; those which are general through- 
out the whole basin and those which are limited to one or two of the main tribu- 
taries without serious rises on the others. General floods have a frequency of 
about once in every 6 or 7 years, whereas on any given tributary the re 
is about one in every 2 or 3 years. The most notable recent floods of § 
general nature occurred in April 1947 and March 1948, with damage at all the 
—— m areas. Damages were about $4,807,000 for the 1947 flood and about 

$2,238,000 for the 1948 flood. A recurrence of these floods would cause damages 
estimated at $7,200,000 and $3,350,000, respectively. The project will essentially 
eliminate these damages. 

Non-Federal cosis.—The cost to local interests in connection with construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $5,310,000, broken down as follows: 


dee faa ___. $1, 376, 900 


Cash contribution iy cates cali CORED pi ei 
eit Po ee ace, Se _ 1, 303, 800 


Relocation of bridges________- 


Alteration to utilities, sewers, etce___-_----- a 363, 000 
Lands and easements -_ _ _ - Bs aches eis eae _ 2, 197, 300 
Building removal ons : ee te ia Sree 69, 000 

RMD 3 iced eT ee cae ose ee Se 5. 310, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate all works after completion 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. The 
estimated cost of annual maintenance is $118,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have not been formally requested to 
provide the necessary assurances; however, it is believed that local interests have 
the ability and willingness to comply with the proposed conditions of local coopera- 
tion for each of the local flood protection and drainage units, including the flood 
control and fish and wildlife improvement in Shiawassee Flats. A tentative pro- 
posal by local interests for assessment of the local share of the cost for the Shia- 
wassee Flats project was considered at a public meeting held in Saginaw, Mich., 
April 19, 1951. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$20 million is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate ($19 million) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due to price level rise. 

Mr. Cannon. This is extremely high, it seems to me, for a survey, 

$725,000, nearly three-quarters of a million dollars. Why should this 
survey be so expensive ? 

Colonel Fiscurer. This is an extremely complicated planning proj- 
ect which encompasses quite a large area. We have four major tribu- 
taries to the Saginaw River. We have many urban areas. We have 
both drainage and local flood- protection problems. It requires a con- 
siderable amount of work. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect to have any of that fund left over? 

Colonel Fiscrrer. At the present time, sir, I have suspended work. 
We have made contacts with the people. There, of course, is lacking 
any overall authority in this area to provide the local] cooperation. 
I have just suspended the planning. 


BAD RIVER AT MELLEN, WIS. 


Mr. Cannon. Bad River development at Mellen, Wis., $13,000 to 
complete. Insert pages 13 and 14. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, FLoop CoNTrROL PROJECTS 
(LocaL PROTECTION) 


Bap River at MELLEN, WIs. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The area to be protected is in the city of Mellen, 
Wis., about 51 miles above the mouth of the Bad River. The Bad River lies in 
north central Wisconsin and empties into Lake Superior 10 miles east of Ashland, 
Wis. The proposed improvements provide for channel enlargement and im- 
provement through the town for a distance of 9,500 feet, including a 1,400-foot 
paved section. The lower end of Devils Creek will be cleaned out, and its flow 
and that of Montreal Creek will be concentrated in a single channel near the 
Bad River. One highway bridge over the main stream will be removed, the 
Main Street Bridge will be raised, and the Tyler Avenue Bridge piers will be 
riprapped. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost__- — $469, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_- ; 12, 000 

Cash contribution - - -- - 0 

Other costs - -- - - _- ; 12, 000 
Total estimated project cost - ‘ 481, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 2 55, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_- moe 1 42, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 s 5 13, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961__- 0 


1 Includes $18,000 preauthorization studies costs, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Extensive damages result from periodic flooding in Mellen. Lesser floods 
inundate the low areas below the Soo Line Bridge and several residences known 
as White Row along Tyler Avenue. As the magnitude of the flood increases, 
the residential and commercial area along Division and Main Streets are flooded 
and residences in the East End area are inundated by backwater from the Bad 
tiver. Intangible damages include the possibility of a serious epidemic resulting 
from pollution of wells, and inconvenience and suffering. Damages preventable 
under present conditions with the project in full operation, based on a flood 
similar to the one of June 1946, would amount to about $193,000. Construction 
of the proposed improvements would essentially eliminate the present serious 
flood problem. 

Non-Federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $12,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages_---_--_- 


ais tatpevaceeas S ares $8, 000 
Relocations. ____- : eer 4 000 
RAN ooo ote creda sa : _ 12, 000 


_Loeal interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance by 
local interests will total $1,340. 

_ Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances will be requested upon comple- 
tion of definite project studies. 

_ Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$469,000 is an increase of $20,000 over the latest estimate ($449,000) submitted 
to Congress. Of this increase, $10,000 is due to higher price levels and $10,000 
to a reanalysis of requirements for supervision and administration. 


Mr. Cannon. Will you request additional funds next year for this 
survey ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. I will not complete it. I have had a 
decrease in the benefit-cost ratio which I just determined this month 
after making an economic analysis of this problem as we initiated the 
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planning. The benefit-cost ratio has been reduced from 1.5 to 0.7, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What do you expect to do about that? 

Colonel Fiscuer. I will make a report to the Chief of Engineers, 
which is in the mail now, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Recommending against the project ? 

Colonel Fiscuerr. Yes, sir, because of the considerable drop in the 
benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee will make note of that. 


BAD RIVER AT ODANAH, WIS. 


Mr. Cannon. Bad River at Odanah, Wis., $21,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 16 and 17. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN. FLoop ConrrRo.L PRosEcTS 
(LocaL PROTECTION) 


Bap RivER aT ODANAH, WIS. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description.—The project is at and in the vicinity of the village of 
Odanah, Wis., about 4 miles above the mouth of the Bad River which lies ir 
north central Wisconsin, emptying into Lake Superior 10 miles east of Ashland, 
Wis. The plan of improvement for flood control provides for moving the village 
to high ground and raising the buildings of the St. Marys Indian School. A sharp 
bend in the river will be protected from erosion. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - _ $532, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (Bureau of Indian Affairs 1 $8, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_- . 7, 000 

Cash contributions___- 0 

Other costs Los TR eta a 7, 000 
Total estimated project cost _ - a _.. 627, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate __ as 70, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 _ 249, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 ee 21, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961 0 


For rights-of-way and construction of utilities 
2 Includes $25,000 preauthorization studies cost 


JUSTIFICATION 


Extensive damages result from periodic flooding in the vicinity of Odanah 
Low areas in the community have been inundated about every other year and 
basements are flooded at river stages below flood stage because of the pervious 
nature of the soil in the area. During the June 1946 flood, the entire community 
was inundated, and residences, commercial establishments, and the St. Marys 
Indian School buildings were damaged by floodwaters from 3 to 5 feet deep. 
The entire community was evacuated during this flood. Intangible benefits 
include the elimination of a serious health hazard from contaminated wells, ol 
the necessity of frequent evacuation and of the need for rehabilitation of the 
community because of flood damage. Damages from the 1946 flood amounted to 
$303,000. A recurrence of this flood would cause damages estimated at $395.000. 
Construction of the proposed improvements would essentially eliminate the present 
serious flood problem. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $7,000 for reconstruction of walks, 
drives, and utilities. Local interests are required to maintain the levee upon com- 
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pletion. It is estimated that the annual expenditure for maintenance will 
total $670. 


Status of local cooperation.—Formal request for assurances will be made after 
completion of the definite project studies. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $532,000 is an increase of $21,000 over the latest estimate 
$511,000) submitted to Congress; $10,000 of this increase is due to higher price 
levels and $11,000 to a reanalysis of requirements for supervision and adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Cannon, You can complete it for that amount ? 

Colonel Fiscurer. No, sir. Here again we have made our economic 
analysis in the initial stages of our planning, and I find that in this 
particular case the benefit-cost ratio has been reduced from 1.4 to 
0.6. 

Mr. Cannon. And you are recommending against it ? 

Colonel Fiscurer. I am recommending against this one, sir. 

Mr. Pitzion. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer a word of com- 
mendation here to the gentleman for his findings. It is so unusual to 
find the situation which is recited here in the last two instances. 

Colonel Fiscurr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Pinion. The commiitee ought to be very pleased. 


CONSTRUCTION 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY—CALUMET-SAG, ILL. AND IND. 


Mr. Cannon. Construction, Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modi- 
fication, Illinois and Indiana, $9,500,000. Insert pages 19 through 26. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


Locks, Dams, AND CANALS (NAVIGATION 


InLiInors WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAG MopiricaTion, ILLINOIS AND INDIANA, 


Part I 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In northeastern Illinois, part I of the Calumet-Sag modification of 
the Illinois Waterway extends from Sag Junction (approximately 12 miles above 
Lockport) via the Calumet-Sag Channel and the Little Calumet and Calumet 
Rivers to turning basin No. 5 near the entrance to Lake Calumet, a distance of 
23.8 miles. 

Authorization.—1945, 1946, and 1958 River and Harbor Acts 

Benefit-cost ratio —2.5 to 1 (Part. I only). 


Summarized financial data 


ecumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Estimated Pr I a 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions. 
saa Sn a 
Total estimated project cost —___- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_. 


as - $89, 600, OOO 
ee . ee 10, 300, OO0 
NSE SENS Sa eee .e nan oA 0 


etetonbn ae ral 10, 300, 000 
eee eee . _ 99, YOO, OOO 


ee ee ee ee ee ald ets 24, 954, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal MENDY ¢ 2558 ic phat can 2 at : : 7 eee 
Appropriations to. date. .....:-...o-ce.......<...-. ee ea 32, 432, 000 36 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961______- ee eee 9, 500, 000 47 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 _ 


47, 668, 000 
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PuysicaL Data 
Channels: 
(a) Widen Calumet-Sag Channel from Sag Junction to Blue Island lock, a dis- 
tance of 16.2 miles, from 60 to 225 feet in width by 9 feet in depth. 
(b) Widen Acme Bend at mile 321 and enlarge turning basin No. 5 at junction 
of Lake Calumet and Calumet River. 
Lock: 110 feet by 1,000 feet lift of 5 feet. 
Guide walls: 1,000 feet long. 
Dam: 280 feet long with spillway 53 feet long. 


Relocations, railroad: 


(a) Main channel bridges : as 18 
(6) Supplemental approach structures __- : 13 
Total structures 31 


Relocations, highway: 17 highway bridges (not including removal 


Slat is Jan. a. 1960 





Percent Completion schedule 

Dredging in Calumet-Sag Channel 

ist 3 miles, sec. 1 ‘ 

Mile 306.5 to 309.6, see. 2..._- 1 

Mile 309.6 to 313.5, sec. 3____- ) 

Mile 313.5 to 317.0, sec. 4 2 Decembs ; 

Mile 317.0 to 319.7, see. 5 0) | June 1964 

Acme Bend 64 Deo 

Turning basin No- 5 ko a 0 Do 
Highway bridges, reconstruction - -- a 5 0 | February 106+ 
Relocation of railroad bridges___. , 19 | June 1964 
Construction of Calumet River lock- June 1961 
Demolition of Blue Island lock acct s Februery 1964 

Ds Bie acca -- - - -- - 30 February 1966 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Illinois Waterway is an important link in the Nation’s inland waterway 
system connecting the Great Lakes with the Mississippi River system. Im- 
provements to the Calumet-Sag Channel and adjoining channels will provide 
channel dimensions and bridge clearances which will permit large, modern-sized 
tows to operate and serve the large industrial area of the Calumet region, with 
its great concentration of heavy industry, together with the exchange of cargo in 
Lake Calumet with deep draft vessels of the Great Lakes. The region through 
which the Calumet-Sag route passes is steadily developing. The Chicago Re- 
gional Port Authority is constructing a large modern harbor in Lake Calumet 
for the handling of lake and barge cargo. Two grain elevators, each with a 
capacity of 6.5 million bushels, a large warehouse, three transit sheds, two 
docks, and rail and highway facilities are completed. Railway facilities are 
in the process of expansion, and highways are being improved. Industrial 
expansion in the area of the Calumet-Sag project in recent years amounted to 
about $144,700,000, including $56,600,000 for iron and_ steel production, 
$36,200,000 for oil and chemicals, $27,800,000 for general manufacturing and 
production, and $24,100,000 for docks and terminal improvements. In order 
that the development of this exceedingly important industrial area may not be 
hampered, and that local authorities may have a sound and tangible basis upon 
which to plan, it is of major importance that construction be completed as soon 
as practicable. 

Kvidence of the need for the project is the rapid growth of tonnage carried on 
the Calumet-Sag Channel. Commerce has increased from 1 million tons in 1945, 
to 6 million tons in 1958, in spite of the present narrow 60-foot channel and the very 
restricted bridge clearances which limit tows to one or two barges and to one-way 
traffic, and the lack of any present adequate inland navigable connection with the 
Calumet industrial area. Studies of potential traffic indicate that within five 
vears after completion of part I of the project, the estimated barge traffic will 
increase by about 4,500,000 tons. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $9,500,000 will be applied to: 


Complete right-of-way for Chicago & Western Indiana RR. bridge and 
aes right- of-way for Chicago South Shore & South Bend 
& E.) RR. bridge __ EAE, $146, 000 


( ate te construc tion of the lock _ - “ baer: ‘: 000, O00 
Complete reconstruction of Wabash RR. bric ige__ 135, 000 
( Yomple te reconstruction of Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR. bridge 300. 000 
Continue reconstruction of Blue Island mee 4 4, 066, 900 
Continue dredging sec. 4 Calumet-Sag Channel___- 1, 400, 000 
Initiate Pennsylvania RR. bridge relocation _- Be R 500, 000 
Initiate reconstruction of Illinois Central RR. Co. . bridge 150, 000 
Initiate reconstruction of Chicago & Western Indiana RR. bridge 500, 000 
Initiate reconstruction of Chicago South Shore & South Bend RR. 

bridge___ 2 = PES ee eae os ste 600, COO 
Engineering and design. a ia ae Bo sa 161, 100 


Supervision and administrs ition. : : 541, 000 


Total regent sseataieaia rapes teres le re _. 9, 500, 000 

Now that the Blue Island bridge relocation contracts have been started, the 
railroad facilities in this area will be severely disrupted. Temporary tracks will 
be necessary, and a new interlocking signal system and tower must be installed 
to serve the pew track layouts during the changeover from the old to the new 
system, all to be accomplished under very dense traffic conditions. All of this 
major construction will require very close coordination and sufficient funds to 
assure satisfactory progress on the continuing contracts until completion of this 
complex construction program at the earliest practicable date. 


Completed work—Calumel-Sag modification 
None. 


Remaining work—Calumet-Sag modification (pis. II and ITT) 
Work to complete part IT of the Calumet-Sag modification includes: 


Channels —(a) Widen the channel along the general route of the Grand 
Calumet River to 225 feet in width by 9 feet in depth, from its junction with 
the Little Calumet River to and in the Indiana Harbor Canal to 141st Street, 
Fast Chicago, Ind., a distance of 7.0 miles. 

») Widen the channel in the Grand Calumet River to 160 feet in width by 9 
t depth, from its junction with the Indiana Harbor Canal to Clark Street 
n as. ind., a distance of 4.0 miles; also construetion of a turning basin at Clark 


_ Loel Construction of a lock with a chamber 110 feet wide by 1,000 feet long 
in the Grand Calumet River west of the Indiana Harbor Canal. 
Relocations._-(a) Relocation of 12 railroad bridges over the channels. 

(b) Reloeation of highway bridges, none at Federal expense. 

lhe estimated Federal cost of the remaining work summarized above in part 
IT is $40,500,000. 

Further work to complete part III of the Calumet-Sag modification includes: 

Channels.—(a) A channel from Lockport lock to the controlling works, not 
less than the present width by 9 feet in depth, a distance of 2.0 mies. 

b) A channel from the controlling works to the junction with the Calumet-Sag 
Channel, 9 feet in depth by 225 feet in width, a distance of 10.5 miler: 
ane. Replacement of emergency dam (controlling works) above Lockport, 
l, 

Relocutions.— Modification to permit future conversion to lift of five highway 
bridges which are to be constructed by loc: al interests as fixed spans. No railroad 
bridges are scheduled for relocation in this section. 


The estimated Federal cost of the remaining work summarized above in part 


III is $16,800 ,000. 


Non-Federal costs:—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local eseperation is as follows: 





Part I Part II | Part UI 
| | | 
Oe NN ig 2h ea hecnanecacngbeaehie | $4,325, 000 | $700, 000 | $375, 000 
\9) Reloe: ation of railroad bridges. ...........-- ae Pi tat 3, 498, 000 OO COR 8 
(c) Relocation of highway bridges. _-_..._____-- eat as L 218, 000 | 28,030, 000 | 10, 225, 000 
(¢) Relocation of utilities.........-...-------------- Shae: “sow 259, 000 eee ee shi 


a aR a I | 10, 300, 000 | 35, 000, 000 10, 600, 000 
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In addition, local interests in constructing or improving channels which form a 
useful part of the project expended $16,200,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The following responsible agencies are furnishing 
the required assurances of local cooperation for the Calumet-Sag modifications 
pt. I only): 

Board of Trustees of the Sanitary District of Chicago. 

Board of Commissioners of Cook County. 

The State of Illinois. 

City Council of City of Chicago. 

Board of Commissioners of the Forest Preserve District of Cook County, 
Chicago Regional Port District. 

Formal assurances have been given for all the required local cooperation for 
channel widening, construction of the lock for part I, and widening at Acme 
Bend. The Chicago Regional Port District is undertaking the acquisition of the 
necessary land for turning basin No. 5 at the entrance to Lake Calumet. 

It is expected that local interests will fulfill the requirements of local coopera- 
tion as construction proceeds. 

Comparison of Fede ral cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate of 
$89,600,000 is a decrease of $2,900,000 from the latest estimate ($92,500,000 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due to reductions of $2,303,000 based 
on more detailed design and estimates, and $3,490,000 due to favorable bids, 
offset in part by an increase of $2,693,000 due to price level rise and $200.000. 
based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





I nce t 

( Project ¢ Te to ( € f 1dget, f comy ( 

esti t June 30, 1 ( ( Mi] ter fiscal 

t 196] 

2 3 4 f 

Relocations_____. one oad ol $56, 566, 000 , 700 $6, 763, 20 $6, 397, 900 $38, 206, 206 
Locks... eer ee - 7, 155, 800 . 000 2. 450, 800 1. 000, 000 132, 000 
Canals oka 17, 889, 200 77, 100 2, 100, 700 1, 400, 000 7, 111, 400 
Preauthorization studies_....___- 73, 000 73, 000 |... oes ‘ re 
Engineering and design._._...... 3, 400, 000 2, 518, 100 435, 000 241, 400 205, 500 
Supervision and administration. 4, 516, 000 1, 330, 500 631, 700 541, 000 2, 012, 800 


Total applied cost (Federal 
funds only)-- ieidaaiae 89, 600, 000 19, 970, 400 12, 381, 400 9, 580, 300 47. 667. 900 
Undistributed cost__._.......-.. Rees 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) .........- 89, 600, 000 19, 970, 400 12, 381, 406 9, S80, 300 47, 667, 900 
Pending adjustments._-- 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only) ON ITT ELA 89, 600, 000 19, 970. 400 12, 381, 400 9, 580, 300 47, 667, 90 
Undelivered orders._..........-- poy 4. 896, 200 —4, 815, 900 80, 300 
Total obligations (Federal 
funds only)..............|_.- = 24, 866, 600 7, 565, 500 9, 500, OO 47, 667, 90 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
A ppropriations oe I ae a oe 24, 954, 100 7, 478, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year aS = Fa = = 87. 500 e 
Total funds available for 
oblig ition X races i 24, 954 100 a AGS. 500 ee -- 
4 ppropriations required___....._|_- ------ . 9, 500 00 47, 667, 0 


CONSTRUCTION OF HIGHWAY BRIDGES 
‘ . . > ’ . 7 
Mr. Cannon. Are there any funds programed in 1961 for Federal 
construction of highway bridges on this project / 
Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir: there are not. 


Mr. Cannon. Are the local interests proceeding with necessary 
highway bridge relocation work in a manner which will not delay 


the Federal construction work ? 
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Colonel Fiscuer. In connection with the highway bridges, the State 
of Illinois is proceeding with design and has agreed to reimburse the 
Federal Government for any costs incurred. However, they anticipate 
reimbursement. Cook County has not made such an agreement, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Has reconstruction work been initiated on the West- 
ern Avenue Highway Bridge? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir: it has not. 

Mr. Cannon. Why not? 

Colonel Fiscuer. That was one of the highway bridges that was 
under design by Cook County. When the funds were not appropriated 
in the last fiscal year, we immediately ceased the planning work on 
that, and Cook County did not agree to reimburse the Government for 
any costs that we might incur, so we have terminated the contract, 
sir. 

COST OF HIGHWAY BRIDGES 


Mr. Cannon. In your cost figures you are still showing the high- 
way bridge construction costs as a F eder: 1] obligation. What is the 
omar Federal total cost, and what is the total local cost, based on 

highway bridge construction by the local interests ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. The current total Federal cost, sir, is $14,700,000. 
The non-Federal cost is $1,218,000. The total F ie il cost, based on 
highway bridge construction by local interests would be $2,870,000 
and the non-Federal cost would be $12.848.000. 

Mr. Cannon. You remember all these things were to be paid for by 
the local beneficiaries. Soin the maneuvering they were able to get an 
authorization to apply the Truman-Hobbs formula retroactively, that 
put almost the whole cost back on Uncle Sam, and so we just sat 
down and have not done anything about it. 

Mr. Ranaut. They want to make it retroactive. 


RESPONSIBILITY FOR HIGHWAY BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. We are not going to take the responsibility back 
which was originally placed on them. That is where it belongs. They 
are just trying to get out from under a permanent obligation. 

The fact that you are still showing your total figures on this basis 
maples a continuing objective of finding a way to put the highway 
bridge costs on Uncle Sam. 

Colonel Fiscurer. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That is one thing not to be done without the consent 
of this committee. 

Colonel Fiscrrr. My figures include only the authorized items, sir. 
It is still authorized, and I must carry it in my totals. 

Mr. Cannon. You show it in your total. What plan is afoot to 
accomplish this? 

Colonel Fiscuer. The local interests have made no indication that 
they will modify those bridges, sir. 


EFFECT ON PROJECT OF ELIMINATION OF HIGHWAY BRIDGE WORK 


Mr. Cannon. Where does that leave the project? 
C olonel Fisc HER. We will have both horizontal and vertical restric- 


tions in the project, and the full benefits, of course, will not be 
realized. 








764 


Mr. Cannon. We had better stop right now. How much of the 
1961 funds are for continuing contracts and how much are for ini- 
tiating new contracts? 

Colonel Fiscurer. The new funds, sir, for initiation of the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Bridge location 

Mr. Cannon. That is what we want to know. How much of this 
fund is for initiating new contracts? That is one of them? 

Colonel Fisciurer. Yes, sir. To initiate reconstruction of the Illi- 
nois Central Railroad Co. bridge; to initiate reconstruction of the 
C. & W.I. Railroad bridge; to initiate reconstruction of the Chicago 
South Shore & S.B. Railroad bridge, sir. I have not totaled those. 

Mr. Cannon. What would be the total cost of that? 

Colonel Fiscuer. $1,750,000, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I am inclined to doubt whether this committee would 
consent to putting this back on the Federal Government after it has 
been fully agreed upon and an entirely equitable agreement—an 
agreement that the Federal Government should not be required to pay 
any of this expense. I do not think we will agree to any proposition 
which will involve us or commit us to any expense whatever for the 
construction of these highway bridges. 





CAPABILITIES 


Will you please prepare for the record a tabulation of all letters 
indicating capabilities beyond the budget since last July 1, giving 
project name and amount in excess of budget. This is for the entire 
corps for all divisions on all matters coming before the committee. 

(The information requested follows :) 


List oF SuRVEYS AND PrRosEcts ON Wuicn LEetTrers Have BEEN WRITTEN 
IN RESPONSE TO SpEctFIc REQvESTS, STATING CAPABILITIES IN EXCEsS OF 
BupGET EstTIMATE 


Capabilities furnished outside the Corps of Engineers 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Name of survey Capability ! Budget 
allowance 

North Atlantic division: North Branch, Susquehanna River, N.Y. and Pa $62, 600 
North central division: 

Little Calumet River, Ill. and Ind__.-. 25, 000 

Marmee Basin study, Ind. and Ohio 50, 000 

Great Lakes water levels study. z 65. 000 

Chicazo metropolitan area, Ill. and Ind. i 10, 000 

Namakan Lake and Ash River, Minn 7, 000 

Pigs Eve Lake Harbor, Minn 15, 000 

St. Croix River at Stillwater, Minn 8. 000 

Cannon River, Mian 15, 000 

Snake River (Pine City), Minn 15, 000 

Little Fork River, Minn ; 15 000 

St. Lovis River, Minn and Wisc. 15, 000 

Minnesota River, Minn 20, 000 

Zumbro River, Minn___- 24, 300 $10, 

Red River of the North (main report), Minn. 20, 000 13, He 

Red River, Clay and Harman Counties, Minn... 23, 000 

Peoria, Tll., small-boat harbor & 0 

Great Lakes harbors 264, 000 107, 
North Pacific division: Rampart Canyon, Alaska 350, 000 100, 0 
Ohio River division: 

Wahash River, Ind 1), 000 we 

Ohio River Basin review 500, 000 400, 00 

Licking River Tasin, Ohio 35, 000 20, 0 


Cumberland River near mouth of Remches Creek, Ky. and Ohio 25, 000 5, OF 


Rock Castle River and tributaries, Ky. 25, OOO) 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 768. 
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Capabilities furnished outside the Corps of Engineers—Continued 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued 





| 
Name of survey Capability ! Budget 
| | allowance 


South Pacifie division: 








Sonne in eI, SUD sn ware add bos mnnnnteaseiieieldaeienstion | $90, 000 $21, 800 
I I as La oe cee tic darned ib mau heen all 40, 000 25, 000 
Sea I Rs eccinmmngu mane epeemsbiskadudesed 50, 000 30, 000 
eT) SONI TARTU CPOISO,, CI ist. i crea dicmnconee oienééonvdbousdu 15,000 5, 000 
DE C90 no cap annwebidasnaieduaidsaneunleMcceseac 33, 000 0 
Antelope Valley, Los Angeles and Kern Counties, Calif-...-------.----- 40, 000 0 
TES NI ROI IE joo we fed cent geicictae nods howe vinta ntonidakda' scene 30, 000 0 
a er CMT 0 TU nn a ne ekicbabommemenann | 20, 000 | 0 
RE SN, RINE op cbainint wanna ayd camcdoncns caskabncincnnansenqsessee | 5,000 | 0 
tn Se I oe eo  umaaaakakueemenwedeae es 10,000 | 0 
Carson ne gore ets ances 3 ceca incoming meen ene oie ene 10, 000 0 
eT geno aab cae eendeankoomad 5, 000 0 
Coon Creek stream group, Re ee ewaniwe kane Ss estahasinharesameliacats 15,000 | 0 
i a Te ee ammnecabbin 25,000 | 20, 000 
Eskoot Creek, I a a ia eae aaa ; 100 0 
Guadalupe River and adjacent streams, Calif.......-.....-.-...........- 30, 000 0 
Jack and Simmerly sloughs, Calif........--.. satnabesoiets ecateengtt i Paammad beer. 10, 000 0 
Klamath River, Ore. and Calif rte aa) Siu mbastncrareteatbeer oe eclsabectibieshioici waded dk eae a 10, 000 0 
Laguna Canyon, C ese Danneeeneem ie feet ce ee Ekg eR ac a PORE EN 30, 000 0 
Laguna Dominguez, bee Aes Connie. Olin ecco cece eonn 30, 000 0 
I a a I euecipeemeumaeuwe oe saaehie 10, 000 0 
Mad River, Calif i aeeiaal CI NSscs a/teattg-tihes Waterton trtntarona ions cioni erties ureraresetiowwriaiteemerpiahhunenateralade 5,000 | 0 
March and Kellogg Creeks, Calif...........-..--.- satel ately Sasi cicada 5,000 | 0 
WOROOG COOLEY GUTOONT STUN, SINE oo neck ccone mci nes neccccnancaccesn 15, 000 0 
ie ee en ucuunscaciamss anwenconcdemesccon 25, 000 10, 000 
Novate Oreok aud triboteries, Callt_.... 5... on. cnc ccc nec ccwnneted 40, 000 0 
INI) (RR Ice ne a wk Gee aap euimninwmel an 50, 000 20, 000 
aan Tn nis wala aks iin deteadinmetnlutiodbeona 10,000 | 0 
SC ee kt een opaaohwaumete ae 15, 000 | 0 
Pinole Creek, C alif 100 0 
Poso and Deer Creeks and White River, IR oe eee 5,000 | 0 
BOCUGHE OO FOCROn LIPROES, WOK. 5. cocuncnncacdvcceancnnnenccaocus 10, 000 0 
Redwood Oreek, San Mateo County, Calif..................-...-......- 10, 000 0 
Rodeo Creek, tributary of San Pablo EL ee Eee | 100 0 
Sacramento River and Butte Basin (Iron Canyon), Calif _......--.------ 25,000 | 0 
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, Calif...............---..--..-.---| 15, 000 5, 000 
San Diego and Imperial Counties, all streams flowing into Salton Sea,Calif_ 40, 000 | 0 
San Diego River (Mission Valley), Calif..............-...-.--.---.---.--| 30,000 | 0 
San Gregorio Creek, a Sauce were ews ciatoe cel atest ints do gins % setuateaed tienes 10, 000 0 
Res On mien duaiodindeeeen 25, 000 0 
San Luis Rey River, San Diego C ‘ounty, NIG. o> cen etcec dna ung lieamranareis 30, 000 0 
Santa Ana River, Lytle and Warm ( ‘reeks, RN ois am 45, 000 0 
Santa Ana River, Univecsity Wash and Spring Brook Dr: ain, v vicinity 
of Riverside, Calif a ea ere a shea ieetniie aunenhs 25, 000 0 
Sante YMSS Sever GG Sree, CB once ccc emnennctarenccesccens | 20,000 | 0 
Shanghai Starr Bends, Feather River, Calif __.._- sai hee ected taealidsom aires 10, 000 0 
Sn sek oo es cmialiprslestetiel caus iAileiiahem aibeite | 10, 000 0 
Tc an aan genie Mialiede ining a 25, 000 5, 000 
Streams at and in vicinity of Burlingame, Calif..................-..----- | 10, 000 0 
Streams at and in vicinity of San Mateo, Calif......................-..- | 10, 000 | 0 
Streams at and in vicinity of San Francisco, Calif................-.--.--. | 2, 000 0 
Switzer Creek, San Diego County, Calif...................-..--- naman ‘ 30, 000 0 
GO ee  aumakenmedebunanwamaunwel 15, 000 0 
Sa NT ec neeennninbbbnwkibauawun J 10, 000 | 0 
ESD SOE, CINE nc on cus camemnasionsevdions sreadelatgiaiineia 40, 000 20, 000 
San Francisco Bay and tributaries, CM ere : 600, 000 400, 000 
Belvedere Harbor, Calif. .--- a a : 15, 000 0 
Benicia Harbor, Calif-- aie Olea Se ol nis esl cake aaa latina outed yiabalimanasmitng 10, 000 0 
Bodega Bay Harbor, ee Sete ee ies ee se ‘ 25, 000 0 
Bolinas C hannel, a | 25, 000 0 
Crescent City Harbor, On aki -| 30, 000 25, 000 
I ie | cancicaunm wipe ansiediie ----] 10, 000 | 0 
Harbors for light-draft vessels, northern California coast. ..........-.-- ait 50, 000 | 0 
EAS0G WNIPIION, SIRDT co occ non cnconncuieaasnuncnscnd | 15, 000 | 0 
Ne ne ns ne aiawuime 15, 000 0 
Moss landing rt ee nn 12, 000 | 0 
pg OE OOS Ee ie a on 10, 000 | 0 
Russian River Harbor (Jenner), Ne al a ee 15, 000 0 
San Luis Obispo Harbor, Calif_..__- Sat salen enasrsale nia arian reife ecanorata a 34, 800 | 25, 500 
Santa Barbara Harbor, Calif___ sicher casamnis vecesideh geticoiandaiaa thatinirtanicieaeieion one 11, 900 | 7, 000 
Tomales Bay Harbor, —— Fart es oie Bia Elo 15, 000 0 
Trinidad Harbor, Calif_.__.- Sp hon Sitch aoa aah ied oeernkintmsa ee 10, 000 | 0 
Humboldt Harbor and Bay, Galt re Swieicniaigeae 25, 000 | 10, 000 
RRR RRR ERU ED, RMN «on, con nceaenetnhsdmenscwkneneceanakiidewiee 5, 000 | 0 
oe cea aneneni ‘ 5, 000 | 0 
San Frane oe San Pablo and Suisun Bays, Sacramento and S; an Joaquin | 
Rivers, Calif 50, 000 | 30, 000 
Missouri Rive r division: Missouri River slackwater navigation study (Sra 75, 000 | 10, 009 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 7 
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Capabilities furnished outside the Corps of Engineers—Continued 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued 


Name of survey Capability ! 


Lower Mississippi Valley: 


Budget 
allow ance 











East Side Levee and Sanitary District, Ill___- : eee a $60, 000 $50, 000 
Big Muddy River and Beaucoup Creek, I) ; = oS —_ 85, 000 on 
Stringtown Drainage District, Mlihois_ ---- pe : a i 10, 000 0 
Fort Chartress and Ivy Landing Drainage and Levee District, Ill 20, 000 0 
Prairie du Rocher Drainage and Levee District, Ill__.......----.-.------ 25, 000 ny 
Grand Tower Drainage and Levee District, Il rs Oe ee 15, 000 0 
Degonia and Fountain Bluff Drainage and Levee District, Il. _......___- 25, 000 0 
ST Te SEE | MND <2 cn nanuccsnscuchnswececuca ; eee 25, 000 | 0 
Southwestern division 
Sk a sina ae ae 25, 000 20, 000 
Neches River, Texas (navigation studies)_......._- see es i 30, 000 0 
Sabine River, Tex. ee ee es : aa ee 50, 000 40, 000 
Sabine River, Tex. (navigation studies) _.........--- ea te 30, 000 0 
Walnut River, Kans-_-.........--.- ban ee oe oe ASE 40, 000 0 
El] Paso, Tex... em acid : a seme See Fey 55, 000 20, 000 
Arkansas River, Great Bend to Colorado State line__-_--- fee aie ae 30, 000 0 
Kaw Reservoir, Arkansas River, Okla..._..--.------ aoe Sos ceed Ra , 25, 000 10, 000 
Boswell Reservoir, Okla................---.-- al tee a ‘ins 43, 000 20, 000 
eee abehientanetneobanebabbheeawns 4, 448, 300 1, 524, 800 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
Lower Mississippi Valley division: 
DeGray Reservoir, Ark bs ‘ 7 $350, 000 $300, 000 
Arkansas River navigation, locks and dams ‘ 390, 000 0 
Missouri River division: 
Meramec Basin Reservoirs (restudy), Mo-_-------- a | 100, 000 0 
Merriam, Kans ; 5, 000 0 
North Central division: 
Cleveland Harbor, Ohio, 1958 mod Sa ee ee 300, 000 200, 000 
Sny Island Levee Drainage District, Mlinois_----- keene eke 100, 000 0 
Manistee Harbor, Mich--_-------- a eee igs TEER ES LASSE ES aoe 75, 000 0 
South River Drainage District, Missouri ov 60, 000 0 
Trenton Channel, Mich oes : ‘ 7 ee 90, 000 | 0 
Indian Grave Drainage District, Illinois ‘ me < 00, 000 
South Quincy Drainage and Levee District, Illinois-_-_--.-.-_- ‘a ‘ sia 67, 000 0 
Henderson Drainage District No. 1, Dlinois Be eee ae rie ees 50, 000 0 
Henderson Drainage District No. 2, Illinois : 50, 000 
North Pacific division 
Libby Reservoir, Mont oe eae 3 adil aces atheros 387, 000 
Lower Granite lock and dam, Washington : ae 500, 000 | 
Ohio River division: 
Vanceburg, Ky- . 5 tee idteceee 3 bees 10, 000 
Racine locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia ’ : oe 50, 000 
Cannelton locks and dam, Kentucky and Indiana added 150, 000 
Uniontown locks and dam, Kentucky and Indiana ee san 200, 000 0 
Sturgis, Ky as : 4 c i : coun 10, 000 0 
Opossum Creek locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia : = 200, 000 ) 
Sugar Creek levees, Indiana fai els nA seta : ; 100, 000 | 15, 00 
West Terre Haute, Ind See ee Fie estan iésee : << 100, 000 ( 
North Fork Reservoir, Va SN a as 1 ts . abe z 25, 000 | 0 
South Atlantic division: 
OO Se a eo spahacdec ate a deat cone 300, 000 
Millers Ferry, Ala SN eg gaia ? a a ae —_ 200, 000 0 
Tombigbee River and tributaries, Ala. and Miss__.........--- poate 161, 000 | 
South Pacific division: 
Sacramento River bank protection, Calif.........--- als ial BS at 2 60, 000 0 
Walnut Creek, Calif . eae hie bispibaacipabteeraca Seti al 3 90, 000 0 
Noyo River and Harbor, Calif it eed) eee a 56, 000 0 
Alameda Creek, Calif Se Ae Te ee rPaats at A 3 150, 000 | 0 
Hidden Reservoir, Calif sn eiiats eho cuca 3100, 000 | 0 
Southwestern division: 
Short Mountain lock and dam, Oklahoma...-.-..-----------------..---- 100, 000 | 0 
Cedar Point Reservoir, Kans __..-..---.------ biciswhs staat tenmntsaicwt dal | 25, 000 0 
Matagorda Ship Channel, Tex iiudeatiinsbaiiete wich ex lec an ee oot | 346, 000 266, 000 
Iukfata Reservoir, Okla bicatta tts coeaicdecshs eak ernie salen titee ita wie eeechaleate 100, 000 0 
Total, advance engineering and design. __._.....-----..------.-------- | 5, 157, 000 781, 000 





See footnotes at end of table, p. 768. 
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Capabilities furnished outside the Corps of Engineers—Continued 


CONSTRUCTION 














Name of project Capability! | Budget 
dget | allowance 
vance : c oe Sa als es ee te iaedemeian aia Sect ae 

Lower Mississippi Valley division: | 
Aquatic plant control eel ee ee ek eee eS ee ous $925, 000 | $700, 000 
$50, 000 Mississippi River levees (Missouri River and tributaries) .........-- ad 3, 686, 000 | 2, 760, 000 
0 Channel improvement (Missouri River and tributaries) .........---- ae 25, 800, 000 | 22, 000, 000 
0 Greenville Harbor, (Missouri River and tributaries) ..............-.-..-. 150, 000 | 0 
0 Yazoo Basin (Missouri River and tributaries): | 
0 Sardis Reservoir, Miss ae eS 4100, 000 | 450, 000 
0 Arkabutie Menervoir, Miss. - 5 occ sno e cane cccccccsces : RS SES. 4105, 000 | 470, 000 
0 Enid Reservoir, Miss Z: ee EROS ES a eee ee ee 485.000 | 4 50, 000 
0 Grenada Reservoir, Miss 7 ES EE eee ee Ts 4110, 000 | 4 30, 000 
Lower auxiliary channel, Miss . aniseed sia 1,955, 000 | 1, 555, 000 
20, 000 Main stem__- Se es . em eects 1, 340, 000 | 1, 040, 000 
0 TyIiteee ROE. gc. ho vcnecesane ed ed aa : 525, 000 450, 000 
40, 000 Big Sunflower River, Miss___--- ‘ . paca 920, 000 820, 000 
0 Yazoo Backwater, Miss_. we aes E - 600, 000 | 325, 000 
0 Missouri River division 
20, 000 Oahe Reser voir, 8. Dak ae see : oe : 57, 500, 000 53, 500, 000 
0 Fort Randall Reservoir, 8. Dak 500, 000 400, OOO 
10, 000 Big Bend Reservoir, 8.Dak 2 fi : : 11, 000, 000 | 10, 000, 000 
20, 000 Missouri River 
—_— Omaha to Kansas City__...._--- ‘ ess ‘i 3. 300, 000 2, 800, 000 
1, 524, 800 Kansas City to mouth . ; $, 000, 000 | 3, 475, 000 
Kansus City flood protection, Kans. and Mo_--- 500, 000 | 0 
Pomme de Terre Dam, Mo . ; 4, 000, 000 3, 600, 000 
North Atlantic Division 
end eaaaa Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea, N.J. and Pa_.---- cod 300, 000 0 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, Del. and Md : 1, 200, 000 0 
North Central division 
$300, 000 Erie Harbor, Pa oe ‘ : 500, 000 0 
0 St. Paul-South St. Paul, Minn 500, 000 0 
Great Lakes connecting channels, Michigan 31, 000, 000 30, 000, 000 
0 Calumet River and Harbor, Il., and Ind__.-- : 400, OOO 0 
0 North Pacifie division 
Green Peter Reservoir, Oreg 2, 500, 000 1, 400, 000 
200, 000 Albeni Falls Reservoir, Idaho : 442. 000 4 20, 000 
0 Lower Monumental lock and dam, Washington : y 5, 000, OVO 0 
0 Lookout Point Reservoir, Ore 442.000 | 1 20, 000 
Q MeNary lock and dam, Oregon and Wash +50, 000 425, 000 
0 Ohio River division 
0 Louisville Lock and Dam, Ind. and Ky : ; 9. 700. 000 9, 215, 000 
v Marklind locks and dam, Kentucky, Indiana, and Ohio 13, 9C0, 000 12, 600, COO 
v Captain Anthony Meldahl lock and dam (New Richmond) Kentucky 
0 nd Ohio 18. O00, OOM ] O00. COL 
Nolin Reservoir, Ky 3. G06. O00 2 600. OOO 
) No. 2 Barren Reservoir, Ky ‘ 3, 000, 000 2 175, 000 
v Cordell Hull Reservoir, Tenn 250, COO ( 
Allegheny River Reservoir, Pa. and N.Y 000, 000 4. 530, 000 
0 John W. Flannagan Dam and Reservoir, Va. (Pound Reservoir 4, TOO, OO 3, 100, 000 
v Barkley Dam, Ky 18. 000, 000 17, 100, OOO 
9 Belleville locks and dam, Ohio TAO, OO 250, OOO 
; _ Fishtrap Reservoir, Ky 650, OO 349, 000 
South Atlantic division: Holt lock and dam, Alabama 600, OO 378, 000 
F 0 south Pacifie division 
15, 00 Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel, Calif 11, 000, 600 8, 000, 000 
v New Hogan Reservoir, Calif 3, 500, OOK 1, 800, 000 
) Black Butte Reservo.r, Calif 6, 300, 000 5, 900, 000 
. Sacramento River, major and minor tributaries, Calif_. 1, 500, COO 1, 000, 000 
Halfmoon Bay Harbor, Calif 2 400, 000 1, 800, 000 
0 Russian River Basin, Calif 800), OOO 400, 000 
v Lower San Joaquin River and tributaries, California 1, 400, 000 1, 260, 000 
° Sacramento River flood control project, California 3, 0C0, COO 2, 200, 000 
0 San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek, Calif 2, 100, 000 1, 300, 000 
Santa Maria Valley levees, California 3, 000, 000 1, 850, 000 
. Southwestern division 
Proctor Reservoir, Tex 3, 300, 000 1, 600, 600 
0 Broken Bow Reservoir, Okla 500, CGO 0 
0 Elk City Reservoir, Kans : 1, 000, 000 0 
0 GIWW, Guadalupe to Victoria, Tex._.-- ; = 1, 700, 000 1, 400, 000 
A Millwood Reservoir, Ark. . 500, 000 0 
266, 000 Rio Grande Floodway, N. Mex 1, 600, 000 1, 000, 000 
0 Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex 3. 800, 000 1, 800, 000 
781, 000 Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex. (36-foot project) _- 2, 000, OOF 1, 50C, 000 
—_——— rotal, construction _- —— ; 285, 585, 000 235, 197, 000 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 768, 
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Capabilities furnished outside the Corps of Engineers—Continued 


OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 





Name of project Capability ! Budget 
allowance 


South Pacific division: 


Tune River Gebrw control, Calll.................-......... seieeiets : $60, 000 | $50, 000 
Bodega Bay, Calif_-- b a So a . bcus ; 405, 000 | 0 
Humboldt Harbor, Calif Sea soistas aetna t ieee 1, 150, 000 | 650, 000 
Jetties._... ; ies eae itil cbibibiomen ee (750, 000) | _. 
Dredging_- : ‘nt a te Es 5 (400, 000) | _- / : 
Morro Bay Harbor, Calif.......__--- bs Ee ebch Pansinenne als ec ae 700, 000 0 
Moss landing harbor, Calif... _- picdeivtatdaiiantces eae es ‘ 250, 000 | 100, 000 
Napa River, Calif... ___- pia eacaivienbwets i Ses 400, 000 | 0 
Noyo River and Harbor, Calif. ._- MPceneacreekenmeGcabasieoeel 350, 000 | 0 
Petaluma River, Calif a nae 280, 000 0 
Sacramento River (shallow-draft channel), Calif. 2 sie 480, 000 280, 000 
San Rafael Creek, Calif dai ok oa ch beard tone eennida ew tahaladiees deine 185, 000 | 0 
Stockton and Mormon Channel, Calif._.......----- (phinianesascumeawel 10, 000 5,000 
Suisun Channel, Calif..............--. ecoaietaietesena PSL OEE EE | 70, 000 | 0 
ey rn NG BUONO oo oii acces ecncndmccsnetsccswenss 4, 340, 000 1, O85, 000 
BE le lid tnd ch eteancnddbindenebbhikneediniwid mica ussimenas | 299, 530, 300 238, 592, 800 


1 The capability shown represents the total amount that could be utilized for the project in fiscal year 
1961 from the strictly engineering standpoint, considering the project by itself without reference to our 
overall program, our overall capability, or fiscal considerations. The capability to utilize funds over the 
amounts contained in the budget estimate for any project, on the basis indicated, is obtained by subtracting 
the budzet estimate from the capability. 

2 This is not a fiscal year 1961 capability, but amount that can be used the Ist year funds are available. 

3 Subject to authorization. 

4 Recreational facilities at completed projects. 

5 For planning only. 


GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS, MICHIGAN 


Mr. Cannon. Great Lakes connecting channels, $30 million. Insert 
pages 32 through 39. 


(The pages referred to follow :) 
CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 
GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS, MICH. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Great Lakes connecting channels include the waterways between 
Lakes Superior and Huron, Lakes Huron and Michigan, and Lakes Huron and 
Erie, which provide for deep draft navigation between the upper and lower 
Great Lakes. The St. Marys River is the connecting channel between Lakes 
Superior and Huron. The Straits of Mackinac is the connecting channel between 
Lakes Michigan and Huron. The St. Clair River, Lake St. Clair, and Detroit 
River constitute the connecting channel between Lakes Huron and Erie. 

Authorization.—1946 and 1956 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratto.—1.8 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 

percent of 
Amount estimated 

| Federal (Corps 

of Engineers) 

| cost 














Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 


incu i cicbidich taiteasadaietintaaeietiaaeaibes $146, 000, 000 |- 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 


Shida teh hea seule titan wakes arian done 722, 000 


Denes MOREE OUR OUOE. 5 cincknnichatansccchedtenapscmsecmnnehmesaae | 60,000 j...--..-..-...-- 
I I eats op amen een iN ‘ Ok: scamaden ieee 
a i ee alee anal Slat ahaa se ett I Be ooo die accniiaeiel 

Total estimated project cost__.-...-.-- SEN eis natin hatte ec ae a LOR TERS bese. cccecdesawae 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 _.......--.-------.-------- heats ee 45, 473, 000 | 


KRUPA OLINTLOOS SON COR WOOT ROMO in 3 Saciwevicmasenwssunonnska awesome wou 24, 570, 000 





ERRONEOUS GENIN 0. 5 not cc aceetmavnosentepnsbusiwiaqeswen aan 70, 043, 000 48 
Appropriations required for fiscal year 1961_.......-.------ BOs hoe 30, 000, 000 69 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __......-.-.--..---.-------.---- fk |} eee renee 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels.—St. Marys River; deepen channels 63 miles long, varying in widths 
from 300 to 1,500 feet to depths varving from 27 to 30 feet and remove shoals 
from Gros Cap to Crab Island and construct anchorage areas at Point Iroquois 
shoal 29 feet deep and in Lake Nicolet 28 feet deep. 

Straits of Mackinac: Removal of shoals between Mackinac Island and Round 
Island to depth of 30 feet, length 4,000 feet, width 1,250 feet, and removal of Poe 
Reef Shoal to 30-foot depth. 

St. Clair River: Deepen 46.2 miles of river channels varying in widths from 700 
to 1,400 feet, varying in depths from 27.1 to 30 feet. Construct compensating 
works with top of sills at 32-foot depth below the Blue Water Bridge at Port 
Huron, Mich. 

Lake St. Clair: Deepen channel, length 17.2 miles, width 700 to 800 feet, depth 
27.5 feet. 

Detroit River: Deepen 32 miles of river channels varying in widths from 300 
to 1,260 feet, varying in depths from 27.5 to 29 feet; deepen channel east of Detroit 
River light, length 8.7 miles, width 1,200 feet, depth 28.5 feet; removal of the 
Pelee Island shoal to 28.5-foot depth, and deepen new sailing courses, length 10 
miles, width 800 feet, depth 28.5 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


8t. Marys River_...__- Pe ee Oe eae eae a Ee 46 | September 1962 (ex- 
cept for Point Iro- 
quois shoal and 
anchorage area in 
June 1964). 

November 1962. 


S 


‘ J | 
OD INN a a ae hem aieieneaceen an eae abe . 
dt. Clair River 


Peek e awdataae hacienunh x ken sande ceceneeekaameees 8 | June 1962 (except for 
| compensating works 
|} in June 1965). 
Rg sch Ak O52 Sa eS Notes 3 hae ‘ 0 | November 1962. 


NNN re a dat ah an ablandiauts Oi aiee daehanainaceeonuese .| 48 | June 1962 (except for 


Pelee Passage shoal 
in June 1963). 
June 1965. 


IE 2 eRe Be oS A eee 37 


' 
eee 


JUSTIFICATION 


Deepening two-way and downbound channels and westerly 300-foot width of 
the controlling upbound channels to provide a safe draft of 25.5 feet at low-water 
atum is necessary to serve adequately the fleet of existing and prospective 
Vessels which will use the connecting channels of the Great Lakes. 

For the 10-year period 1949-58, the average annual commerce between Lakes 
Superior and Erie has been well over 100 million tons; St. Marys River, 110 million 
tons; St. Clair River, 109 million tons; and Detroit River, 120 million tons. Prinei- 


pal commodities are iron ore, coal, stone, sand, gravel, grain, and petroleum prod- 


ucts. The free and continuous movement of these commodities is essential to 


the Nation’s economy. 
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Deepening the connecting channels will permit the larger vessels of the present 
Great L akes fleet to load to full capacity instead of light loading as is currently 
required, and it will permit continuing the replacement of the older vessels of the 
present fleet with larger and more economical vessels. Generally, provision of the 
project will allow free and safe movement of the large vessels used in the Great 
Lakes commerce, including those vessels anticipated to move into the area through 
the St. Lawrence Seaway. One-way channels are provided in some of the con- 
necting channels. The St. Marys River has the Middle Neebish Channel for Up. 
bound traffic and the West Neebish Channel for downbound traffic, while the 
Detroit River has the Amherstburg Channel for upbound traffic and the Living 
stone Channel for downbound traffic. The first priority for construction has 
been given to the upbound Middle Neebish and Amherstburg Channels. Both 
channels are fully completed. Deep-draft upbound traffic can now use the 
Amherstburg Channel but a traffic in St. Marys River is restricted to the 
21-foot-depth easterly portion of the Middle Neebish Channel while the West 
Neebish Channel (downbound channel) is being deepened. Downbound traffic 
will use the deepened westerly portion of the Middle Neebish Channel until com. 
pletion of the West Neebish Channel. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $30 million will be applied to— 


Marys RRO a ah Seat fae aia : ; $9, 772, 600 
Complete Vidal Shoals, section I- - - - hr 382, 700 
Complete section M—Bayfield Channel course 1 and Little 

Rapids course 2__- —— : 231, 400 
Continue section G—Round Island shoal No. 1, middle ground 

and upper end of shoal No. 2-- ~~ 2, 650, 000 
Complete section O—Lake Nicolet and Lake Nicolet anchorag 

area _- 858, 200 
& omplete section H lower end of shoal No. 2 and Point Louise 

to Vidal Shoals_-_- <i ; 1, 246, 000 
Complete section J—part 1, south canal, west approach 6, 300 
Complete section J—part 2, south canal, west approach 785, 000 
Complete section P West Neebish courses 4, 5, and 8 175, O00 
Complete section Q—West Neebish courses 5 and 6, 6 and 7, 


and course 7___- : 2 500, 000 


Continue section R—West Neebish course 6 , 1, 030, 000 
Initiate section L—Course 1 to station 77+00, including 
anchorage and maneuver areas £00, 000 
Complete section N-—-Little Rapids course 2 from. station 
10+ 00 and course 3 951. 000 
Complete section S—Lake Munuscong course 8 to Lime Island 957, O00 
St. Clair River é 6, 885, 100 
Continue Southeast Bend Cutoff 3, 684, 000 
Complete channel at foot of Lake Huron 19, 100 
Complete Port Huron to Stag Island 1, 602, 000 
Continue Stag Island to St. Clair 750, 000 
Initiate St. Clair to Russell Island 100, 000 
Initiate Russell Island to Southeast Bend 100, 000 


Detroit River wires a 2a 11, 046, 000 


a 


Complete channel, head of Detroit River 3, 042, O00 
Complete Fighting Island channel 2, 309, OU 
Complete Livingstone Channel, upper 108, 000 | 
Continue Livingstone Channel, lower (Canada) 3, 240, 000 
Complete east outer channel _- 1. 500, 000 
Complete Livingstone Channel, lower (United States) 347, 000 
Initiate new sailing courses in Lake Erie 100, 000 
Initiate Ballards Reef channel north of junction with Living- 
stone. 3 tae = ; 100, OO 
Engineering and design ----- a dee ‘ 316, 000 
Supervision and administration._....-_-___- oe : 1, 980, 300 
NG i ei ee ean aemewh ae iad 30, 000, 000 


' 
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The funds requested are required to provide for an orderly and economical rate 
of construction with completion as scheduled. 


COMPLETED WORK, GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


St. Marys River: Three locks for deep-draft navigation, a new powerplant, 
service facilities, and ni wigation channels and anchorage areas from Lake Supe rior 
to Lake Huron. The completed modifications were constructed at a total cost of 
$49,407,000. 

Straits of Mackinac: Navigation channel between Mackinac Island and Round 
Island and removal of Poe Reef shoal to a depth of 27 feet. The completed work 
was constructed at a cost of $449,000. 

St. Clair River: Navigation channels from the foot of Lake Huron to Lake 
St. Clair. The completed work was constructed at a cost of $3,169,000. 

Lake St. Clair: Navigation channel from the mouth of the St. Clair River to 
the head of Detroit River. The completed work was constructed at a cost of 
$3,537,000. 

Detroit River: Navigation channels from the head of the river to Lake Erie, 
side channels to Wyandotte and Trenton, Mich., and a turning basin at the lower 


end of Trenton Channel. The completed work was constructed at a cost of 
$21,574,000. 


REMAINING WORK, GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


St. Marys River: The 1942 River and Harbor Act authorized construction of 
the MacArthur lock. All work was completed at an estimated cost of $12,722,000 
except the lower guard gate which is currently estimated at $505,000. This un- 
completed feature does not hinder the full operation of the lock. The River and 
Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, provides for reconstruction of Poe lock. The cost 
of construction is currently estimated at $42,300,000. Planning was initiated in 
fiscal year 1959. 

Public Law 663, 84th Congress, 2d session authorized construction of a new lift 
bridge over South Canal, the upper approach to the MacArthur and Poe locks. 
The River and Harbor Act of 1945 authorized removal of Bridge Island. The 
estimated cost of construction of the bridge is $3,650,000 exclusive of the non- 
Federal cost currently estimated at $257,100. The estimated cost of removal of 
Bridge Island under the 1945 act is $670,000. This work is currently underway. 

Straits of Mackinac: None. 

St. Clair River: None. 

Lake St. Clair: None. 

Detroit River: The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, authorized con- 
struction of the American Channel north of Belle Isle, 21 feet deep and 200 feet 
wide. The current estimate for construction is $355,000. No work has been done 
on this feature. 

The River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950, authorized extension of the turning 
o sin in Trenton Channel and channel dredging near the turning basin, west of 
Grosse Ile. The current estimate for construction is $2,590,000. No work has 
been done on this feature. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost to local interests for reconstruction of 
submarine crossing is $60,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—No local cooperation is required in connection with 
this project; however, since ps rts of the work are partially or entirely in Canadian 
territory, the approval of the Canadian Government must be obtained for such 
work. Canadian approval for the work involved in the deepening of the Amherst- 
burg and Livingston Channels and Middle Neebish Channel has been received. 
Agreement has been reached with Canada for the excavation of a cutoff canal at 
the lower end of St. Clair River over Canadian lands. Negotiations between the 
State ~~ irtments of Canada and the United States are in progress for the work 
at Pelee Passage and for the proposed new sailing courses in Lake Erie. 

ee of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$146 million is a decrease of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($146,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. This change consists of reductions of $4,080,000 due to 
favorable bids, $1,018,000 due to reanalysis of requirements for supervision and 
administration, and $4,488,000 due to savings on completed work and revised 
éstimates based on more detailed design, and increases of $3,086,000 for higher 


ce levels and $6 million for the addition of compensating works in St. Clair 
Iver. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





; = 


Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 |} year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) 2 3) { (5) (6) 


St. Marys River (1946 and 1956 | 


acts : .| $49,032,000 | $18, 046, 500 $9, 941,000 | $12, 128, 500 | $8, 916, 000 
lands and damages 17. 000 3, 400 13, 600 
Channels = 49, 015, 000 18, 043, 100 9, 927, 400 | 12, 128, 500 8, 916, 00 
Straits of Mackinac (1956 act 3. 446, 000 i 3, 446, 00( 
St. Clair River (1946 and 1956 | 
acts 27, 681. 000 297, 000 | 4 400, 500 8, 201, 500 14, 782. O06 
Channels in Lake St. Clair (1956 
act ; 4, 789, 000 | 4, 789, 000 
Detroit River (1946 and 1956 
acts 49, 711, 000 21, 974, 400 4, 591, 700 12, 256, 000 10, 888, 900 
Preauthorization studies__- 132, 700 132, 700 
Engineering and design__. 2, 910, 000 1, 660, 100 800, 000 316, 000 133, 900 
Supervision and administration 8, 298, 300 2, 067, 900 1, 187, 800 1, 980, 300 3, 062, 300 
Total applied costs (Corps 
of Engineers only 146, 000, 000 44, 178, 600 20, 921, 000 34, 882, 300 46, O18, 100 
('ndistributed cost ce | ; ao a 
Construction facilities_ —_ 136, 300 — 27, 000 —48, 000 —61, 3X 


Total project cost (Corps | 
of Engineers only) --- 146, 000, 000 44, 314, 900 20, 894, 000 34, 834, 300 45, 956, 80( 
Pending adjustments__ 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- 


neers only . _| 146, 000, 000 44. 314, 900 20, 894, 000 34, 834, 300 45, 956, 806 
Undelivered orders_. E ae 1, 087, 200 +3. 747, 100 —4, 834, 300 
Total obligations. -.._-- 45, 402, 100 24, 641, 100 30, 000, 000 45, 956, 800 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds 


A ppropriations aches te 07a S00) «Bh S7O 000 | onc cess cool cee 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year p 71, 100 


Total funds available for 
obligation : eae 45, 473, 200 24, 641, 100 


A ppropriation required _.-.- 30, 000, 000 45, 956, 800 


i 


Mr. Cannon. In general, are you maintaining your construction 
schedule on this project ? 
Colonel Fiscuer. At the present time we are practically on sched- 
ule, sir. 
COMPENSATING WORKS, 8ST. CLAIR RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. You appear to have added a new feature called com- 
pensating works in the St. Clair River, to cost $6 million. Whereis 
this? 

Mr. Ranaut. It is in the Great Lakes. 

Colonel Fiscuer. The compensating works are located on the St. 
Clair River, sir. May I refer you to the map? 

Mr. Cannon. If you will. 

Colonel Fiscuer. It is the third map, if your book is arranged like 
mine, from the front page. It is page 29, sir. 

The compensating works are to be placed in the St. Clair River, si, 
to keep the elevation of Lake Huron to its proper level corresponding 
to the seasonal ups and downs of that lake. 

Mr. Cannon. What does that consist of ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Consists of a series of sills across the river which 


will hydraulically disturb the water to cut the velocity and prevent | 


the loss of water from Lake Huron. 
Mr. Cannon. You think it will require all of this proposed $6 mil- 
lion ? 
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Colonel FiscHer. That is our best estimate at the present time, sir. 
Of course, we must make model studies on this particular feature. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it possible it may require more ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. I think my estimate is sufficient and I 
am willing to stand by it at the present time, sir. 


PELEE PASSAGE AND NEW SAILING COURSES IN LAKE ERIE 


Mr. Cannon. You say on page 37 that the State Department of 
Canada and the United States now are negotiating for work at Pelee 
Passage and new sailing courses in Lake Erie. 

Tell us about that. 

Colonel Fiscurr. The State Department, since part of this work will 
be done in Canadian waters, has entered into the picture. We will 
have Canadian and American contractors. The arrangement is to 
permit passage of people back and forth and use of equipment in other 
waters always is arranged by the State Department and not the Corps 
of Engineers. 


TRAFFIC THROUGH ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY AND GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


Mr. Cannon. Is the St. Lawrence Seaway now able to handle ships 
of greater draft than the current Great Lakes connecting channel 
project now provides for ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. At the present time the connecting channel can- 
not accommodate the present traffic that can pass through the St. 
Lawrence Seaway. The work is proceeding at the present time and 
until it is completed it will not be able to accommodate the trailic. 

Sa Taner. This St. Lawrence Seaway was built to carry not over 

foot drafts. It was known at that time that there were many 
it which fly the American flag which could not go through the 
St. Lawrence Seaw: Ly. 

As a result, outside of local traffic, we have nothing but foreign 
ships in there. 

Mr. Rasaur. What do you mean? We have ships all over the 
place. 

Colonel Fiscuer. We are working on those channels now, sir, on the 
connect ing channels. 

Mr. Cannon. Why was that not done originally when the channel 
was first built? Why was it built too small? 

Colonel Fiscuer. At that time it accommodated only the lake traffic 
and the drafts at that time did not require the deepened channel. 

Mr. Cannon. I should think that anyone would have seen that 
inevitably you would have to accommodate oceangoing ships. 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes,sir. It could have been done. 

Mr. Cannon. Did you have authorization to do it, to make the 
channel deep enough and wide enough to accommodate ordinary 
commercial oceangoing ships? 

Colonel Fiscner. Down to 27 feet, sir; yes, sir. It would accom- 
modate the traffic which comes through the St. Lawrence Seaway. 

Mr. Cannon. I thought you just said it would not accommodate 
ocean going ships. 

Colonel Fisrer. At the present time, because of the status of the 
construction, we have not completed our work in those channels. 
Weare proceeding with that. 
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Mr. Cannon. When you do complete it is it a question of time be- 
fore you will have to again deepen the channel ¢ 

Colonel Fisuer. We will be down to 27 feet which will pass those 
vessels through the St. Lawrence. 

I cannot predict what might happen on the interlake traffic in the 
future. I am not that much of a prognosticator. This will accom- 
modate the traffic which comes through the St. Lawrence. 

Mr. Razavur. What they are asking is that they have 27 feet in the 
connecting channels, 

Mr. Cannon. How long before the 27 feet will be inadequate? 

Mr. Rapaut. If the 27 feet is inadequate then the whole St. Law- 
rence Seaway has to be corrected. 

Mr. Cannon. How much would that involve in the way of ma- 
terial? How many sections of the St. Lawrence Seaway would have 
to be deepened ? 

Mr. Ranaut. The seaway itself. They built it for 27 feet because 
there was a controversy in the first place that it should have been 
deeper. 

They have to have connecting channels to take 27 feet. 

Mr. Pron. I think the colonel is perhaps confused at one point. 
You could deepen the interconnecting channels for lake traffic with- 
out waiting for the St. Lawrence to be deepened so you have the 
question of whether you want to deepen in accordance with the St. 
Lawrence, the locks, and so on. If you deepen that you would have 
to deepen the interconnecting channels. 

Mr. Rapavt. Youcan deepen several places at once. 

Mr. Pinion. Or deepen the connecting channels without deepening 
the St. Lawrence Seaway, and that would apply only to interlake 
traffic. 

Mr. Cannon. The colonel must have misunderstood my question or 
I misunderstood his answer. 

My question was whether it would accommodate the entire traffic 
that the St. Lawrence Seaway would accommodate. 

Your answer to that is what ? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. Upon completion of the work contem- 
pleted under this project. 


USE OF CHANNELS BY OCEANGOING VESSELS 


Mr. Jensen. This is all quite confusing to me, and perhaps to 
members of this committee and others. 

Each year we are asked to appropriate funds to deepen our own 
harbors to 35 feet, some of them 40 feet, in order to accommodate 
oceangoing ships. 

Mr. Cannon. I was on a ship which went down the Houston Canal 
to the gulf this past summer. They say it is imperative that that 
canal be deepened sufficiently to handle oceangoing traflic. I believe 
they said it should be 40 feet. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway would not accommodate traffic of 40 feet? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. That is what I am trying to develop. How are we 
going to utilize the St. Lawrence Waterway for oceangoing traffic? 

Mr. Ranavr. Just take a look at the ships from all over the world 
standing in the Detroit River. Some are berthed for the winter. 

Mr. Jensen. Surely there are ships that require a 40-foot draft. If 
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that were not a fact then this committee would not be asked constantly 
to dredge these harbors, the New York Harbor and many other har- 
bors, to a 40-foot depth. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thatisright. New York takes 42 feet. 

Mr. JenseN. Then this is my question: If an oceangoing ship 
requires a 40-foot draft how can that ship ply the St. Lawrence 
Waterway which has a 27-foot draft? Will somebody explain it? 

Mr. Pitxi0Nn. Prior to the St. Lawrence Seaway you had 14-, 15-, 
16-foot canals, and you had foreign ships coming in with that draft, 
small ships, but they were coming in without the St. Lawrence 
Seaway. 

Now you have ships anywhere from a draft of 14 feet up to 40 
feet in your ocean traffic, anywhere within there, so it is Just a matter 
of economics of what type of ship will pay in the deepening of this 
whole St. Lawrence Seaway and the connecting channels. 

Mr. Ranaut. And for use in only a period of the year. 

Mr. Pinion. So the decision was made by the U.S. Engineers that 
the bulk of the traffic to come into the Great Lakes would be satisfied 
with a 27-foot depth in the St. Lawrence. 

It will not take the large tankers because they do not think it is 
economically justified at the present time. It takes a great. portion 
of the ocean traffic at 27 feet. They may want it deepened later to 
30 feet, but at the present time what they are trying to do is to cor- 
respond the depths in the interconnecting parts of the lake with the 
27 feet. 

Then if they find they need 32 feet it is a question of deepening the 
St. Lawrence Seaway to 32 feet and then deepening the interconnect- 
ing channels. 

Does that answer it? 

Mr. JeNsEN. Yes, quite well. 

Then the facts are that there are a lot of oceangoing ships which 
cannot ply the St. Lawrence Waterway. 

Mr. Prtuion. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Most of those ships are oil tankers, are they not ? 

Mr. Pruuion. That is right. 

Mr. Taner. But an American ship of less than a 30-foot draft can- 
not profitably operate on that St. Lawrence Seaway and come up into 
the lake. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it a fact that, generally speaking, our ships require 
a deeper channel to travel than foreign ships? 

Mr. Taper. It is, because of the Shipping Act which raised the cost 
of carrying goods in American ships. 

Mr. Jensen. Then it is a ere disadvantage to the U.S. shipper, 
is it not, because of the depth of 27 feet? 

Mr. Taser. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And most foreign ships can ply the St. Lawrence 
Waterway with the 27-foot channel. 

Mr. Taner. Many of them can. I didn’t say all of them. 

Mr. Ranaut. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 


USE OF CANADIAN LANDS AND PORTS 


Mr. Prii10N. I note that some of these interconnecting channels 
go through Canadian lands, and of course Canadian ports also receive 
the benefit of the increased depth in the connecting channels here 
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There is no contribution here on the part of Canada for the cost of 
this channel deepening, is there? 

Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. 

Mr. Prion. But Canadian ships use it in the same way we use it, 
and so do all foreign ships? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pixxion. But at the same time Canada makes no charge for 
U.S. ships going through the Welland Canal. Is that right? 

Colonel Fiscuer. I am not familiar with that. Let me confer a 
moment, sir. 

Tolls are collected, I am told, but they are part of the Seaway 
Corporation. 

Mr. Cannon. The management of the St. Lawrence Seaway is under 
joint control of Canada and the United States ? 


NEW YORK POWER AUTHORITY 


Mr. Taper. Yes, and this power proposition is the same way except 
it is the New York Power Authority which is the party in interest 
on power. The State of New York controls it. 

Mr. Ranaut. And they have one in Canada? 

Mr. Taser. They have the same sort. of thing in Canada. That is 
under the Province of Ontario rather than the Dominion. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is some of that power shipped to New York? 

Mr. Taner. A certain amount is, yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Very little gets into New York? 

Mr. Taner. That is right. They have to throw it all into a grid. 

Mr. Rasavur. If you did not build the seaway, you would not have 
the power project. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record. ) 

Mr. Cannon. We will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow. 


Turspay, Fespruary 23, 1960. 
SouTHEAST BEND CUTOFF 


Mr. Cannon. We will continue this morning where we left off 
last nicht. 

With regard to connecting channels, some local objection has been 
expressed to the construction of the Southeast Bend Cutoff in the 
St. Clair River project. 

Please explain this feature and give us the relative costs of the cutoff 
and the alternative project of improving the existing channel. 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes. 

There is a new Southeast Bend Cutoff authorized. We have ex- 
amined the economics and find that it is economical and feasible, sir, 
with a benefit cost ratio of 1.2 to 1. 

The alternative, of course, is to improve the old channel which 1s 
tortuous and makes a big bend up there. 

As to local objections, we are of course working out the problems of 
the disposal of the spoil materials with the conservation people and 
with the fish and wildlife people, and are reaching an agreement with 
them, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. It would cost more to make the cut, but once we 
made it maintenance would be less? 

Colonel Fischer. Yes. It would be of shorter length. 

Mr. Cannon. It would not only be of shorter length, but it would 
have a straight flow of current? 

Colonel FiscHer. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. What would be the extra cost? 

Colonel Fiscner. May I furnish that for the record? 

Mr. CANNon. You may do that. 

The requested information follows: ) 

he increase in cost of providing the Southeast Bend Cutoff in lieu of improving 

ie existing channel is estimated at $7,703,000. 

“Mr. Ranaut. The other proposal was to widen this bend to make 
more of a aoe. 

Colonel FiscurEr. Yes. 

Mr. CANNON. What is the difference in the cost of that and what 
Vi yu P ropose? 

Colonel Fiscnrr. I do not have that, s 

| will furnish that for the record. 

The requested information follows:) 
Estimated cost, Southeast Bend Cutoff : : ~oae 911,202, 000 
Estimated cost for improving existing channel__- a 3, 529, 000 


er ‘ ee oe 7, 703, 000 

Mr. Cannon. What disposition do you intend to make of the earth 
taken out? 

Colonel Fiscnrr. We are making arrangements so that it will be 
deposited on the side. We are working that out with the local 
interests to be satisfactory to all concerned. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is that going to form a bank on each side of this cut, 
or is that worked out vet? 

Colonel Fiscurr. No, sir. It will form a ledge in there, but this 
israther soft material and it will not form, in our opinion, dikes. 

Mr. Ranaut. I have had some strong letters about it. They 
indicated that a great deal of money would be saved by widening the 
aed, but as you look at the map here you will see with certain winds 
and with a big vessel it would be hard to make that turn, expecially 
if there was heavy traffic in there. 

Colonel Fiscuzr. Yes. There is another feature we have in- 
activated because of this Southeast Bend Cutoff and that is the 
provision for an alternate entrance for the smaller craft which would 
be endangered by the passage of the larger vessels through there. 

Mr. Cannon. The protests that we have received have been prin- 
capally from duck hunters. 

Colonel Fiscurr. We are reaching an agreement with the fish and 
wildlife people, not only for the disposal of the soil from the construe- 
tion of this, but for future maintenance spoil. I think that the 
urangements are completely satisfactory under our compromise with 


the fish and wildlife people, and they suit our needs at the present 
time, sir. 


lifference 


GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the Grand Marais Harbor, $732,000 
to complete. 
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We will insert pages 41 through 44 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AN HarpBors (NAVIGATION) 


Granp Marais Hargor, Micu 
(CONTINUING 


Location.—Grand Marais Harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Superior 
40 miles east of Munising Harbor, Mich., and 49 miles west of the entranee t 
Whitefish Bay. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Benefits are based on consideration of safety for navigation 
Conditions are such as to make impracticable a firm monetary evaluation of the 
benefits. 

Sum mari Z¢ d finane zal data 


Accumulated 

percent ol 

Amount estimated 
Federal] (Corps 

of Engineers 


cost 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers I ae eB ee eee a $1, 010, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard ie a ea ane Be: OND |. ceussinnucteemnalaa 
Estimated non-Federal cost. _...-.-..--- ie i latest Risiet 0 “ 

Cash contribution---- sclalen aicaabttechahcedbiieghasints pelseweunnioned is aie 0 

I ie eats oe 0 
Total estimated project cost eas wast . ae aed ae 1, 034, 000 
Appropriation to June 30, 1959. __..._..____- ‘ 4 oy See 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1960____......--.--- ae I ho ceccceeniene 
Appropriations to date 5 agi caret i: aetakiosal 278, 000 B 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 732, 000 Ww 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ae | Y 





1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Breakwater: Extend existing west pier north along the present alinement for 
800 feet to 30-foot depth contour in Lake Superior. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Breakwater extension: Not stated. 
Com ple tion schedule.—November 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Grand Marais Harbor is the only harbor of refuge between Munising Harbor 
Mich., and Whitefish Bay. Maintenance of the existing entrance channel 1 
difficult because sand passes around the outer end of the west pier, shoals the 
channel between the piers, and forms an outer bar. In view of the dangers to 
navigation during storms, the U.S. Coast Guard maintains four active lifeboat 
stations along the exposed coastline; one at Grand Marais. Under present col- 
ditions all boats have difficulty in entering the harbor during storms. When 
completed, the harbor will provide a safe harbor of refuge for vessels operating 
along this reach of Lake Superior shoreline. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $732,000 will be applied to— 


$661, 000 
71, 000 


Complete breakwater extension____ 
Supervision and administration ____ 


Total 


The funds requested will complete the project. 


ire eliaee see aaa mS 732, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of an east and a west pier 500 feet apart, 1,695 ane 


1,912 feet long, respectively; a channel dredged between the piers 250 feet wid 


and 18 feet deep at the harbor end and 500 feet wide and 20 feet deep at the lake 
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end: and a dike built to close the natural entranee, which was 5,770 feet in length. 
The cost of this completed work is $355,885. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates ——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1.010,000 is a decrease of $10,000 from the latest estimate $1,020,000 (1959) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due to a reanalysis of requirements for 
neering and design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 
Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 wter fiseal 
vear 1961 


l 2 3 { (5 (6) 
lar ict, Ma 7 
Hl. Doc L0th € 
kwater: Breakwater exten- 
406, OOO o $5, 000 861, 000 
ition studies ar 5. 000 5, OOO Dieta Baha Sa ae ak ee ee i Se a Ee 
} neeril nad design 25, OOO 25, OOO 
ind administration 74, OOO 3. 000 71. 000 
ico Cor} 
Kr t funds only 1. 010. 000 5 O00 73. 000 932. OM 
t t (Cory 
} nee funds only 1. O10, 000 5 O00 73. 000 932. OO 


re 1. 010, 000 5, OOO 73, 000 952, OU 
Ur I er 200, OOK — 200, OOO 
Tot yligations 5. 000 273. 000 732, 000 
\ I OF FINA 
Appropriatior r 5, 000 273, 000 
{ rryove 1 
Total funds available 
obligation tes ; 5, 000 273, 000 


Appropriation required ee > 32, 000 


Mr. Cannon. Will this complete the project? 

Colonel Fiscurr. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. You will not be back next year asking for more 
money to complete it? 

Colonel FiscHrr. My present estimate is it will complete it, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I trust that we can depend upon your estimate. 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes. My design schedules have proceeded to the 
point where I have a firm estimate, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Tell us what is the status of your design memoranda? 

Colonel Fiscuer. My design memoranda were submitted in 
January, sir, and we are preparing plans and specifications at the 
present time, and we are scheduled to advertise in the early spring. 

Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to award the contract? 

Colonel Fiscurer. In April, sir, with a March advertisement date. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect a number of competitive bids? 

Colonel Fiscuer. We do, sir. 
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BENEFIT TO COST RATIO 


Mr. ANDERSEN. If you will permit me, I do not see any benefit-cost 
ratio expressed on this particular project. Why is that? 

Colonel Fiscurr. The benefit in this project is the consideration of 
safety to navigation. 

Mr. Cannon. Harbor of refuge? 

Colonel Fiscurr. Yes, small commercial craft, fishing craft, and 
the small craft that might be caught out in the lakes i in a storm condi- 
tion. 

Mr. Rasaut. We referred to this the other day as places for safety, 

Mr. ANDERSEN. For human safety, and you are not able to measure 
that in money. 

Colonel Fischer. That is correct. 


NEW POE LOCK, MICHIGAN 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the New Poe lock, $1,350,000. 
We will insert pages 46 through 49 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


New Por Locr, St. Marys River, Micu. 
(NEW) 


Location and description.—The New Poe lock is a feature of the project for the 
St. Marys River, one of the Great Lakes connecting channels. The St. Marys 
River connects Lake Superior with Lake Huron. ‘The site of the Poe lock is at 
Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., about 14 miles downstream from Lake Superior, at the 
St. Marys Falls Canal. The lock will be designed to accommodate the largest 
size vessels anticipated to use the improved Great Lakes connecting channels. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—-1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial daia 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


I a engi emininisaienel B62 008 000 1 ..->~odsconn 
Estimated non-Federal cost Settee ee as ll Dis ca oa nahin ecletaion 0 
Cash contribution js parkteaiodmimrrael fc canis : a Ot... eee 
Other costs ieee al Se a a eee | 0 
Tot 41 estimated project cost ie ie er en Saat 42. 300, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 —— ‘ icon 358, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 CEE eee 3 ae O67 0004 eee 
Appropriation to date ee oe re a 725, 000 : 
Appropriation requested for fiscal yeur 1961 ‘i ‘ 1, 350, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 : . 40, 225, OOO 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Locks: 
Remove existing lock 704 feet long, 95 feet wide, and 16.6 feet deep. 
Construct new lock 1,000 feet long, 100 feet wide, and 32 feet deep. 
22-foot lift. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 
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Completion schedule 


Construct cofferdam and remove old lock._.------------ September 1962, 

en PICUNAO NOON os) os Leese puree cn ane December 1964. 

ri CRO STAIN oe ce ws ses eels ae io ee es March 1965. 

ON at ln i et Si aaa eee ae Ae pe Do. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The present Poe lock is 63 years old and has a depth of only 16.6 feet over the 
sills, which is inadequate for present deep draft vessel traffic. The new Poe lock 
will supplement the existing MacArthur lock in passing all traffic, both present 
and prospective, which may be able to navigate the Great Lakes connecting chan- 
nels after completion of the improvement of those channels now underway. 
The Davis and Sabin locks have depths over the lock sills of only 23.1 feet, 
which will be inadequate for most vessels expected to operate in the deepened 
connecting channels. The new lock will eliminate delays for the larger lake 
vessels and the hazards existing at the locks due to congestion during periods of 
heavy traffic. The new Poe lock also will provide for passage of all deep draft 
traffic through the St. Marys River during periods when the MacArthur lock is 
closed due to breakdown or necessary repairs in the navigation season. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,350,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate cofferdam construction and old lock removal________---_-- $939, 000 
Ropincering ANG GeSIOn.....  wcccocdouns Fee Ss Pe a, PRR ht 322, 000 
~ 


Supervision and administration...............--..----- fin aaa 89, 000 


Noe eR ca GN aa is ars aera Goh ea 1, 350, 000 


Von-Federal cost.— None. 

Malus of local coo pe ralion. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$42,300,000 is an increase of $2,200,000 over the latest estimate ($40,100,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item | Project cost | Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 

| year 1961 


(1) | (2) ! (3) (4) | (5) 6 


River and Harbor Act, July 24, | 
46 (H. Doc. 335, 80th Cong., | | 


Locks ; sebelah es pe ee | $939, 000 37, 271, 000 
it tion studic care 8, 000 | $8, 000 oa each és 7 
neering and design_...._.._- 1, 193, 000 | 231, 200 $432, 000 | 222, 000 | 207 800 

nd administration 2, 889, 000 19, 100 34, 700 89, 000 2, 746, 200 
ipplied costs 42, 300, 000 258, 300 | 466, 700 1. 350. 000 40), 225. 000 
haistriputed cost ---|-- =e ia are oor 
Total project cost_. at 42, 300, 000 | 258, 300 466, 700 , 350, 000 10, 225, 000 
nding adjustments._.......__- yok tee 
* Total cost ens a ws le es 42, 300, 000 258, 300 | 4166, 700 1, 350, 000 40, 225, 000 
livered orders....._._....... EUS 1, 500 | 1, 500 a 
Lotal obligations Boao innate 259, 800 | 465, 200 1, 350, 000 40, 225, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
< 358, 000 367, 000 ee 
carryover from 
98, 200 — 
ft ivailable for 
at 465, 200 


tuired oa z es ‘ Fe a SRA ES 1, 350, 000 40, 225, 000 











Mr. Cannon. Again this project is not yet started. What is the 
status of the design memoranda? 

Colonel Fiscuer. My design memorandum has been approved, sir, 
The plans and specifications on this cofferdam will be completed in 
April, and of course advertising will be subject to the appropriation of 
funds. 

Mr. Cannon. How long will it take to complete this project? 

Colonel Fiscuer. With funding in the following budget year it 
would be completed in March of 1965, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What will be the total cost? 

Colonel Fiscner. $42,300,000. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Fiscuerr. 1.4 to 1, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why was it not included as a part of the Great Lakes 
connecting channel project? 

Colonel Fiscuer. This was under the 1946 River and Harbor Act, 
prior to the enactment of the connecting channel authorization. 

Mr. Cannon. The connecting channel project is subsequent? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. As a matter of fact, this is a part of the general 
system of the connecting channels? 

Colonel Fiscner. This is to supplement the present MacArthur 
lock which is in the connecting channels in the St. Marys River. 


BUFFALO HARBOR, N.Y. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Buffalo Harbor, $1,900,000. 
We will insert pages 51 through 56. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND HarRBors (NAVIGATION 


BurraLo Harror, N.Y. (BurraLo River, BuFFALO RIVER ENTRANCE, BUFFALO 
SuHip CANAL AND NORTH ENTRANCE) 


(CONTINUING 


Location.—The harbor is located at the eastern end of Lake Erie, at the head 
of Niagara River. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Bene fit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of 

Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineers) 


cost 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers $11, 500, 000 | > 5 eee 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard ; a 328, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost _-.-__..------ ‘ 5 | 121, 300 

Cash contribution_ - ehiabitnss = ; | 0 ‘ancaneeune 

Other costs-__--- o~ Sicisieiokciebes ‘ 491. 300 | .....c.n<cneseosr 
Total estimated project cost il ; 3 11, 949, 300 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 na 2 siete ect eieteieddsieae ; 6, 444, 000 ae: 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 : 1, 956, 000 25 keel -- 
Appropriations to date ers eee i aa ae 8, 400, 000 19 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 = oa 1, 900, 000 Ww 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ; ‘ 1, 200, 000 . oenaeeen 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
3uffalo River entrance: 22 feet deep in soft material, 23 feet deep in hard 
material, varving from 175 to 300 feet in width, about 4,000 feet long. 
Buffalo River and Buffalo ship canal: 22 feet deep in soft material, 23 feet 
in hard material, varving from 125 to 150 feet in width, for distances of about 
5 miles in Buffalo River and about 1 mile in the Buffalo ship canal. 
North entrance: 25 feet deep in soft material, 26 feet in hard material, 
800 feet wide, from deep water in the lake to the outer harbor about 6,300 feet 
long. This includes the removal of a portion of the old breakwater. 
Breakwater: Construction of new rubblemound detached breakwater, 12 feet 
above low-water datum and 1,800 feet long; and construction of new pierheads on 
each side of gap in old breakwater. 








Status Jan. 1, 1960 
Percent Completion schedule 
1 . | 
flalo River entrance on a * adh ; Completed _.--} 
falo River, including the widening under the former fixed |--...do 
in of Ohio St. bridge. 
Bi ilo ship canal__- reiaiclant Mela dec aks ini al ecan setae te teleiedl dniaiintoente aaa te —— inthtnts 
N rance: | 
Contract for Ist stage eee oe = . bites _.do — 
Contract for final stage Z = ; a 16_. eee November 1961. 
project a a ; ke all Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Buffalo Harbor is a long-standing navigation project which has been progres- 
sively improved since 1826 to meet the needs of expanding waterborne commerce. 

The total waterborne commerce for the port of Buffalo in 1958, exclusive of 
57,300 tons through traffic, was 15,571,900 tons, consisting principally of: receipts 
of 4,698,900 tons of iron ore, 2,061,700 tons of stone, 2,705,400 tons of grain; 
receipts and shipments of 3,070,800 tons of coal, and 8,035, 100 tons of miscellaneous 
products. 

The several features of the 1945 modification comprise a single overall plan of 
improvement and the portions of the modification remaining to be completed are 
integral features of the overall plan. Relocation and improvement of the north 
entrance will provide a deepened direct access channe}! to the previously completed 
channels in Buffalo River and an approach channel to Black Rock Channel that 
will provide safety and ease to vessels passing through the harbor. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,900,000 will be applied to: 


Continue deepening of the relocated north entrance channel and 
construction of the detached breakwater ___ 

Engineering and design ___- = 

Supervision and administration 


ee $1, 700, 000 
Sete se fs 9, 000 
191, 000 


TON en en ees eae ch bos ety. Sox _ oe ; 1, 900, BOO 


The requested amount is required to provide for an orderly and economical 
rate of construction, 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of an outer harbor about 4!4 miles long, 1,600 feet 
Wide, formed by a breakwater system, extending from Stony Point to the head of 
Niagara River all deepened to project depth of 21 feet. The total cost for this 
completed work is $995,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATION 


A modification to the project authorized by the 1935 River and Harbor Act 
provides for extension of the south entrance breakwaters, deepening the southerly 
portion of the outer harbor to a project depth of 25 feet, deepening the northerly 
portion of the outer harbor to a project depth of 23 feet and removal of shoals 
from the approach to the south entrance. All features of this modification have 
heen completed except for deepening to project depth of 23 feet a narrow strip 
inthe northerly portion of the outer harbor adjacent to the shoreward U.S. harbor 


»28SS2—60 50 
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line. The Federal cost of the completed work is $2,974,400 and the estimated 
Federal cost for the work remaining to be done is $655,600. 

Non-Federal costs.—For the channel deepening as authorized by the 1945 
River and Harbor Act local interests have incurred costs of $121,300. No 
additional costs to local interests are anticipated. 

The cost to local interests of complying with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion for their work in connection with the fully completed modifications was 
$606,500, 

The cost to local interests of fulfilling the requirements of local cooperation for 
the remaining modification as authorized by the 1935 River and Harbor Act was 
$6,250,000. 

The areas adjacent to the Federal project have been extensively developed, 
necessary docks, wharves, storage, unloading and other handling facilities have 
been provided for which the overall development costs to local interests are 
unknown. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Buffalo has complied with all require- 
ments of local cooperation for the work completed to date and no additional 
cooperation is required for the relocation of the north entrance channel. 

Comparison of Federal costs estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,500,000 is a decrease of $2,800,000 from the latest estimate ($14,300,000, 
January 1959) submitted to Congress. This decrease includes: $808,000 based 
on more detailed design, $1,326,000 for favorable bids, and $666,000 reduction in 
contingencies, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal vear 1960 ve 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5 (6 
Modification 1945 Rivers and | | 


Harbors Act (H. Doc. 852, 78th | 


Cong., 1st sess 


Completed unite. ...........<... | $4,379,700 | $4,379,700 
Uncompleted units 





Relocations_... : one 355, 000 = $97, 700 | $153, 100 $104, 200 
Channels Kenan 3, 113, 000 | 449, 400 1, 361, 200 1, 226, 600 75, 800 
Breakwater - = 2, 812, 000 | RH, OOO ¥78, 000 827, 300 920, 70 
Preauthorization studies_...- | 5, 300 | 5, 300 : 
Engineering and de n | 250, 000 222, 900 10, 106 9, 000 8, 00( 
Supervision and administra- | | 

tion. __ i a si kk 2 585, 000 82, 700 220, 000 191, 000 91, 306 


Total applied cost (Corps 
of Engineers fund } 11, 509, 000 5, 226, 000 2, 667, 000 ? 407, 000 1, 200, 0 
Undistributed cost (none 


rotal project cost Corps 
of Engi ors fund 11. 500, 006 , 226, 000 2. 667, 000 2 407. 000 1, 200, 00( 


Pending adjustments (none)--- ae 





Total cost (Corps of En- 





vineers funds | 11, 500, 000 5, 226, 000 2. 667. 000 2. 407, 000 1, 200, 00( 
Undelivered orders 1, 201, 700 694, 700 — 507, 000 
l obligations 6, 427, 700 | 1, 972, 300 1, 900, 00K 1. 200, 006 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations iach sista a aaki 6, 444, 00( 1, 956, 000 
Unobligated carryover from prior 
vear Z —— 16, 300 
Total f available f 
bli 6, 444, 00 1, 972. 300 J 
\ ppropriations require 1, 900, 006 1, 200, 00 


MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WIS. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Milwaukee Harbor, $7,000. 
We will insert pages 58 through 62. 
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(The pages referred to follow:) 
CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION) 
MILWAUKEE Harsor, WI1s. 
(NEW) 
eee -On the west shore of Lake Michigan, about 85 miles northerly from 
Chicago, Ill. 


Authorization.—1935 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit/cost ratio —Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 





| | 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
| 
Estimated Federal cost........-..--------- sgeuara 2 Sar rn Pate iee eet ns, 
Esti mate 5 se Oe, COOL... cwiccacucesacoeecnnce ia te a malta DG Ben 
SaaS nn os aliens oleh cia mia aga Saks atte eed | Ox spmubucwaaase 
co a a ra meas loth aan wane ee 1, 300, 000 |...... Sa eS 
n tal estimated cost = ACS ELE ee eee See eeea laren acaee 2 SEED Voce oheseceane 
ppropriations to June 30, tated a can ao ica esau na sia asian dna ansinl | TN Ba acre hate once ee 
ve priations for fisc il ye ER A i Reece ew eicccnenipbenerintniotnal RN ae eee ea 
ST TIAOIN UN MN SS oo ocion ceadcicnnenondendaadedaustancenenueewews -| 2, 000 1 
Appropet ations reques sted for fise: il year SON ete 7,000 | 7 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 - -....................-.-.-..... 123, 000 


1Preauthorization study costs only, 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project modification provides for a depth of 21 feet in specified areas of 
the ne harbor, the dredging to be done by the city of Milwaukee and the city 


to be reimbursed at a rate of 10 cents per cubie yard, with total reimbursement 
not to exceed $12 5 ,000. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


OIE? «on ea ds ad bad bdueiemaainhe 7 | Indefinite, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Milwaukee, with a metropolitan district population of about 800,000, is an 
import: int port with a diversified commerce, including two railroad-car ferry lines 
which operate continuously throughout the vear. The annual waterborne com- 
merce for Milwaukee averaged in excess of 8 million tons for the last 10 years and 
s comprised largely of receipts of coal, petroleum products, and mineral aggre- 
gates vitally essential for the continued economical operation of local industries. 
The city of Milwaukee is one of the most important industrial centers of the mid- 
west. As the city continues its development of the outer harbor dock facilities, 
deepening of additional areas in the harbor is required. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $7,000 will be applied to: 


Re imburse ‘ment to city of Milwaukee for dredging accomplished in fiscal 


ar 1959 eae eel See enh gata et Bar acta aca $6, 900 
Smee and administration 


rie cates Sa is pp area ok oe Sica ae sista Rae 100 
SRN eh a ee ee ee eae, Sie Oe ee ee eee ae ee ee 
Comp eted modifications 
Work completed consists of entrance channel 21 feet deep, 200 to 600 feet wide 
9 } 


“890 feet long: north breakwater 9,954 feet long; south breakwater 9,671 feet 


ong; north pier 1,656 feet long and south pier 1,608 feet long; all constructed at 
a cost of $4,538,000. 
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Remaining modifications 


A further modification in the 1945 River and Harbor Act provides for deepening 
the Milwaukee, Menominee, and Kinniekinnie River channels to 21 fect. Deep- 
ening of the Menominee and Kinnickinnie Rivers and the Milwaukee River to 
suffalo Street has been completed at a cost of $134,600. Dredging above Buffalo 


Street, on the Milwaukee River, remains to be completed at an estimated cost of 
$215,400. 


Non-F ederal costs 
of Milwaukee is est 
Local interests h: 


Dredging in the outer harbor to 21 feet in depth by the city 
imated to cost approximately $1,300,000. 
ive expended over $16 million in developing and maintaining 
their harbor facilities and are undertaking an extensive meee program, 
at an estimated cost of $11 million, to accommodate St. Lawrence Seaway traffic. 

Status of local cooperation. The city of Milwaukee has comple te ‘d 69,000 ecubie 
vards of dredging and has requested reimbursement in the amount of $6,900. 
The city expects to dredge an additional 100,000 cubie vards during fiscal years 
1960 and 1961, but has no definite schedule for further dredging. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost 
$132,000 is an increase of $7,000 over the latest estimate ($125,000—April 1932 
submitted to Congress. This increase includes the addition of $5,000 for super- 
vision and administration and $2,000 for cost of preauthorization studies. 


estimate of 


Summary construction pregram (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











B nee 

Iter P ct cost Total t Curré f I S ( iplets 

est ‘ Fune 30, 1 4) cal year 1960 yeal 1 er fisc 

ear ivol 

] 4) f 
River and Harbor Act of Aug. 3 
1935. H. Doc. 289, 72d Cong 
Ist sess 

Channels - ce $1, 425, 000 $105, 000 $75, 000 $75, 000 $1, 170, 000 

Preauthorizs ation stuc lies : 2, 000 2, 000 0 0 

Supervision and administration 5, GOO 0 0 100 4, 90 

Total costs . 2 1, 432, 000 187, 000 75, 000 75, 100 1, 174, 90 

Federal share of tot< 1 costs 132, 000 2, 000 0 7, 000 123. 000 

Non- Federal share of total 
costs . at 1, 300, 000 105, 000 75, 000 68, 100 1, 051, 906 

Federal funds 
Total applied cost _-- 132, 000 | 2, 000 0 7, 000 123, 00 
Undistributed cost. _.......-|..--- SAL, are 

Total project cost__..-... 132, 000 2, 000 0 7, 000 123, 00 

Pending adjustments_....-..--- ; : airs i iicauabesctibescsakGidiodloedenaal 

Total cost .......--------- 132, 000 | 2,000 0 7,000 | "123, 000 
SID ep uarciwendettewneseessunalbrkucnen seaeislal dees iota anvslaans chien aaaneinile 
idendineieatasmi cal dmietnialdit i ae oR ‘ anstilb 
TE MIR IIOOD ace eesiomcieenn iomeiine 2, 000 0 7.000 | 123, 000 
ani . | 3 

METHOD OF FINANCING 

| | } 

Federal funds: 
RN accel na tie Epieieinacid Rebs 2, 000 Oia cee nee at _ won 
Unobligated earryov er from 

prior years enigeianen stieeaeneaicnls 0 P Pinatesescneus | is 
Total funds available for 
obligation ssa lsiaivacesibaba adiicinsendineniiababaniaenibi 2, 000 Oo a. 56d canker bebe 
Neen ne no cisukbeeneengnieme 7,000 123, 000 








Mr. Cannon. In contract to those projects we have been consider- 
ing, this is a very old project where the Federal Government reim- 
burses local interests for work they do. How are they getting along 
with that project? What is the situation there? 

Colonel Fiscner. They are accomplishing some of the dredging, 
sir, and this item in the budget request is for reimbursement to the 
city of Milwaukee for that portion of the work they have done, the 
10 cents per yard we are authorized to pay them. 
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Mr. Cannon. When will it be completed, if ever? 

Colonel Fiscuer. It depends upon the development of the Harbor 
of Milwaukee. They are using this material as they develop their 
harbor for fill material. The intent is to do more dre dging i in the en- 
suing vear. However, the plans are not firm. 
they intend to complete it. 

Mr. CaANNon. This is really building the Milwaukee Harbor. That 
is the primary consideration. 

Colonel Fiscner. And accomplishing the deepening in specified 
areas of the outer harbor is the Federal responsibility. 


I do not know when 


OHIO STREET BRIDGE, BUFFALO, NEW YORK 
Mr. Cannon. The next item is Ohio Street Bridge, Buffalo 
$800,000. 
We will insert pages 64 through 67 in the record. 
The pages referred to follow:) 
ALTERATION OF BRIDGES OVER NAVIGABLE Waters (TrouMAN-Hosss Acr) 
Ou10 STREET BripGE, Burrato, N.Y. 
(CONTINUING 
Location.—The Ohio Street Highway Bridge crosses the Buffalo River in the 
( ity of Buffalo which is located at the eastern end of Lake Erie at the 
» Buffalo River, in Erie County, N.Y. 


hee enai -Act of June 21, 1940, as amended (Truman-Hobbs Act). 
Bene fil-cost ratio.— Not applicable. 


mouth of 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $3. 000, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost — a a 1, 310, VOO oa 

Cash contribution aod a s pista aha tea 0 ne ice 

Other costs... Tienes es : ed 1, 310, 000 ee 
Total estimated project cost ie oe ea a ae : Ea “ 4,310, 000 i es 
apprere ition to June 30, 1959 apa sick ich : 10, 000 aaa aurea aaielalaind 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 : on ; gee 1, 510, 000 ee ; 
Appropriati ion to date ae a Ni : 1, 520, 000 ol 
Appropriations requeste { for fiscal year 1961. ae cicada S00, 000 77 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_.....-......---.----------- 680, 000 |... neneae 


Preauthorization studies costs only. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Bridge alteration: 
temoval of a 2-lane highway bridge consisting of a bascule-type movable 
span with a horizontal clearance of 138 feet and a fixed span with a vertical 
clearance when closed of 14.5 feet at low water datum. 
Construction of a 4-lane highway bridge with a movable (vertical lift 
span affording a horizontal clearance of 250 feet 


and a vertical clearance when 
closed of 18.5 feet at low water datum. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 


Entire project ae ee es nent sabe 16 | October 1961. 
Demolition of existing structure ( completed Beene Rana 100 | 


Construction of new structure-._._--_-- 8 | October 1961. 


—_—___ 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Secretary of the Army, on June 11, 1957, ordered the Commissioner of 
Public Works, city of Buffalo, N.Y., to make necessary alterations to the Ohio 
Street Bridge as the bridge unreasonably obstructs navigation on the Buffalo 
{iver by vessels 500 feet or over in length. The new structure will result in sub- 
stantial benefits to various interests served by bulk cargo vessels; avoid loss of 
time and damages to vessels in maneuvering through old bridge, resulting in 
saving in ore transportation cost; eliminate damages to grain elevators; eliminate 
loss of time of labor crews at the ore dock awaiting delayed vessels; permit assign- 
ment of larger and newer vessels to dock on Buffalo River upstream of Ohio 
Street; and provide savings that will ultimately benefit all commerce on the 
Great Lakes. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of the Ohio St. Bridge___- 
Supervision and administration 


$706, 000 
scameaesal ela ta i aa aa pe ee oe oe 94, 000 


RM a ge ea AA Dance ci ee eee che S00, 000 


Non-Federal cost—Under the provision of the Truman-Hobbs Act the esti- 
mated cost to the bridge owner is $1,310,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—By contract, the city of Buffalo completed the re- 
moval of the old bridge structure in March 1959, and on June 23, 1959, awarded 
two separate contracts for construction of the substructure and superstructure 
of the new bridge. Construction was initiated on July 20, 1959. 

Comparison of Fede ral cost estimates. The current | ede ral cost estimate of 
$3 million is a decrease of $1,520,000 from the latest estimate ($4,520,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This reduction is due to reapportionment of cost based on 
favorable contract bids. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 fter fi 
} year 1961 
(1) (2 (3 i 3 f 
Bridge Alteration Trumar 
Hobbs Act 
Bridge alteration $4, 150, 000 $348, 000 $776, 000 $2, 079, 000 $947, 000 
Salvage of old bridge (de- 
(ae te —30, 000 —30, 000 | pce snieiigaditoaaiiel 
Cost to be apportioned X 4, 120, 000 318, 000 776, 000 2, 079, 000 | 947, 000 
Preauthorization studies 10, 000 16. 600 1...<<. eccaiei iia demas saéseemeanal 
Supervision and administration | i 
(Federal only) -..---..-- : 180, 000 |_ eid 48, 000 94, 000 38, 000 
RUNNIN = 4.310. 000 328, 000 824, 000 2, 173, 000 985, 000 
Federal share of total cost_____-- 3, 000, 000 10, 000 800, 000 1, 510, 000 680, 000 


Non-Federal share of total 
cost RIAEAE 1, 310, 000 318, 000 24. 000 663. 000 305, 000 
Federal funds 


Total applied cost_- : 3, 000, 000 10, 000 800, 000 1, 510, 000 | 680, 00 
Undistributed cost.....-- i aataba a ie aed laer sh ‘ etedmccbe ae 
Total project cost 3, 000, 000 10, 000 800, 000 1. 510, 000 680, 000 
Centr EASING gino lenednnsenewacs|occcucnas eb erin ete teeta i niasiamaeieee 
Totel cost........<«.- : 3, 000, 000 10, 000 800, 000 1. 510, 000 680, 000 
Undelivered orders. _..--- Z 7 : 710, 000 —710, 000 |_- eae 
Total obligations. ......-- = 10, 000 1, 510, 000 800, 000 680, 00U 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 
Appropriations_-........-- PF cheosiins Seiwa 10, 000 1, 510, 000 


Total funds available for | 
obligation. _.--- a ara Lael 10, 000 1, 510, 000 |..-.-- wocnen| cocennco==2ee% 
DAeTOTAATAONIS POUUIIOU oo oo cinneneeescel nosencncence=s a 800, 000 680, 000 
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KENILWORTH, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Kenilworth, Ill., $5,200. 
We will insert pages 69 through 72 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


BeacuH Erosion Controut PROJECTS 
KENILWORTH, ILL. 
(NEW) 


Location.—Kenilworth, Ill., is located on the west shore of Lake Michigan, 
1 mile north of Wilmette Harbor and 15 miles north of Chicago, Ill. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-to-cost ratio.—5.3 to 1 (groin A only). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Est ited Federal cost a a eS al a $12. 000 
Est rs a Tn Sees serps tea aea ee 24, OOO 
( h contributions. __--- arated ; ‘ siesta ahah madiniaas ited 0 
 udiidaguinennbakuceetaaswees sebbhbbnadaduienet skint 24, OO 
Total estimated cost (eae et Meese tl. cr Sees : 36, 000 
Appr | ns to June 30, 1959 ee . ae 41, OO . 
4 nriations for fiscal year 1960........................... } 
Approy tions to date__. ee EE ee aS 1, 000 Rg 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.............--- 5, 200 52 
t ymplete after fiscal year 1961-..................- & : 5, 800 


Preauthorization study costs only. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Breakwaters: 

Construction of two groins to protect and improve beaches and shores. 

Groin A is a steel sheet piling groin 200 feet long near south line of Water- 
works Park. 

Groin B is a steel sheet piling groin 200 feet long near south line of Mahoney 
Park. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Groin A at Waterworks Park 
roin B at Mahor ey Park 


JUSTIFICATION 


Groin A was constructed in Waterworks Park by the village in accordance with 
the authorized project. This groin will eliminate damages to the beach and shore, 
and will add considerably to the beach area. The total cost of the structure to 
the Village of Kenilworth is $15,600. The village has requested reimbursement 
lor the Federal share of the cost. 

Groin B will prevent damages to the beach and shore in Mahoney Park when 
constructed by local interests. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $5,200 will be used to reimburse 
the village of Kenilworth for the Federal share of cost of groin A. 

Non-F ederal cost—Non-Federal share of cost is as follows: 


Groin A 


BS Ne Ie 2 ee Ne ue is ae eh a eg Ee ee er a _ $10, 400 
Groin B a I CE I Bale ed Fach coc ie tes Ch am es 12, 600 
Preaut ae Na OC A I Og ea 1, 000 


Total : 2 ares 24, OOO 
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Status of local cooperation.—The village has complied with all terms of local 
cooperation for groin A. The village has no definite plans for construction of 
groin B. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate of 
$12,000 is an increase of $4,000 over the latest estimate ($8,000, October 1953) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to the price level rise. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


1) 
B ilance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 

year 1961 

j » 3 { ( 
Breakwater $34, 000 $15, 600 oa $18, 400 
Preauthorization studies 2, 000 2, 000 

- 
Total costs > 36, 000 17, 600 | 18, 400 
Federal share of total costs. - --- 12, OOO 1, OOO : hs $5, 200 5, SO 


Non-Federal share of total 
costs. § aaa 24, 000 16, 600 5. 200 12. 6 


Federal funds 


lotal applied cost.--- | 12, 000 1, 000 5 5, 200 5, 800 
Undistributed cost 

Total project cost__..-. 12, 000 1, 000 5, 200 5, 800 
Pending adjustments 

Total cost... ne 12, 000 1, 000 5. 200 5, 800 
Undelivered orders 

Total obligations - .-- 1, 000 5, 200 5, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 

Federal funds: 

Appropriations eae | 1, 000 


Unobligated carryover from 
prior years 


Total funds available for | 
obligation _ _. ; ‘ pbenondnn 1, 000 
Appropriation required 


Mr. Cannon. Please explain this beach erosion control project. 

Colonel Fiscuer. This is a beach erosion problem in an area that 
is very heavily populated and provides recreational area for these 
people, and also protection for the shore in that area. This was 
authorized under the 1954 River and Harbor Act wherein the Federal 
Government, upon the completion of the work, would pay one-third 
of the cost. 

Groin A, which is the first element of this, has been completed. 
Groin B has not been constructed. I know of no plans to complete 
that that the city has at the present time. This will reimburse the 
local people for the Federal share of the work being done, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the cause of the erosion at that particular 
point? 

Colonel Fiscuer. We have what are known as littoral drifts—the 
mechanical action of the waves moves the sand and erodes the beach. 

Mr. Cannon. The beach is crumbling? 

Colonral Fiscuer. Yes. It moves the sand from one area to 
another and moves it away from the exposed area, leaving those areas 
to be eroded. 

Mr. Cannon. What you really want to do is to stabilize? ; 

Colonel Fiscner. This is in effect the stabilization and the accretion 
behind the groin to accumulate sand and maintain the beach. 
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SELKIRK SHORES STATE PARK, N.Y. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is Selkirk Shores State Park, $18,700. 
We will insert pages 74 through 77 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


SELKIRK SHORES STATE Park, N.Y. 
(NEW) 


Location.—Selkirk Shores State Park is located in the town of Richland, 
Oswego County, and comprises about 1 mile of shore at the southeastern corner 
of Lake Ontario. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Rene fit-cost ratto. 1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ted Federal cost__........---. rr a a = $160, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ree 4 Se 316, 500 od 
‘asl itribution : - é . began 0 
r costs es ‘ si ‘ winem nant ins 316, 500 
il estimated project cost-_- ; simi 2 Stns 476, 500 
ition to June 30, 1959 __- ‘ bees Lairiaieae eta 1 3, 500 
A ition for fiscal year 1960 : ‘ al 0 witetalta ti 
Ay mm to date ; ss : S , 3, 500 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_--- on ‘ 18, 700 14 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __--- - is | 137, 800 in 


Preauthorization study costs only. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Breakwaters: Construction of a new stone groin 220 feet long; construction of 
4.400 feet of stone revetment; and construction of an outlet structure at 
Grindstone Creek. 

Beach replenishment: Placement of sandfill along shore from new outlet structure 
northeasterly to new stone groin. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 





a ER ae SS a TE i CON eS See ee 13 | June 1964. 
ew groin ; pads . : 100 

Vutlet str alae aid . 0 | June 1962. 
Reve i ag tn aoa ; 4 | June 1964 
Seach replenishment a ae ‘ — : 35 | June 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


Selkirk Shores State Park contains about 631 acres with a shore frontage of 
approximately 6,000 feet. The park features camping facilities, and its other 
recreational facilities include ample parking and picnicking areas, a bathhouse, 
bathing beach, clubhouse, community house, refreshment stand, modern sanitary 
accommodations and playgrounds. It attracts many visitors from Watertown, 
Syracuse, Oswego, Rochester, Metropolitan New York, and the Province of 
Ontario. Attendance increased from 11,000 in 1943 to 156,000 in 1948. By 
1952, the park had lost practically its entire beach area due to erosion and inunda- 
tion from high lake stages, and attendance dropped to 95,000. The principal 
benefits which will be derived from construction of project consist of the prevention 
of further erosion damage to the land and improvements of the State park and 
fecreational benefits from the use of the improved bathing beach. The State 
of New York has constructed portions of the project and has requested reimburse- 
ment for the Federal share of the cost of completed work. 








792 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $18,700 is for reimbursement to 
the State of New York for the Federal one-third share of the costs for the completed 
work as follows: 

SLONnG MOM. ji. eee acne Sahcii ae ee ee 


Revetment ae 
Beach replenishment_- - 


‘ ----.~ $10,900 
esis pavatets a re 3 2, 200 


ae ae 2, 600 


Total_- a L See Sa . 18, 700 


These features are usable completed units of the project providing protection 
to other existing facilities and the recreational beach area. 

Non-Federal cost.—The estimated cost to the State of New York for construc- 
tion is $316,500. In addition, local interests will expend $5,000 annually for 
maintenance of the project. 

Status of local cooperation The State of New York completed a portion of the 
authorized project in 1954 and during fiscal year 1958 advanced to the Corps of 
Engineers $5,000 for preparation of a design memorandum which was completed 
in May 1958. State funds have been appropriated for additional work. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current lederal cost estimate of 
$160,000 is an increase of $23,500 from the latest estimate ($136,500, July 1953 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels, 
offset in part by savings on completed work. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current, fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 


year 1961 


(1 (2 3 t ) (6 
Breakwaters and seawallis-_-..-.- $423, 400 $43, 600 a eam $379, 801 
Beach replenishment aus 46, 100 17, 100 a 29, OO 
Preauthorization studies ait 7, 000 7, 000 
Total cost. . x : 476, 500 67, 700 aA 408, 80 
Federal share of total cost....-- 160, 000 3, 500 ecw ibieRial beck $18, 700 137, 80 
Non-Federal share of total cost--- 316, 500 64, 200 18, 700 271, 00 


Federal funds: | 
lotal applied cost.......-.-- 160, 000 Be all 18, 700 137, 800 
Undistributed cost (none) - coos 





160, 000 18, 700 137, 80 





Total proje ct cost_. a ™ ] 
Pending adjustments (mone) _|-.-..-.------ iat pssunans 
PN IE sic eieaet Sones 160, 000 | RD sukcevecewbanitn 18, 700 | 137, 80 
Trees GHUNEE.. 2. cccccalcocswcuccucnc< 0 | a as ae 0 
7 OER) GOUIEIONE. . 6 occ ccvelccocesccccs- a 18, 70( 137, 80 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 

Ee eS, ee eee | 3, 500 Di ciasesunss. a re 
Unobligated carryover from | 

I PN sac cicininthapiah dassiutadivel pti laceaigrtaa asa 0 0 0 |} 

Total funds available for | 
obligation - See ate eee 3, 500 |...- sss eslahes eel deste oasletecsirs deabel as mance aii anes 

I eo asd egunwek eee 18, 700 137, 500 


Mr. Cannon. We would like for you to tell us why the Federal 
Government is involved in this matter when it is purely a recreational 
development. 

Colonel Fiscurer. This was an authorized project. 

Mr. Cannon. We have explained many times that an authoriza- 
tion does not mean anything to this committee. It must be author- 
ized or we will not consider it, but the fact that it is authorized imposes 
no responsibility on this committee. 
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Why now should the Federal Government assist in a purely recrea- 
tional project? The authors of the Constitution had no idea we would 
spend tax money for such purposes. I believe in recreation, but at 
their local expense and not at the expense of the Federal Gove “nment. 

Colonel Fiscner. This is reimbursement for work that has been 
accomplished. 

Mr. Cannon. Is the Federal Government being reimbursed in any 
respect whatever for this work? 

Colonel Fiscner. This is a beach erosion project. 

ir. CANNON. It is to protect a recreational area, a swimming beach. 

Colonel Fiscner. And it will protect the shore. 

Mr. Cannon. The Federal Government has nothing at stake. 

Mr. ANpEeRSEN. And I would like to ask a further question relative 
to this Selkirk Shore State Park, N.Y., page 74. 

Colonel, is this a matter of general policy with the Government, to 
aid in restoring the beaches for recreation, especially in parks such as 
this? Is this our problem? 

Colonel Fiscoer. Yes. A study is made, of course, of these prob- 
lems and if authorized it is the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. ANprERSEN. This beach is more or less crumbling? 

Colonel Fiscner. Yes. The sand is being taken away from the 
beach and the shoreline is receding. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Why does the Federal Government have any com- 
pulsory part in it to the extent of $160,000? Why should we be in 
the picture? 

Colonel Fiscuer. That represents the cost, sir, of this project that 
was authorized and undertaken by the local interests. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Is this a recreational facility? 

Colonel Fiscurer. This is also used for a recreational area, yes. 


KALAMAZOO RIVER, BATTLE CREEK, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the Kalamazoo River, Battle Creek, 
$250,000. 

We will insert pages 79 through 84 in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


LocaL Protection Projects (FLoop CONTROL) 
KaLAMAzOO River, Micu., BATTLE CREEK AND VICINITY 
(CONTINUING) 
Location —The Kalamazoo River rises in the southern part of the Lower Penin- 
sula of Michigan, flows northwesterly about 185 miles, and empties into Lake 


Michigan about 2 miles downstream from the village of Saugatuck. Battle 
Creek joins the Kalamazoo River in the city of Battle Creek, about 108 miles 
above its mouth. 

Authorization 1954 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 











794 


Summarized financial data 


| 

| Accumulated 
| percent of estj- 
mated Federal 


| | cost 
same 

Estimated Federal cost a aaa 2 sascuiustialincs-th vie mitinwe $6 GND fcccccrinsonieaiinnean 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ......- cndlieneedkcaseis <td tetrad cdo 3, 135, 000 Pen 

Ra I 0 a cena nanan amenenesabuaeal 174, 000 ‘ an 

Other costs See ie a ce ae ie 2, 961,000 | . 
Total estimated project cost ete i es 10, 065, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 _.._.---_.--_. x 2. 998, 000 s 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. .......--... ame iS ae 1, 200, 000 | i cclbd eee 
Appropriations to date es F Pere ae ee ie ag 4, 198, 000 61 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 : arn 250, 000 64 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1061 _ .................-.-.....--..-. 2, 482, 000 |_...-. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: Construct low earth levees on both banks of Mill Pond upstream from 
Monroe Street Dam, length, 820 feet. 

telocations: Construct two new railroad bridges. Reinforce or protect sub- 
structures on 2 railroad bridges and 10 highway bridges, and participate in recon- 
struction of 4 highway bridges in lieu of substructure protection. 


Channels: Miles 
I I us Se ae ites dear el ng ee 
I a i a a fees 5. 
I Ss a a a a a ie i ws Ba eg ee 9 

I i a aha eis nite be pk a ae 7.6 


(Cutoff channel, 0.7 mile, paved with concrete; 1.9 miles of improved channels 
paved with riprap.) 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 


New York Central, main line 
New York Centra) (lower ‘ a ae ae i alae _| November 1960. 
New York Central (upper a ee emen oa March 1962 
Channels.......... : ey aria ee 40 | December 1962. 
Kalamazoo River a an aa : ali a tes 100 
Kalamazoo River Cutoff October 1962 
Battle Creek : Pe oe oii 0 | December 1962 
Levees Beek a a eRe ; ; = ‘ 0 | October 1962 


Entire project ae ere aan 33 | December 1962. 


Relocations ..._.____. ae aro an ee 15 | June 1962 
Road bridges_- -- a eiaeaeamiaee amma . iia adceeas 32 Do 
Railroad bridges Bec dace ie at ee a a a ae | 0 | March 1962 

New York Central and Grand Trunk Western joint use bridge Pe August 1961 


September 1960 


JUSTIFICATION 


Battle Creek and vicinity has experienced numerous floods causing consider- 
able property damage. The maximum flood of record was in March 1904, with 
floods of slightly less volume occurring in March 1908, April 1947, March 1918, 
March 1887, and March 1948, in that decreasing order of peak discharge. A 
historian reports floods in 1854, 1864, 1868, and 1869 greater in magnitude than 
the floods of 1904 and 1908. Lesser floods have occurred at more frequent 
intervals, with minor flooding in the lower areas occurring almost annually. 
With the exception of the flood in 1864, all the major floods noted have occurred 
in the spring as a result of heavy spring rains on snow-covered ground in fairly 
saturated condition and at a time when stream stages were already rising. The 
major flooding is almost entirely within the city limits of Battle Creek, except for 
low vacant lands downstream from the city. Floods cover a large area through 
the downtown business, industrial, and adjacent residential area. Under current 


conditions, the estimated flood damages for 1904 and 1947 floods would be 


$2,295,000 and $1,529,000, respectively, all of which would be prevented by the 
project. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $250,000 will be applied to con- 
tinuation of construction on Kalamazoo River cutoff channel. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests in connection with construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $3,135,000, broken down as follows: 


Cash contribution (for lands enhancement) - — — - -- 5 saieicciles, (Rae 


Construction of bridges_ s = : ss 785, 000 
Relocation of utilities, sewers, ete__—-_ ; 774, 000 
Lands and easements - — — — ~~ : tte 1, 354, 000 
Building removal i area eigen 17, 000 
Channel construction — ~~ 31, 000 

Total . ; ‘ 3, 135, 000 


In addition, local interests are required to maintain and operate all the work? 
including supervision of maintenance and operation of the existing Monroe Street 
Dam on the Kalamazoo River at an estimated cost of $23,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—By resolution dated October 3, 1956, the commis- 
sion of the city of Battle Creek furnished the assurances of local cooperation for 
the entire project, which were accepted on December 18, 1956. Land, easements, 
nd rights-of-way for the Kalamazoo River section of the project have been 
furnished, and acquisition for the cutoff section is 99-percent completed. It is 
anticipated that rights-of-way for work scheduled for fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
will be furnished in sufficient time so as not to interfere with their scheduled 
construction dates. Local interests have made a cash contribution of $125,000, 
have completed construction of the new highway bridges over the proposed 
cutoff channel, and are proceeding with other requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,930,000 is an increase of $330,000 over the latest estimate ($6,600,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase includes $216,000 due to price level rise, 
$92,000 based on more detailed designs and estimates and $22,000 based on 
reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and 
administration. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


tem Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseal| eon 
estimate June 30, 1959 | « il year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiseal 


(1 2 (3) 4 i 
Ke itions a ge $2, 732, 800 $415, 300 | $480, 500 $773, 000 $1, 064, 000 
Channels ans 3, 367, 900 1, 320, 700 | 166, 600 611. 200 1, 269, 400 
Levees . 55, 000 . 17. OO $8, O00 
Preauthorization studies 75, 000 | 75. 000 : 
Engineering and design : 468, 000 417, 800 30, 700 16, 000 3, 500 
supervision and administration 405, 300 98, SOO 46, SOO 103, 600 156, 100 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contribution : 7, 104, 000 2, 327, 600 724, 600 1, 520, 800 2, 531, 000 
istributed cost 


lotal project cost (Federal 

funds and non-Federal 

contribution) sie rats 7, 104, 000 2, 327, 600 724, 600 1, 520, 800 2, 531, 000 
Pending adjustments. _- . . - 


Total cost (Federal funds | 


and non-Federal contri- | 
ION 65 -c sana ae 7, 104, 000 | 2, 327, 600 | 724, 600 1, 520, 800 2, 631, 000 
Federal funds | 
lotal applied cost ae 6, 930, 000 2, 225, 600 | 701, 600 1, 520, 800 2, 482, 000 
PI 1 
Undistributed cost 
lotal project cost 6, 930, 000 2,225, €00 701, 600 1, 520, 800 2, 482. 000 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost_.___- sock 6, 930, 000 2. 225. 600 | 701, 600 1, 520, 800 2, 482, 000 
Undelivered orders __- aaa a ; 676, 600 — 140, 800 535, 800 


Total obligations. -...-.-. Sa marl 2, 902, 200 560, 800 985, 000 | 2, 482, 000 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 


| 
| Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal] 
year 1961 

(12) (2 (3 (4 (5 (6) 


Non-Federal contribut 
Total applied cost $174, 000 $102. 000 Or O00 te $49, 000 
Undistributed cost = 


Total project cost 174, 000 102, 000 23. 000 49. 000 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost- nara 174, 000 | 102, 000 23, 000 . oo 49, 000 
Undelivered orders 


SI a 102, 000 23, 000 a? - 49, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 


Federal funds: 


IT ie el antes eine 2, 998, 000 Re Niel ihgieicindine aig kien 
Unobligated c arryover from | | 
prior year - - Sininmbecatehbhwnnmmanin Aeduanaiehimainieedate | 95, 800 | tit | eee 
Total funds available for 
obligation CAE. thay ee Ao | 2,998, 000 1, 295, 800 


ememmnmiutinns WORMINOA 5045-6 oN onc cckse eens 250, 000 2. 482, 000 


Non-Federal funds: 
Contributions 
Unobligated carryover from | 
NE in cdccapusy i clndwiinebosaenws i sass apiniiaandiets ieee 23, 000 | 


Total funds available for | 
obligation. -........... EE en 125, 000 MEE Nada cs canedus Vcaenaee ‘ould 
Contributions required____.- A iiidiniiehaihnbiataihe dh Setanta eeiieiieate as abe wenm ew cael 49, 000 





Mr. Cannon. You are carrying over into 1961, $735,000, more than 
half of this year’s appropriation. Why did you request this amount 
if you did not propose to use it? 

Colonel Fiscuer. We were delayed, sir, in obtaining the right-of- 
way on which to initiate construction. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Were you, or the sponsors, responsible for the delay? 
Is it the responsibility of the sponsors to provide right-of-way? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, it is, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It was the sponsors who were having difficulty, then, 
rather than the Corps? 

Colonel Fiscumr. Yes. They have had quite an involved project 
here in reaching agreement between the railroads for a joint-use 
bridge as an economy measure, and ironing the right-of-way problems 
for the cutoff channel that is being constructed, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of these right-of-way problems then, and the 
carryover, you would not really need this $250,000 in 1961, would you? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, I will. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you mean to say that you will use both the 
$735,000 and also the additional $250,000? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. That is almost $1 million. 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes; the right-of-way problems have been com- 
pletely solved. We now have the right-of-way and are proceeding 
to advertise in the next month or so. Many of the projects have 
been held up because of a lack of right-of-way. 
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MENOMINEE HARBOR AND RIVER, MICH. AND WIS. 











Mr. Cannon. The next project is the Menominee Harbor and River, 
$31,500. 

We will insert page 86 in the record at this point. 
(The page referred to follows:) 








ApVANCE ENGINEERING AND JESIGN, REHABILITATION— CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 





MENOMINEE HARBOR AND River (SoutH PreR AND NortH Pier), MIcuH., aAnp 
WIs. 


(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 









Location and description.—The project is on the west shore of Green Bay at the 

mouth of the Menominee River. The rehabilitation provides for the recon- 

struction and reinforcement of the south pier and reconstruction of the north pier 
Authorization.—1871 River and Harbor Act. 





























Summarized Financial Data 


MRArSMINYERMCUN AD NEGREy ERURUNR SR 8 ane duane ubedmewua $1, 450, 000 


Preeonstruchion planning eseinte.. . . soon cc ccenienceeccue 46, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960...............-.- ee aioon eae 0 
Panning allocation for hscal year 106)... csnccucescunee 31, 500 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 -- 14, 500 

Present condition —The north and south piers are in a poor condition. The 


wales and piles have worn on each side of the structures. Also piles in the sub- 
structures are severely worn and some have broken off. Portions of the wale 
timbers are missing which allow the stone fill to escape. Portions of the concrete 
superstructure have settled and spalled off the top and sides. Numerous top 
slabs are missing and considerable stone fill has been washed out. Several feet 
of pile in the substructure are worn and deteriorated. Stone has been washed 
fom around the substructure in some sections, thus adversely affecting the sta- 
bility of the structure. The dovetail joints are worn to one-half size and may 
result in the collapse of the cribs. 


JUSTIFICATION 







This is an important year-round harbor used by the railroad car ferries for 
transportation of railroad freight cars. Large receipts of coal and limestone are 
wed by the large papermill located at this harbor and a large amount of the coal 
is reshipped by rail to the interior and consumed locally. Reconstruction is 
essential to protect the project channel and to preclude more costly future repair. 
The waterborne commerce for 1958 was 682,508 tons consisting mainly of coal, 
limestone, woodpulp, paper products, and sulfur. <A total of 5,358 vessel trips 
Were made at this harbor requiring a maximum draft of 22 feet. 


REHABILITATIONS 





Mr. Cannon. What is the rehabilitation project referred to here? 

Colonel Fiscurer. The original structures were built back in 1872. 
Some were built in 1874, 1877, and 1878. They have deteriorated to 
the point where they must have complete rehabilitation before we 
lose the structures completely. Ordinary maintenance does not take 
care of this. They must be completely rehabilitated to serve their 
original purpose. 

Mr. Cannon. There is one interesting feature here. This is ap- 
parently the oldest authorization with which this committee has ever 
dealt. This was authorized in 1871. We were just closing the Civil 
War. Has this been in effect all these years, now nearly 160 years? 

Colonel Fiscurer. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Has it been serviceable? 
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Colonel Fiscuer. Yes, with maintenance it has. It has now 
reached a point where it must be completely rehabilitated. Normal 
maintenance cannot do it. 

Mr. Cannon. By rehabilitation do you mean repair, or do you 
mean completely replaced? ; 

Colonel Fiscuer. Of course, the art has advanced since the days | ee; 
when these were built. We will restore it to such shape that it will Mi 
serve its original purpose and ordinary maintenance then will prevent 
further deterioration. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect it to last eee oe tee 

Colonel Fiscurr. Yes. I would hate to hazard a guess. I doubt 
If I will be here to see it. 

Mr. Cannon. This committee expects to stay here and find out if 
you are as good an engineer as the man who built the first one. 


CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, ILL. AND IND. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is Calumet Harbor and River, $31,000, 
We will insert page 88 in the record at this point. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
NAVIGATION) 


CaLUMET HARBOR AND RIVER (BREAKWATER), ILL. AND IND. 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is in northeastern Illinois (Cook County), 
near the southern end of Lake Michigan, 12'5 miles south of Chicago Harbor. i 
‘Lhe work planned for rehabilitation is repair to the existing crib breakwater. Precon 
Authorization.—1899 and 1902 River and Harbor Acts. Appro} 


Summarized financial data 

teconnaissance estimate ; ; $2. 200, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate _.- : ; 65, 000 and hi: 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 ; () the sec 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 _ _- : 31,000 } the lak 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 34, 000 | water \ 
in 190 
dbecome 
Tibbin 


Present condition—The submerged timber crib walls, built 1899-1904, are 
extensively deteriorated on the lake and harbor side. The dovetail connections 
holding the crib walls in the lake side are badly worn with large openings on the 
sides of the dovetails, causing bulging of the walls in many ecri’s. Top courses 
of timber on both lake and harbor sides show considerable deterioration and at 
some locations sections of top timlers are missing. The concrete superstructure 
is generally in good condition. Pepair is required to support the crib walls, Com 
failure of which would cause destruction of the concrete superstructure. Since F sisting 
1945 emergency repairs have been recuired at several locations where partial al ta 
collapse of underwater crib walls occurred. 24 feet 

azard 

JUSTIFICATION the eas 

The we 
vest cl 


‘on 


protect 


The crib breakwater protects the docks of two large steel mills as well as the 
entrance to the Calumet River and shelters the anchorage areas provided for 
commercial vessels using the harbor for refuge during storms. It is urgent that Mr. 
the program of repairs be performed to prevent progressive deterioration of thi 
timber cribs and eventual collapse of the structure. The waterborne commerce 
for 1958 totaled 19,828,936 tons, consisting mainly of iron ore, coal, limestone, 
grain, sulfur, sand, gravel, soybeans, pig iron, iron, steel, coke and petroleum 
products. A total of 7 ,513 vessel trips were made with vessel drafts of up to 2 
feet. 
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Mr. Cannon. Do we have the same rehabilitation problem here, or 
is it in any respect different from the Menominee? 

Colonel Fiscurr. It is the same type. Of course, there are differ- 
ent types of structure involved than those that were built in Menom- 
inee, according to the years in which they were built. 

Mr. Cannon. But in effect it is the same? 

Colonel FiscuEer. The same type of project, yes. 


CLEVELAND HARBOR, OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Cleveland Harbor, $20,000. 
We will insert page 90 in the record at this point. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


ApvANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


CLEVELAND Harpor (East AND WEst BREAKWATER), OHIO 
(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—On the south shore of Lake Erie at Cleveland, Ohio. 
The rehabilitation consists of restoring deteriorated sections of the 17,970-foot 
long rubble mound east breakwater and replacing riprap stone along the lake 
side of the 6,000-foot long timber crib west breakwater and repairing sections of 
cracked and displaced cribbing and superstructure. 

Authorization.—1916 River and Harbor Act and prior Acts. 


Summarized financial data 


CR tL ei le ER gl RR eee a NORE $615, 000 


Preesneuruction Dianrince Sstimate.. co ee eee cecn coe eee 20, 000 
ANMODTINIONES tO: JUNG a0; SHOU... ck cach ce cccceesemcwccce None 
running avocation ior nscal year 1UG1. = = ee ceweie cw weun 20, 000 
BU OIMR IAL ARGON SICASAN CORES UN oS i ia ed can Das amen pmo ab wi None 


Present condition.—The east rubble mound breakwater was completed in 1915 
ind has been partially repaired periodically as damaged areas developed. At 
the sections needing repair storm action has dislodged toe and cover stones on 
the lake face and washed out core stone to the extent that breeching at the low 
water datum line exists at many locations. The west breakwater was completed 
in 1904. The riprap protection stone along the lake face of the breakwater has 
become displaced and settled. Through ice and storm action, sections of the 
cribbing have failed as a result of the displaced protective stone and additional 
sections are exposed and will eventually collapse without the benefit of the 
protective stone. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Commerce during the calendar year 1958 amounted to 11,800,000 tons, con- 
‘isting of coal, iron ore, coke, petroleum products, iron and steel products and 
oal tar. This commerce was handled by 5,654 vessel trips having drafts up to 
4 feet. Lowering or breeching of the protective breakwaters have created 
lazardous navigation conditions in the harbor area. The present condition of 
tie east breakwater allows swells and wave action to run across the channel. 
The west breakwater is in imminent danger of breeching which will expose the 
west channel to sea action and dangerous currents. 


Mr. Cannon. This is another rehabilitation project. You have the 
same situation here? 

Colonel Fiscnrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. Does this differ in any respect from the other two? 

Colonel Fiscurer. No, sir, except it is rubble mound. 
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MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WIS. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is Milwaukee Harbor, $71,000. 
We will insert page 92 in the record. 
(The page referred to follows: ) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND Harpor: 


(NAVIGATION 


MILWAUKEE Harpor (NortTH BREAKWATER AND Nortru Pier, Wis. 


(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located at Milwaukee, Wis., on thy 
west shore of Lake Michigan The items planned for rehabilitation consists 


of repairing the north breakwater and the north pier. 
Authorization.—1852, 1883, 1907, and 1922 River and Harbor Acts. 


Summarized financial data 


Reconnaissance estimate >4, O00, 0 
Preconstruction planning estimate __ 127. 00 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 ( 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 71. OM 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 56, (0 


Present condition——-The timber crib substructure, built during the perio 
1881-99, and the north pier puilt prior to 1906 are severely deteriorated an 


weakened. The upper crip timbers are severely worn and many sections indicat 
definite signs of failure. Dovetail connections with crind walls are worn, some 
upper crib timbers are missing and others are bulging outward. Numerous 
concrete base blocks have deteriorated due to ice and wave action which elimi- 
nates the tie between the base blocks and crib timbers. At many locations, th 


concrete superstructure has deteriorated so as to require replacement. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The preakwater protects the harbor of the city of Milwaukee; a metropolita 
district with a population of about 800,000. The city is an important port wit 
a diversified commerce including two railroad-car ferry lines which operat 
continuously throughout the year. The waterborne commerce for 1958 totale 
7,658,689 tons, consisting mainly of coal, petroleum products and mineral aggre 


gates vitally essential for the continued economical operation of local industries 
A total of 6,705 vessel trips were made with vessel drafts of up to 22 feet. Loca 


interests have expended over $16 million to date in developing the outer harh 
dock facilities and are presently undertaking an intensive improvement prograll 
at an estimated cost of $11 million to accommodate St. Lawrence Seaway traffi 

Mr. Cannon. We have the same situation in the Milwaukee Harbor 
In what respect does this differ from the previous three? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Only in the type of structure to be rehabilitate 
sir. 

GREAT SODUS BAY HARBOR, N.Y. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is the Great Sodus Bay Harbo 
$32,000. We will insert page 94 in the record. 
(The page referred to follows: ) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND 
Harsors (NAVIGATION) 


Great Sopus Bay Harpor (East anp West Piers), N.Y. 


(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—On Sodus Bay, south shore of Lake*Ontario, 29 mul 


westerly from Oswego, N.Y The rehabilitation provides for reconstructiol! 
damaged sections of the i 294-foot long east pier and the 1,580-foot long west p* 
Authorization.—1882 and 1829 River and Harbor Acts. 
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Summarized financial data 


Reconnaissance estimate $840, 000 
fecoustruction planning estimate , sk 42, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 ; : 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 32, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 _ 10, 000 

Present condition.—The east and west piers were completed in 1919. A 500-foot 


section of the west pier was rebuilt in 1958; an additional 540 feet needs rebuilding. 
In this section 60 feet has collapsed and an additional 440 feet is near collapse. 
An additional 200 feet of the superstructure of the west pier has cracked and the 
substructure is failing. Approximately 880 feet of the east pier timber crib 
substructure has failed and the concrete superstructure has cracked and become 
displaced. An additional 200 linear feet of the east pier superstructure has 
eracked and the substructure is failing. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Commerce during calendar vear 1958 amounted to 1,275,519 tons and consisted 
mostly of coal shipments. <A total of 754 vessel-trips were made by vessels with 
drafts of up to 21 feet Many recreational craft utilize the harbor since it is 
well suited to boating. Rehabilitation of the piers under consideration is urgent 


since they provide the only entrance to the harbor. The present condition of the 
piers exposes traffic entering and leaving the harbor to dangerous sea and current 
aculohs 
Mr. Cannon. And here you have practically the identical situation? 
Colonel Fiscner. Yes. 


GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MICH. 


Mir. Cannon. The next item is the Grand Haven Harbor, and we 
will insert page 96. 


a 


The puge referred to follows:) 


ADVANCE EENGINEERING AND DesIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


GRAND HAVEN JIlARBOR (REVETMENT), MICH. 
INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.— This harbor is located on the east shore of Lake 
Michigan about 108 miles northeasterly from Chicago, Ill. The rehabilitation 
consists of reconstruction of 4,574 linear feet of the north and south revetments, 
neluding the easterly portion of the pier of the Government basin at Grand 
Haven boatyard. 

Authorization.—1892 River and Harbor Act and prior acts. 


Summarized financial data 


Reconnaissance estimate ___ 52, 625, OVO 
Preconstruction planning estimate . 69, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 27, 000 
Salance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 38, 000 


Prese nt condition.—The substructure of the north revetment was construeted 
of stone filled wood pile and timber cribs in 1875 with concrete superstructure 
added in 1932. The substructure of the south revetment was constructed of 
stone filled wood pile and timber cribs during the period 1857 to 1916, with concrete 
superstructure added during 1916-35. These sunstructures have deteriorated to 
the extent that complete failure is imminent. The substructures have aged to 
the point that they cannot be practicably repaired and reconstruction is necessary. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The several sections of the revetments are from 44 to 103 vears old and have 
badly deteriorated. Retention of dependable depths in the project channel jg 
difficult since the deteriorated structure does not efficiently prevent the sandbanks 
from leaching through and shoaling the channel, thereby necessitating increased 
maintenance dredging. Grand Haven Harbor is an important Lake Michigan 
harbor and carries considerable quantities of waterborne commerce. The com. 
merce for 1958 totaled 2,869,265 tons. The principal commodities carried, in 
order of volume, were: sand and gravel, petroleum products and miscellaneous 
commodities. The vessel trips totaled 6,196 with drafts up to 22 feet. 


Mr. CANNON. There is no difference in this one and the preceding 
five or six? 
Colonel Fiscuer. No, sir. 


SHEBOYGAN HARBOR, WIS. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is Sheboygan Harbor, $32,000. 
We will insert page 98 in the record. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS AND HARBorS 
(NAVIGATION) 


SHEBOYGAN Harspor (NortH BREAKWATER, NORTH StusB PIER AND Sovtu 
PIER), WIs. 


(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is on the west shore of Lake Michigan, 
apout 55 miles north of Milwaukee. The rehabilitation provides for repairs to 
the north breakwater, the north stub pier and the south pier. 

Authorization. —1927 River and Harbor Act and prior acts. 


Summarized financial data 
Reconnaissance estimate___.__........------ $1, 342, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 46, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960__- tN Clr i ) 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 196] , 32, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 14, 000 


Present condition—The concrete substructure of the north breakwater is 
spalling and disintegrating with cap and wale timbers loose and missing. Most 
of the walk slabs and a considerable amount of the stone fill have been displaced. 
The cribs are deteriorated and weakened due to worn timbers and dovetail con- 
nections holding outer walls. The top portion of timber substructure of north 
stub pier has disintegrated to such an extent that the superstructure is endan- 
gered. The south pier timber cribs, built 1903-04, are deteriorated and weakened 
due to worn timbers and dovetail connections with outer wails. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This is one of the important coal distribution centers along the west coast of 
Lake Michigan. Large receipts of coal are received at this harbor for distribu- 
tion to local industry and for domestic consumption in central Wisconsin. Repait 
and reconstruction of the structures is necessary to prevent collapse of the navi 
gation facilities which protects the harbor basin. The waterborne commer¢é 
for 1958 totaled 513,654 tons, consisting of coal, petroleum products, clay, ane 
fish products. The vessels made a total of 4,366 trips requiring a maximut 
draft of 23 feet. 


Mr. Cannon. What is this rehabilitation project? 
Colonel Fiscurr. It is the same type except in this particular cas' 


the original structures were built in 1900’s. These structures are 


60 years old. They have deteriorated over the years and must no# 
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be rehabilitated so that they will not be completely destroyed and 
require replacement. 
LACK OF MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. This general deterioration throughout all these 
various projects would seem to indicate considerable negligence in 
maintenance. Apparently maintenance has slipped badly in recent 
vears. Now, is that negligence on the part of the local interests, or 
js it due to failure on the part of the Federal Government to maintain 
work for which it is responsible? 

Colonel Fiscurr. There has, of course, not been all the maintenance 
funds that we have desired. However, there are certain items in 
here such as cribs and so forth, and if a crib goes bad you must re- 
habilitate the complete structure. This is an overhaul as opposed to 
daily maintenance, or periodic maintenance, or the repair from storms. 

Mr. Cannon. You would not say there has been any notable 
negligence in maintenance? 

Colonel FisHer. We have, of course, accumulated some backlog 
because we did not get all the funds we desired when we wanted them, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Well, rehabilitation as you term it here-——rebuilding, 
replacement, repairs—will not cost us as much as it would cost if we 
were starting from scratch and building the whole thing anew? 

Colonel Fisuer. No, sir. It would be, in my opinion, much 
cheaper. 

Mr. Cannon. You are in a position to use much of the old struc- 
tures. Now the question of maintenance responsibility, if the Federal 
Government is responsible this committee has been negligent; we 
have not provided sufficient funds. You say that it is because of a 
lack of money. You have not told us that you needed the money. 
I do not recall any appeal to us for money for this purpose. W hy 
is it that you have not had money enough to maintain this? Inci- 
dentally, 1 asked you if you had sufficient money to obviate the 
necessity for replacement at this time. 

Colonel Fiscurér. It would have been accomplished piecemeal, of 
course, sir. The basic fact is, these structures have outlived their 
usefulness because of their extreme age. 

Mr. Cannon. Of what material are they constructed? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Of various types. Would you care to see @ 
picture? 

Mr. Cannon. If you please. What is the policy of the Bureau 
of the Budget on this matter? Is it to neglect what you have in 
order to make new starts or to maintain what you have and proceed 
‘little more slowly in the initiation of new work? 

Colonel Fiscuer. It is the latter, sir. In this particular case we 
we are endeavoring to take on in a progressiv e manner the most critical 
items of structures that have far outlived their usefulness as far as 
being able to be maintained is concerned. 


FUNDS FOR MAINTENANCE 


_ Mr. Cannon. Would you approve if the committee decided here in 
iis wisdom to cut out some of these new starts you are recommending 
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and put a little more money on maintenance so we will maintain what 
we have? Would that be practical? 

Colonel Fiscurer. I have asked for the funds on the overall basis, 
sir, to accomplish that very thing that you are speaking of. 

Mr. Cannon. In order to do that have vou re ‘frained from recom- 
mending new starts? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Within the limitations given me. 

Mr. Cannon. Limitations by the Bureau of the Budget? 

Colonel FiscuEer. Passed on to me by the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a matter of policy. Do you act on the recom- 
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget or does the Bureau act on 
your recommendations in suc h matters? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Sir, I follow the policy of the Chief of Engineers, 


CURRENT NEED FOR HARBORS 


Mr. Taser. The fact is, Colonel, this picture has developed because 
there has not been any use put to these harbors. Is that true? 

Colonel Fiscuer. The harbors are being used. 

Mr. Taper. They have not been used for a long time, have they? 

Colonel Fiscuer. Yes; they are active harbors. 

Mr. Taser. Do you mean that they have been used right along, 
from day to day? 

Colonel Fiscnrer. From day to day; ves. 

Mr. Taser. From these pictures that vou have shown us it doesn’t 
look like they are. 

Mr. Rasaut. It is a question of the bad state they are in. 

Mr. Taser. It would seem to me somebody who knows about this 
situation and the use of these harbors ought to give them the once- 
over. 

Mr. Cannon. It might be well to make a little examination of the 
situation. 

Colonel Fiscurer. May I furnish for the record the tonnages that 
are used in the harbors involved? 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad to have that. 

(The requested information follows :) 


Projects included in budget for advance engineering and design— Rehabilitation 


Project 


Menominee Harbor, Mict i R67, 299 
Calumet Harbor and River, Lil. and Ind_--- eee 26, 704, 160 
Cleveland Harbor, Ohio_- : ee a 17, 604, 555 
Milwaukee Harbor, Wis-- : icasale ; 8, 600, 655 
Great Sodus Bay Harbor, N.Y------------- peas = 2, 365, 002 
Grand Haven Harbor, Mich 2, O82, O87 
Sheboygan Harbor, Wis- -- F ; 493, 165 


Mr. Rasavur. They are also ports of refuge. 
Colonel Fiscuer. They can be used for that. They are commereia 
harbors. 
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J LACK OF FUNDS FOR MAINTENANCE 
what 


Mr. Cannon. Going back over this situation, you say these re- 
habilitation projects are in their present state of deterioration due 
to the fact that you did not have money enough to repair them. 
Did you ask for money and did the Bureau of the Budget cut your 
request? 

Colonel Fiscner. I have made requests to the Chief of Engineers 
and was allocated a certain level of funding. 

2 Mr. Cannon. You recommended the money for maintenance all 
ecom- | through these years. Recommendations have been made by the 
‘ct ON | corps for maintenance money which they did not receive? 

Colonel Fiscuer. I could not speak for former years, sir, but I 
think that your statement is correct in that we did. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Cohen, has the Bureau of the Budget over 
these last few years cut down, or eliminated requests by the corps for 
ecause | money for maintenance of these projects? 

Mr. Conen. My recollection is the maintenance fund has been 
reduced in the past several years by the Bureau of the Budget. 
1ev? Mr. Cannon. Is that the general maintenance fund or the mainte- 

, nance fund for these specific items? 

along, Mr. Conen. The general maintenance fund. 
Mr. Cannon. No request for this specific area has been reduced 
so far as you are aware? 
loesn’t Mr. Conen. There probably were some funds that were included 
for this specific area. 


basis, 


“com- 


neers, 


ut this OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GREAT LAKES-St. LAWRENCE 
> once- BaAsIN 


th Mr. Cannon. The next item is “Operation and maintenance,” 
See inn cee ic 
$10,175,500. 

We will insert pages 99 through 105. 

The pages referred to follow:) 


es that 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiscal YEAR 1961 


1, Navigation 

litation (a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $6,616,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 49 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the Great Lakes harbors and waterways by means of dredging, snage 
ging, and repairing harbor jetties and breakwaters, all as authorized in the laws 
idopting river and harbor projects. 


ymercla! 
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Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


Fiscal 
year 1960 
(esti- 
mated 


Fiscal 


Recurring main- 
| year 1959 


tenance | | 
1-time 


Project | Total, Remarks 


fiscal 


ILLINOIS 


Calumet Harbor and River 
Lake Calumet es 
Waukegan Harbor 


INDIANA 


Indiana Harbor 
Michigan City Harbor 


MICHIGAN 


Au Sable Harbor 
Charlevoix Harbor 
Detroit River__..-- 
Frankfort Harbor s 
Grand Haven Harbor and 
Grand Haven River. 
Grand Traverse Bay Har- 
bor. 
Holland Harbor 
Keweenaw Waterway 


Ludington Harbor 
Manistee Harbor 

Manistique Harbor 
Marquette Harbor 


Monroe Harbor. -_. 
Muskegon Harbor. _.- 
Presque Isle Harbor 
Rouge River 
Saginaw River__- 
St. Clair River _- 

St. Joseph Harbor 


South Haven Harbor 
White Lake Harbor 


MINNESOTA 


Baudette Harbor i 
Duluth-Superior Harbor 


NEW YORK 


Buffalo Harbor 
Dunkirk Harbor 


$467, 114 
175, 937 
760 


2, 454 
, 180 


Great Sodus Bay Harbor... 


Oswego Harbor 
Rochester Harbor 


OHIO 


Ashtabula Harbor 
Cleveland Harbor 
Conneaut Harbor 
Fairport Harbor 


Huron Harbor 
Lorain Harbor 
Sandusky Harbor... 
Toledo Harbor 


PENNSYLVANIA 


Erie Harbor... 


, 927 

353 
, OO 
, 504 


$323, 090 


10, 550 


94, 570 
39, 000 


"7, 340 
105, 740 


289, 000 
260, 320 


63, 750 


364, 000 


352, 000 


50, 250 
24, 900 


| 
65, 070 
59, 950 
11, 700 


263, 250) 


29, 170 
30, 640 
56, 290 


36, L5¢ 


29, 670 


| 
581, 240 
20, 000 
31, 100 
55, 000 
120, 000 


115, 000 
980, 000 
107, 830 
121, 000 


50, 000 
135, 000 
118, 000 
566, 170) 


57, 000 


Annual 


1, 


repairs 
Peri- 
odie 


$125, 000) $650, 000 


38 
50, 


10, 
125, 


20, 
80, 


80, 
000, 
60, 
130, 


130, 


420, 


000 
OOO 


000! 
000 


000 
000 
000 
000 


| 
000 


O00} _ 


000 
000 
000 


000 
000 
000 
O00 


000 
OOO 


, 000 


O00 


. 000 


90, 000 
90, 000) $150, 000 


192, 000 


30, 000) 
10, 000 


10, 000 


45, 000 


10. 000 
150, 000 


20, 000! 270, 000 


10, 000 
90, 000 


175, 000 


50, 000 


100, 000 


60, 000 


25, 000 
30, 000 
15, 000). 
30, 000 


year 1961 


90, 
240 


000 
000 
000 


O00 


, OOO 


OOO 


000! 


O00 


000 


, 000 


000 


000 
OOO 


», OOO 


O00 


», OOO 
5, 000 


68, 
30, 
10, 
130, 
220, 
60, 


325, 


O00 
O00 
DOO 
O00 
000 
000 
O00 


35, 000 


000 


O00 


5, 000 


, 000 


80, 
, 100, 

60, 
190, 


75 
160, 
90, 
450, 


SO, 


000 
000 
000 
O00 


000 
000 
000 
O00 


, 000 


000 
000 
000 


O00 


Dredging 
Do. 
Dredging, repair 
north pier 


Dredging. 
Do 


Do. 
Do 
Dredging and 
dike repairs, 
Dredging. 
Do. 


Do 


Do 
Dredging and 
structure re- 
pair 
Dredging. 
Do. 
Do 
Repair break- 
water. 
Dredging 
Do 
Do. 
Do 
Do. 
Do. 
Dredging, 
repair north 
pier 
Dredging. 
Do 


Do 
Dredging and 
repair break- 
water. 


| 
Do 
Dredging. 
Do. 
Do 
Do 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
| Dredging and 
repair east 
breakwater. 
Do. 
Do. 
Dredging 
Do 


Dredging and 
| snagging. 
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Obligations—C ontinued 








Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 








Fiscal 


| Fiseal | year 1960) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) _| 1-time fiscal 


repairs | year 1961 





Annual Peri- 
| } odie 




















WISCONSIN | | 
Green Bay Harbor-__-.---- $64, 808 $95, 170 INS cicecnasottetihodrg nates $70, 000) Dredging. 
Kewaunee Harbor “ 2, 444 57, 580 70, 000 a 70, 000} Do. 
Manitowoc Harbor cask 48, 497 83, 260 50, 000! $50, 000}......- 100, 000} Dredging and 


} repair south 
| break water. 












Milwaukee Harbor---.-.-- 139, 209} 161, 500 ee 34,000; Repair break- 
| | | water. 
Port Washington Harbor reeked 14, 140}... ‘i i oe. 16, 000 Do 
Racine Harbor.........-.- 35, 366 31, 220 Gl cacecenticncas 35,000! Dredging and 
| | | | structure 
| | | repair 
Sheboygan Harbor_-.-..---- 16, 895 29, 790 25,000} 25, 000)_....... 50,000} Dredging and 
| | | | breakwater 
| repair. 
Sturgeon Bay and Lake 130, 403 141, 930) 50, 000 ane i 50,000! Dredging. 
Michigan ship canal. | | | 
Two Rivers Harbor_-__.---- 34, 462) OS OO ok ccsiccuc 53: 000)... ..-. 53, 000 Do. 
Other projects periodically 702,151) 790, 190 an [eee 
maintained | 
Total, channels and | 7, 502, 627| 7, 265, 660|_.____- Suk cometen Vee carwano 6, 616, 000 


harbors. | 




















b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $666,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, essential dredg- 
ing and lock and bank repairs. The amount requested recurring annually is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, 
materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the projects. 
Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated under ‘‘remarks.”’ 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 





Fiscal 


Fiscal year 1960 | Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- | tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) _ = time fiscal 


poe _ repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odic 






NEW YORE 
Black Rock Channel] and | $384,135 | $338,480 | $284, 000 ...-|$49, 000 | $333,000 | Lock machinery 
lonawanda Harbor. | | electrical 
| | repairs 







WISCONSIN 


| | | 

| 

Fox River (including Public 268, 479 | 531, 270 240,000 |$53,000 | 40,000 | 333,000 | Dredging and 
Law 85-500 modification | | | | repair project 
fupper Fox River). icilities, 


Total, locks, dams, 652, 614 869, 750 


and Canals, | 


666, 000 






















_(¢) Surreys of Northern and Northwestern Lakes.—The budget estimate of 
$050,000 is the minimum necessary for continuing the program of maintaining 
Great Lakes navigation chart coverage consistent with the existing needs of com- 
hercial shipping, for continuing collection, and study of hydraulic and hydrologic 
data in the St. Mary, St. Clair, Detroit, and Niagara Rivers for preparation and 
dissemination of information on the Great Lakes levels, river flows and diversions. 
Up-to-date navigation charts are essential to the safe navigation of ore carriers, 
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other commercial vessels and Government craft. Urgently required data will 
thereby be provided for the increasing draft of lake vessels and deepdraft ocean- 
going vessel traffic which will be utilizing the Great Lakes as a result of com. 
pletion of the St. Lawrence Seaway. The magnitude of this charting require- 
ment is evidenced by the fact that the Great Lakes and their connection channels 
have a water surface area of over 95,000 square miles and a shore line of some 
8,300 miles. The estimated obligations during fiscal vear 1960 for these activities 
amount to $544,870 and actual obligations in fiscal vear 1959 were $642,734. 


Obligations 
Total navigation: 
Fiscal year 1959 : : ; $ 
Fiscal year 1960 (estimated) 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) - 
Flood control 
(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $50,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of one flood control reservoir in the basin, provides the minimum amount 
necessary for Operational requirements including ordinary maintenance of the 
project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day 
functioning of the project. 


wn 


797, 975 
, 680, 280 
932, 000 


“1% 


Obligations 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
Fiseal — P = 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated , 1-time fiscal 
repair ye ir 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odie 
| 
New York: Mount Morris $67, 598 $49, 560 $50, 000 ee . $50, 000 


Reservoir. 





(b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
estimate of $6,500 provides for the minimum annual maintenance requirements 
of the local protection project and for inspection of 20 completed works within 
the basin during the budget year. 


Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 19650} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) - i 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odic 
MICHIGAN 
| 
Sebewaing River = $47, 609 $5, 900 $2, 000 |. : eee eee $2,000 | 
Inspection of completed 2, 444 | 3, 470 Ble chtncantebaess 4, 500 
works. 
| - - - - - _ - 

Total flood control 50, 053 Bis eeedes ae ees 6, 500 
channel work, in- | | 
spections and mis- | | 
cellaneous mainte- | | | | 
nance. | | | 

Total flood control...| 117, 651 ain) oe a ee eas 56, 500 


2 will 
cean- 
com- 
quire- 
innels 
some 
ivities 
}. 


7, 975 
0, 280 
32, 000 


main- 
mount 
of the 
yy-day 
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¢ Multiple-purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $2,094,000 for the operation and maintenance of the 
st. Marys Falls Canal, locks and powerplant, provides the minimum amount 
necessary for operational requirements. The amount requested recurringfan- 
nually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; 
labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day by day functioning of 
the project. One-time and periodic requirements are indicated under remarks. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


Fiscal | year 1960 
Pre t year 1959 (esti- 
mated) 


Fiscal 7 | 
Recurring main- 


tenance 


Annual | Peri- 


| Total, 
l-time | fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 | 


| 
Remarks 


| 
| | | odic 


or Poa 7 oe | : | 
Michigan: St. Marvs River. $1, 929, 215|$2, 145, 650/$1, 940, 000) $19, 000!$135, 000/$2, 094, 000 


| 
| 
fo alte i 


Repair project 
facilities and 
continue repair 
Sabin lock 
wall. 


. Fish sanctuary program 

Not applicable to this basin. 

Niagara remedial works, New York 

The budget estimate of $75,000 provides for the U.S. share of the estimated 
total cost of $150,000 for operation and maintenance of remedial works on the 
Niagara River, an international boundary watercourse. Operation and main- 
tenance of the project was initiated in fiscal vear 1958. Obligations by the 
United States for fiscal year 1959 were $61,509. The amount of $74,420 is 
available for obligation during fiscal year 1960. Pursuant to the 1950 Niagara 
Water Treaty with Canada, the two Governments constructed remedial works 
necessary to produce an unbroken crestline at Niagara Falls as a measure to 
fulfill the objectives of the treaty to utilize the Niagara River waters and preserve 
and enhance the scenic beauty of the falls. The project consists of a gated con- 
trol structure from the Canadian shore to a point about 1 mile above the Horse- 
shoe Falls for flow regulation in the Niagara River, and excavation and fills on 
both flanks of the Horseshoe Falls, with the cost divided equally between the 
two Governments. In accordance with the Niagara Water Treaty, the expense 
of operation and maintenance is shared equally between the two Governments. 
The Corps of Engineers has been designated the U.S. agency to perform this 
Government’s obligations with respect to the operation and maintenance of these 
works including the operation of gaging activities in the Niagara River above 
and below the falls for use in connection with the Canadian-operated control 
structure and reimbursement to Canada for a portion of the costs incurred by 
that Government. 


Obligations 


Grand total, Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin: 
Fiscal year 19069............... 
Fiscal vear 1960 (estimated) - _- 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) _- 


$10, 906, 350 
10,959 280 
10, 157, 500 
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Tuespay, FEBRUARY 23, 1960. 
\LISSOURIT RIVER 
WITNESSES 


BASIN 


MAJ. GEN. KEITH R. BARNEY, DIVISION ENGINEER, 
RIVER DIVISION 

WENDELL E. JOHNSON, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, MISSOURI 
RIVER DIVISION 

MORRIS BECKER, CHIEF PROGRAMS DEVELOPMENT_ BRANCH 
MISSOURI RIVER DIVISION 


MISSOURI 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the estimates on the Missouri 
River Basin. 

The first item is general investigations, $200,500. 

We will insert pages 4 and 5 in the record at this point. 

(The page referred to follows: 
1. Surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.— None. 

(b) Flood control studies..-The amount of $200,500 is requested for prosecution 
of 12 studies during fiscal vear 1961. This amount will permit completion of 








five reports and progress on seven others. Tentative allocations by studies 
follow: 
Total Tentative A dditional to 
stu estimated allocation, complete after 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 
Colorado: South Platte Rive: $248, 400 $98, 500 $35, 000 $114, WK 
Kansas: 
Missouri River, Leavenworth, Kans 0, 000 1, 000 l (i 10, 106 
Republican River, Kans., Nebr., Colo AQ, OO 14, 600 15, 000 2%”, 400 
White Clay Creek, Atchison, Kans 14, 500 7, 800 6. 700 ( 
Missouri 
Grand River, Mo ait 358, 500 340, 50( L&, OOK 
Missouri River slack water, Missouri and 
South Dakota 300, 000 9, 700 10, 000 280), 300 
Nebraska: 
Crystal Lake, Nebr 21, 000 18, 300 2 700 0 
Nemaha-Little Nemaha, Nebr. and Kans 175, OOO 140, 100 34, 900 0 
Platte River, Nebr 359, 400 214, 500 20, O00 124, 900 
North Dakota: 
James River, N. Dak. and S. Dak 213, 300 195, 300 18, 000 0 
Missouri River, N. Dak., 8. Dak., Nebr 70, 000 19, 500 10, 000 40, 500 
Missouri River, Garrison-Oahe, N. Dak 
and S. Dak : 35, 000 9, 800 15, 200 10, 000 
Total : a > ie 1, 875, 100 1, 073, 500 200, 500 601, 100 
Grand total 1, 875, 100 1, 073, 500 200, 500 | 601, 100 
SOUTH PLATTE STUDY 


Mr. Cannon. The cost estimate for the So 


has been increased from $135,000 to $248,400. 
tion for this additional money? 

General Barney. Of the increases on the So 
$31,000 is an increase because the studies are 
thought. The remaining $82,000 is for the 


studies which already existed under other authorities for Golden, Colo.; 


uth Platte River study 
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Sand Creek, Colo., and Greeley, Colo. We felt that we should in- 
corporate them in the overall study. 

Mr. Cannon. It is because you have incorporated the additional 
projects? 

General Barney. That is correct, studies already authorized. 

Mr. Cannon. Why weren’t they requested when you made the 
original recommendation? 

General Barney. At that time we had not gone far enough in the 
study to realize the desirability of combining the studies. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it possible that you have still overlooked some that 
you will want to include in the future? 
' General Barney. | believe not. We are fairly well into this study. 

Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about the two Missouri items. 


GRAND RIVER STUDY 


General BARNEY. The first one is a flood control study on the Grand 
River. This is final work on a study which has been going on for some 
tme, flood control on the Grand River. It contemplates some chan- 
nel realinement, some levee work, and six reservoirs, I believe. 

Mr. Cannon. It is my understanding that the local interests there, 
which formerly approved and requested this project on the Grand 
River, have now changed their minds about it and no longer want it, 
no longer believe it will be to the local advantage to install it. 

General Barney. There is certainly division of local opinion. Some 
elements support it and some are against it, 

Mr. Cannon. It would inundate a vast amount of very productive 
alluvial soil? 

General BARNEY. This is a productive farm area and the reservoirs 
would inundate valuable land. 

Mr. Cannon. How many reservoirs are involved in the Grand 
River Valley? 

General BARNEY. We are considering six, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And they are to be located above Chillicothe? 

General BARNEY. They are generally in the middle and upper 
stretches. I do not believe that there is one below Chillicothe. 

Mr. Cannon. There is a general impression that no further work is 
tobe done here. Do your studies indicate real need for this expendi- 
ture? 

General BARNEY. Of course, Mr. Chairman, our studies were not 
finally completed. They do, subject to some further review, indicate 
the project is justified. However, again to emphasize, we are in the 
final stages. 

Mr. Cannon. They have called meetings of local landowners with 
the Corps of Engineers presiding. They have held a number of 
meetings on this subject. 

What determination was reached at those conferences? 

General Barney. Mr. Chairman, public hearings have been held, 
of course. There was considerable opposition at those hearings. 

Mr. Cannon. My understanding is that as a result of the hearings 
the project would be abandoned. 

General Barney. There was a good deal of sentiment in that 
direction, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. Do you think that any serious disadvantage would 
result from abandonment? 

General Barney. Sir, control of the Grand River, I think, is de. 
sirable. It is subject to flood. Last year it had several floods. 

Mr. Cannon. And you are nearing the end of your study; you ar 
supposed to complete it in the coming year, and generally speaking 
just as a rough estimate, what do you ‘think it would cost to complet: 
this system of all six reservoirs? 

General Barney. May I supply that for the record? 

Mr. Cannon. If you will. 

(The requested information follows: ) 

The total estimated cost (January 1959 price levels) of improvements for flood 
control and other purposes presently under consideration for the Grand River 
Basin is approximately $175 million, which includes about $4 million cost to local 
interests. These estimates are subject to revision since the study has not yet 
been completed and the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have not beer 
formulated. 


MISSOURI RIVER SLACK-WATER STUDY 


Mr. Cannon. Now, the other Missouri project. 

General Barney. This is a study of the Missouri River from Yank- 
ton to the mouth from the viewpoint of developing it as a slack-water 
lock-and-dam type of navigation. 

Mr. Cannon. South Dakota? 

General Barney. From Yankton to the mouth—mostly in the 
river below South Dakota. 

Mr. Cannon. What ts the situation there? 

General Barney. The study has been requested by a resolutior 
and we have just started on it. There are very grave technical prob- 
lems involved, Mr. Chairman, in the question of the disposition of 
sediment and possible waterlogging of the adjacent lands. It isa 
very involved technical study. At this early stage, [ simply woul 
not know what the answer is going to be. 

Mr. Cannon. There would certainly be disadvantages as well as 
advantages? 

General Barney. Yes. 


COSTS INVOLVED 


Mr. Cannon. I notice here in an article: 


Maj. Gen. Keith R. Barney, Missouri River Division engineer, said a slac 
water channel study by the Engineers in 1932 estimated the cost on the Missour 
at $300 million which, projected to current cost levels, would be at least a billiot 
dollars. 


General Barney. Yes: I am correctly quoted. 

Mr, Cannon. Continuing with the quote, he said some— 
grave technical problems arise, but we don’t know they’re insurmountable * *' 
And further in the article: 

Col. L. FE. Laurion, Kansas City district engineer, said the 112 dams al 
locks, 110 by 600 feet, with 7-foot lifts, would not be suitable to the river as Itt 
todas He went on to say that the runoff has averaged only 76 percent of norms | 
on the river in the last 6 vears, and at a time when they are trying to fill the F 
hew reservoirs 


This estimate, General Barney, is a more recent estimate? i 
General Barney. The $1 billion there, sir, is. strictly a pric’ 
escnulation of the old 308 report which was rendered in the earl 
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1900’s. In making my remarks I emphasized it was strictly an 
order of magnitude. 

Mr. Cannon. I am puzzled and I would say that the majority of 
the landowners are puzzled on the proposition. 

It would mvolve tremendous damage. It is fraught with many 
technical difficulties, some of which may be insurmountable. 

Are you still advocating the expenditure of these funds, especially 
in view of the fact that it means ultimately the expenditure of $1 
billion? 

General BARNEY. Sir, we are certainly not at this moment, and I 
do not see how we could for vears, advocate the building of a slack 
water channel. We have been requested to make a study and were 
provided some funds and we are going forward with the study. 

Mr. Cannon. We can now save $290,000 by stopping the study. 


DESCRIPTION OF SLACK WATER CHANNEL 


Mr. Jensen. | wonder if the general would describe exactly what 
meant by a “slack water channel.”’ Now, I think that it would be 
well to have that in the record. There are an awful lot of people 
who read these hearings and they will not understand what a slack 
water channel actually is. Go ahead and explain tbat. 

General Barney. A slack water channel is one where navigation 
moves through a series of locks and dams, and the pools are ‘above 
and below the locks and dams, as contrasted to open water naviga- 
tion, Where navigation moves in the thread of the stream. 

An example of slack water navigation is the Ohio River and the 
Monongahela River and the Mississippi above St. Louis. 

An example of open water navigation is the whole Missouri system 
and the whole Mississippi system below St. Louis. 

Mr. Jensen. It would require the building and the digging of addi- 
tional channels into some areas, would it not? 

General Barney. Undoubtedly, there would be cases where it 
would not fit in with the present channels. Just how extensive that 
would be until our studies progress further, | cannot say. 

Mr. JeNsEN. If you are going to have slack water, you have to 
have water that is not moving. 

General BakNrEY. Or moving very slowly. 

Mr. Jensen. You would not need to build an additional channel 
of any consequence? 

General Barney. I believe net, except perhaps in certain places 

Mr. Jensen. I do not see how you are going to get a slack water 
channel if boats are going to operate in the main current. How can 
you call it slack water? 

General Barney. The pools will provide a larger cross section, if 
you want to use that term, which will reduce the rate of flow. In 
addition to that, most of the interest in slack water navigation 
revolves around the operation of the upstream storage reservoirs 

Mr. Jensen. In your reservoirs the water is slack. It is not movi ving. 

General Barney. Or very slowly. 

Mr. Jensen. I cannot understand the advantage that we would 
get for the great sum of money that we would spend for this slack- 
Water channel, so to speak. What is the particular advantage that 
would justify this expenditure? 
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General Barney. The main advantage is that it would allow more 
freedom of operation of the upstream reservoirs with respect to releases 
of water. That is an advantage, and maybe the principal advantage, 
Mr. Jensen. Until we get further into our studies, we do not know, 

Mr. JeENseN. What construction would be necessary to make a 
slack-water channel? What do you have to do in addition to what 
you have already done for navigation? 

General Barney. Mr. Jensen, we would have to build a series of 
dams The 308 report indicated that there would be more than 100 
of them, each with a lock at one side or the other, and probably some 
section of the dam would be movable, or at least have roller gates, 
and there would be a step-up the whole length of the Missouri River. 
The height would have to be judged against the topography at the 
site, the question of the interior drainage from the sides, and other 
factors. 

Mr. JeEnsEN. If it would require the building of 100 dams on the 
main stem of the river, and the tributaries—would dams be necessary 
on the tributaries? 

General Barney. There would be none. 

Mr. Jensen. They would all be on the main stem? 

General Barney. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. From where to where? 

General Barney. From Yankton to the mouth, or very close to 
the mouth. 

Mr. Jensen. That could run into billions of dollars? 

General Barney. Yes; it certainly could. 


NEED FOR STUDY QUESTIONED 


Mr. Cannon. In view of the adverse sentiment throughout this 
area, and in view of the fact this additional $290,000 is being spent 
to satisfy a few promoters, I believe the committee would be justified 
in discontinuing any further interest at this time. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is this for navigation only? 

General Barney. Yes. It would affect navigation. Of course, it 
would also affect the operation of the upstream reservoirs. 

Mr. Jensen. You have that river pretty well harnessed now. You 
are controlling your flow of water downstream. I understand the silt 
content of the Missouri River now below Gavin’s Point has been 
reduced about 70 percent. 

General Barnnry. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. In the past 10 years. 

General Barney. Yes. 

Mr. JensEN. I think the people along that river are pretty well 
satisfied with just what they have now, or are going to have when all 
the dams under construction are completed. I think that we are just 
going overboard when we recommend, or even suggest, that we make 
the Missouri from Yankton to the mouth a slack water stream. 
Certainly navigation is not such an important adjunct to the multi- 
purpose program of the Pick-Sloan plan. 

Mr. Kirwan. You say that this is for navigation only? 

General Barney. No. If I said that, I did not make myself clear. 

Mr. Krrwan. Where would it give any other benefits? 

General Barney. It would permit a more flexible operation of the 
reservoirs with respect to electric power. The heaviest demands for 


elect r 
releas 
is wh 
Mi 
Ge 
officis 
D 


Mi 
lt CO" 
statu 

Ge 
outle 
will | 

Ga 

Mi 

Ge 
unde 
belov 
erosl 
a Ga 

M 
find | 

C7 
is gO 
what 
justi 

M 

Ge 


Lo 
Vern 
linea 
ment 
Vern 
Cree 
Vern 
pum 

Ai 
Be 


more 
eases 
itage, 
“now, 
ike a 
what 


les of 
n 100 
some 
rates, 
River, 
t the 
other 


n the 
ssary 


se to 


+ this 
spent 
tified 


se, it 


You 
ie silt 
been 


- well 
en all 
e just 
make 
ream. 
nulti- 


clear. 


of the 
ds for 


815 


electric power in the upper areas is in the wintertime. Our heaviest 
release of water 1s in the summertime, to maintain the channel. There 
is where there would be some benefits. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the estimated tonnage there? 

General BarNry. The tonnage on the Missouri last vear was un- 
officially 829,000 tons. The official figures are not available. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


GARRISON-OAHE STUDY 


Mr. Cannon. The Garrison-Oahe study is one of the items here. 
tcovers What area? What is the situation with regard to the present 
status? 

General Barney. This is a study of bank stabilization from the 
outlet of the Garrison Dam to the upper end of the Oahe Pool, which 
will be, when it comes into being, the next pool downstream. 

Garrison, of course, as a dam, has been operating for some time. 

Mr. Cannon. What about the Oahe? Has that been closed? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir; Oahe was closed 2 years ago and is still 
under construction. Local interests feel we have increased erosion 
below Garrison. This is a study to look into just that, to see what 
erosion is now compared to what it used to be in days before there was 
a Garrison Dam. 

Mr. Cannon. What is your objective? What do vou propose to 
find out? 

General BARNEY. We propose to find out, sir, just how much erosion 
is going on, how this compares with what erosion was in the past and 
what measures could be taken to prevent it and whether they appear 
justified. 

Mr. Cannon. What mileage is involved? 

General BAarNEy. About 75 river-miles, I believe, sir. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 
FRANKFORT, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 7 and 8. 
(The pages referred to are as follows.) 


ADVANCED ENGINEERING AND DesiGn, LocaL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 


FRANKFORT, KANs. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the right bank of Black 
Vermillion River at Frankfort, Kans. The project plan provides for about 10,000 
linear feet of levee along east, south, and west sides of Frankfort; channel improve- 
ments of about 1,500 feet on Little Timber Creek and about 8.100 feet on Black 
Vermillion River; alteration of Missouri Pacific Railroad bridge over Little Timber 
Creek and Union Pacific Railroad and State Highway No. 99 bridges over Black 
Vermillion River; gated drainage outlets through levee; and sanitary sewage 
pumping facilities. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 

Kstimated Federal cost _ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution , cea 7 Sas () 

Other costs 3 : 111, 000 
Total estimated project cost Saad ica ; 1, 241, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate ae Pep 80, 000 


__ $1, 130. 000 
ae Ba oa . ; 111, 000 


Appropriation to June 30, 1960___. . : 60, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 : ; : 20, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961_ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


Frankfort has experienced 18 damaging floods, as well as lesser overflows, during 
the past 56 vears. Damages from the 1949 flood alone were estimated at $268,000 
Since that time, damaging floods were experienced in June 1951, with $120,400 
damage; in July 1958, with $106,500 damage; and on May 30, 1959, with $353,000 
damage. The May 1959 flood was the most severe of record. It is estimated 
that a recurrence of these four floods, at 1959 prices and conditions, would cause 
aggregate damage amounting to $976,000. Floods at Frankfort are characteris. 
tically flashy and unpredictable, and create a real hazard to human life. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to furnish, without cost to th 
United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction 
of the project, including performance ot all necessary alterations to highways 
highway bridges and utilities, hold and save the United States free from damages 
due to the construction works, and maintain and operate all the works after con- 
pletion. The investment required of local interests to comply with these require- 
ments is estimated to be $111,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands....<. ; : $36, 200 

Relocation of roads, streets, utilities, Highway No. 99 bridge alteration, 
ete : ; 74. 800 
Total dike i : 111, 000 


It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, operation, 
and replacements will be $3,800. 

Local interests expended about $23,000 in 1948 to remove trees and undergrowth 
from the channel of Black Vermillion River and its tributary which enters abov 
Frankfort. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have actively supported construction 
of the project. In 1955 the city council passed a resolution of intent stating they 
would furnish required assurances when requested. Assurances were requested 
in November 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,130,000 is an increase of $190,000 over the latest estimate of $940,000 submitted 
to Congress. Estimated costs have increased $40,000 due to price level increase 
and $150,000 due to a reanalysis of requirements as a result of field reconnaissance 
and further studies after the May 30, 1959, flood. 


Mr. Cannon. Advance engineering and design, Frankfort, Kans., 
$20,000 to complete. You will complete it for $20,000, will you? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You will not be here next vear asking for money. 

General Barney. No, sir; not for advance planning. 


PERRY RESERVOIR, KANS. 
Mr. Cannon. Perry Reservoir, $175,000. 


Insert pages 13 and 14. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Perry ReEsERVOIR, KANs. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Location and description'—The damsite is located on the Delaware River 


about 8 miles above the mouth in Jefferson County, Kans., and about 4.5 miles 


north of Perry, Kans. Preliminary plans provide for an earthfill dam, an outlet 
works, and a gated chute-type spillway in the left abutment. The reservoir will 
store about 360,000 acre-feet—flood control, 334,000 acre-feet; sedimentation 
reserve and conservation, 26,000 acre-feet. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost__- $19, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 0 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs_ __— - . 0 
Total estimated project cost 19, 300, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 575, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_ ; 310, 000 
Planning allocation for fisc: al year 1961 : 175, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear L961. 90, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Kansas River was the major source of floodwaters that caused primary 
losses of $870,237,000 in the Missouri River Basin during the 1951 flood. More 
than $500 million of these losses were in the area downstream from the Perry 
Reservoir. Recurrence of the 1951 flood under 1959 conditions and prices would 

ause estimated damages of about $986 million. As a unit of the existing and 
authorized flood control program, Perry Reservoir would reduce this damage by an 
estimated $38,733,000. 

The Kansas Water Resources Board, in a cooperative study, concurred in con- 
clusions that control of the Delaware River by Perry Reservoir is essential to any 
plan for flood control and water conservation in the Kansas River Basin. The 
Sleek ilso indicated a desire for maximuin feasible use of the reservoir storage 
for conservation purposes. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$19,300,000 is an increase of $800,000 over the latest estimate ($18,500,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Price level advances increased the estimate $455,000. 
Engineering and design increased $190,000 based on a reanalysis of requirements. 
An increase of $155,000 has resulted from minor adjustments in other features. 


ALTERNATE SITE 


Mr. Cannon. What is the story about the alternate site being 
considered for that project? 

General Barney. Mr. Chairman, we have had a request from the 
State of Kansas that under the current law we look at Perry Reser- 
voir with a view to providing, in addition to its other features, either 
50,000, 100,000, or 150,000 acre-feet of water supply storage. 

ve are in a ci ess of studving that now. There is nothing in 

‘paper before you, sir, that reflects that request. 

a Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mir. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. May I go back a minute? 





tudies are underway on an alternate site with a view toward providing increased storage for water 
pply. Since final determinations in this regard have not yet been made, data presented on the justifi- 
sheet are for the project at the original site. 
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CRYSTAL LAKE, NEBR. 


On page 5, under Nebraska, Crystal Lake, this is for general investi- 
gations: “Total estimated Federal cost, $21,000. Allocation prior 
to 1961, $18,300. Tentative nen fiscal year 1961, $2,700, 
Additional to complete after fiscal year 1961, zero.” 

Crystal Lake is the lake that was Lane badly filled up with silt 
because of the floodwaters of the Missouri River? 

General Barnry. Yes, sir, in past years. It is an old oxbow. In 
the days when the river overflowed those areas it did do some silting, 

Mr. Jensen. You have not completed your studies yet? 

General Barney. No, sir. We are far ‘along on the study, sir. We 
expect to complete it this calendar year 


CARTER LAKE 


Mr. Jensen. That is in about the same category as Carter Lake, 
part in Omaha and part in Iowa. What is the situation? You have 
nothing here, I notice, on that. 

General Barney. No, sir. We expect to finish Carter Lake with 
the funds already available to us and report on it. We expect to 
have that report in some time this year, this calendar yea 

Mr. JeENsEN. You do not propose, then, to make any request for 
actual operations or construction or dredging of that lake during 
fiscal year 1961? 

General Barney. No, sir. There is nothing in this budget for 
that. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that. 

I had hoped, of course, that you would get your investigations com- 
pleted. Because of the situation that exists I had hoped you might 
get money in here for actual dredging in 1961 but that is impossible. 

General Barney. I would consider it so, Mr. Jensen. 


PERRY RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Returning to the Perry Reservoir, in the event that 
the alternate site should be adopted, what effect would this change of 
land have on costs? 

General Barney. It would raise the costs considerably. 

Mr. Cannon. Approximately how much? 

General Barney. Sir, if we went to the full 150,000 acre-feet 
remember they made three requests—it might raise the total cost to 
as high as perhaps $38 million. 

May I add a statement there, Mr. Chairman? 

Sir, if I may go off the record a moment. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will, yes 

(Discussion off the record.) 


KAYSINGER BLUFF RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. Kaysinger Bluff eservoir, $400,000. 
Insert pages 16 and 17. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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\pVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
KAYSINGER Buiurr Reservoir, Mo. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the main stem of the Osage 
River about 1 mile upstream from Warsaw, Mo., in Benton County. The 
reservoir pool will extend upstream into Bates, Henry, Hickory, St. Clair, and 
Vernon Counties, Mo. The plan of improvement provides for construction of an 
earth-fill embankment with a gravity-type overflow spillway section. Release of 
flood storage will be through sluice gates in the spillway section. The reservoir 
will store about 4,040,000 acre-feet—flood control 3,918,000 acre-feet ; sedimenta- 
tion reserve and conservation, 122,000 acre-feet. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.01 to 1 (for Osage River system). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Pederal cost................-.<=<- pee ama a, _____. $106, 000, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost ee eee aS saga 0 
Cash contributions___- : ey gene te A ok Ses & 0 
EeanOr DROR oo 3 ke knee PA Re eS . OEM 0 

Total estimated project cost ay eee tc Be Seo she 106, 000, 000 

Preconstruction. planning estimate... =... <1... ss.-4...-.- 1, 000, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1960__......-..------- as ae 268, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961_ : 400, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after r fiscal year 1961 332, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Kavsinger Bluff Reservoir is the largest unit of the authorized system of 
nine reservoirs for control of floodwater from the Osage River Basin, which, in 
turn, is an integral part of the comprehensive flood-protection plan for the Mis- 
souri River Basin. The Osage River is by far the largest contributor to floods 
in the lower reaches of the Missouri River. The Kaysinger Bluff Reservoir is 
located on the main stem of the Osage River, and is the farthest downstream of 
the nine-reservoir system, It will control the runoff from more than 5 million 
acres of uncontrolled drainage area downstream from the other eight authorized 
reservoirs. Operated in conjunction with other upstream reservoirs, it will pro- 
vide benefits to 26,600 acres of land along the Osage River and 160,000 acres of 
highly developed agricultural land along the Missouri River. The July 1951 
flood alone caused estimated damages of $17,363,000 below the damsite on the 
lower Osage and Missouri Rivers, and the July 1958 flood caused an estimated 
$4,940,000 additional damage in the same areas. Recurrence of these two floods 
at 1959 prices and conditions would cause aggregate damages estimated at 
$22,720,000. The Kaysinger Bluff Reservoir is the most important unit for con- 
trol of floods on the lower Osage and lower Missouri Rivers. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$106 million is an increase of $4 million over the latest estimate ($102 million) 
submitted to Congress. The estimated cost of lands and damages was increased 
$775,000, based on a current gross appraisal of the reservoir area and increased 
value of town properties. Higher price levels increased the estimated cost of the 
relocations and dam features $3,026,000. Recreation facilities estimate increased 
5199,000 due to reanalysis of requirements and application of higher price levels. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. Your benefit-cost ratio on the Osage system is shown 
as 1.01 to 1. When was it last calculated and how sure are you that 
itisat least unity? Last vear you said you thought it woul | improve. 

General Barney. This is a benefit-cost ratio that was calculated in 
1951 and then brought up to date by strictly price changes. We are 
in the process of calculating and expect to have it finished before we 
appear before this committee again on this reservoir, a complete 
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revision of a study of the benefit-cost ratios for the elements of this 
system and we will present that to you at that time. 

Mr. Taser. Why should we consider that before that job is done? 
Why should we start in on something like that when we do not know 
whether it will go or not? 

Mr. Cannon. This is the planning, of course. 

Mr. Taner. I know, but even that. 

Mr. Cannon. I agree with vou. 

Are you certain that you could establish a ratio of 1-1? 

General Barney. No, si 

Mr. Cannon. It might ¥ one and less than one? 

General Barney. Conceivably, sir. That is possible. I feel that 
we will go up, Mr. Chairman, but it is only a feeling. 

Mr. Cannon. If it was as low as 1 to 1.01, vou would not recom- 
mend it? 

General BarNnuy. We would recommend it, sir, if we felt it were 
justified; 1.01 is certainly a low benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would say that is an understatement, General. 

General Barney. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. I cannot see where we should get into this thing at all, 
They are not in position to give us the justification for it. 

General Barney. Could I respond to that, sir? Of course, we are 
in the planning stage. We haven’t gotten into our design memos, 
except for hydrology, vet. We haven’t even completed topography. 
We need the funds we are seeking basically, if I may use the term, 
to find out just what we are facing. 

Mr. Ranaut. You do not think this benefit-cost ratio will be im- 
proved, 1.05 to 1. That is what we are looking at. 

General Barnny. Sir, I hope it can be improved. 


FLOODING ALONG LOWER MISSOURI RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. As I recall it, last year the principal appeal came 
from the lower Missouri River sain ‘re they claimed they were subject to 
terrific damage from the Osage and Grand Rivers. In that event, 
vour proposition here would be a matter of protection of the lower 
Missouri River? 

General Barney. Yes, sir, a large proportion of the benefits are on 
the lower Missouri River, sir. 

[ would like to observe as vou noted, Mr. Chairman, this is a large 
reservoir. It is a major structure, when and if it is built. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 


FLOOD THREAT——-SOUTH ST. PAUL 


Mr. ANDERSEN. The general has just stated this is a large reservoir. 
It certainly is. It involves $106 million. That is a lot of money. 

General, I want again to put into the record at this point that we in 
Minnesota—this does not affect vou and I am not criticizing vou, but 
I am criticizing the budget which has a part in putting a project like 
this into this book—when we in Minnesota have our union stockvards 
in South St. Paul threatened by flood, and cannot get that particular 
project down in the budget because of the fact, Mr. Jensen, that it 
only has a benefit-cost ratio of about 1.1 to 1 and here we have 1.01 
to l. 
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I am protesting, I think, Minnesota’s being discriminated against. 
[make that matter of record and again, General, it is not intended as 
eriticism of vou. 

General BarNry. I understand. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You have nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Jensen. I think the general was here yesterday sitting in the 
background when Colonel Fischer, the engineer for Minnesota, was 
before the committee and I brought up that situation that obtains 
around the stockvards in St. Paul. 

Mr. AnpreRsEN. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.) 


OPPOSITION TO KAYSINGER RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. Is there any evidence of opposition to this project, 
General? 

General BarNrY. There is some indication there of it quite recently, 
Mr. Chairman. I have no evidence of opposition until the last few 
weeks. There is, apart from opposition, considerable local interest in 
a larger conservation pool. It is a very small one. I would like to 
see a larger conservation pool myself. That is something I would 
want to study a little more, though. 


LIST OF PROJECTS AND COST OF OSAGE RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. General, you say that this is the largest unit of an 
authorized system of nine reservoirs for the control of floodwaters 
from the Osage River Basin. Are any of those other reservoirs 
completed? 

General Barnny. No, sir. Two are under construction, one of them 
pretty far advanced. 

Mr. Fenton. Would you mind putting in the record the names of 
those reservoirs and the amounts? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. And the amounts that are contemplated to complete 
them? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. In other words, what is this whole system going to 
cost? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. I will supply that for the record, sir. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
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Estimated cost and appropriations through fiscal year 1960 for projects included 4) 





. z Estima 
authorized plan of improvement for Osage River Basin Estima 
; oes aug ae C: 
A ppropria- Balance re. Ot 
Project Federal cost | Non-Federal | tion through quired to 
cost fiscal year complete Precon 
1961 Feder: 
; 160 (Fe _ Appro] 
ae Planni 
Pomme De Terre Reservoir, Mo.!__.__......_-.| 2 $16, 100, 000 0 $10, 133, 500 $5, 966, 500 Balanc 
Pomona Reservoir, Kans. st 3 14, 100, 00 0 2, 408, 000 11, 692, 00 ; 
Ottawa, Kans.) . ae sin ebes 4, 660, 000 $820, 000 2, 564, 500 2, 095, 50 
Stockton Reservoir, Mo? - eee pode 3 43, 000, 000 0 4 282, 000 42, 718, OO 
Kaysinger Bluff Reservoir, Mo____.--- _.| 106, 000, 000 0 ‘ 268, 000 105, 732, 0 
Melvern Reservoir, Kans- : : 21, 000, 000 0 20, 000 | 20, 980, 00 The 
Hillsdale Reservoir, Kans aa 9, 800, 000 0 "55° 000 9, 795, 0 nee |] 
Hackleman Corner Reservoir, Mo___..---- 17, 300, 000 0 7,000 | 17, 293, 000 since 
Garnett Reservoir, Kans_._.............--- 5 16, 100, 000 0 | 5 17, 000 | 16, 083, 000 estima 
Fort Scott Reservoir, Kans...............-..- : 17, 700, 000 0 | § 12, 000 7, 688, 000 the cit 
Se NERE, TRUE oj oic conn nnanbedeaekews 865, 000 95, 000 § 5, 500 | 859, 500 and Ju 
I _.| 266, 625, 000 915,000 | 15,722,500 | — 250, 902, 500 land. 
cise Bs ae ee Spragi 
Under construction. In Lin 
2 Exclusive of cost of authorized power facilities which have been deferred for restudy. lishme 
3 Includes authorized power facilities. subjec 
'# Planning only. Includes preauthorization study costs 2 ail 
§ Preauthorization study costs only. vallro 
towns 
. ’ . . . . ‘ of the 
Mr. Fenton. Can you give us an estimate of the amount right now? tion p 
General BarRNEy. No, sir. resery' 
Kavsinger is much the largest, the one you see here. Non 
Pomme de Terre, which is under construction, has a total cost of of the 
around $16 million and Pomona, which is under construction, has a Lands 
, : “17° ’ . . 2] 
total cost of about $14 million. The total might be in the order of at i 
; ee aes ; . ros 7 . teser| 
magnitude of $275 million, sir. That is just an estimate. Engin 
Mr. Fenron. These are purely flood control dams? Cash ¢ 
General Barney. Yes, sir. They are flood control and purely flood 
control. 
Mr. Fenton. There is no power in them? Loe 
General BArNEy. Power is authorized in at least two of them and impro 
. . reserv 
in the one case which we have gone far enough along with, Pomme sce 
de Terre, we have concluded power should not be put in at this time Stat 
and it is not being put in. projec 
Mr. Fenton. Would you itemize the dams that are supposed to of a 
‘ the 
have power? ai ie 
General Barney. Yes, sir. projec 
Con 
- 1" 9») 
SALT CREEK AND ITS TRIBUTARIES, NEBRASKA D142 
subm) 
‘ ee ' ‘ ° - . n r< wae reana 
Mr. Cannon. Salt Creek and its tributaries, $162,000. Insert pages ne 
19 and 20. Oh CoO 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) the A 
SH0D_( 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN—LOoCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS ind a 
(FLoop CONTROL) 
SALT CREEK AND Its TRIBUTARIES, NEBRASKA 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) M 
cai es : ; ; ; . ; Is it? 
Location and description.—The Salt Creek Basin comprises an area of about G 
1,627 square miles in and around Lincoln in southeastern Nebraska. The } lan m 
of improvement consists of a system of 12 dams and reservoirs, channel cle aring gene) 
enlarging and realinement, levees, and necessary bridge alterations. e Sir, g 
{uthorization.—Flood Control] Act of 1958. the ] 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.05 to 1. 





ed in 


——e 


ice Te 

d to 

lete 

eral) 

966, 500 
692, 00) 
095, 500 
718, 00 
732, 00) 
980, 000 
795, 000 
293, 000 
083, 000 
688, 000 
859, 500 


902, 500 


———. 


now? 


st of 
has a 
er of 


flood 


1 and 
ymme 
, Lime 


ed to 


pages 


~ about 
ie plan 
learing, 


823 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost oreaets ene ane _ $17, 200, 000 


Estimated Non-Federal cost___._._..._____-_- aE eee ae 2, 400, 000 
Cash contributions_________- Me Bcxek 93, 700 
Other costa. ...... ss ee a a ce se ie tae 2, 306, 300 

RI Re eran GA eis ee on ane ole a cnnscen= %9, 600,000 

Preconstruction planning estimate______________. Ly a a i Meer 320, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1960_._____._----------- bag cep a 158, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961____________-- psitte 162, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Salt Creek Basin has been subjected to flood damages nearly every year 
since 1900. During the flood of 1950 nine lives were lost and damages were 
estimated at $2,880,000. Of this amount $1,643,000 represents damages within 
the city of Lincoln, Nebr. Two other severe floods were experienced in May 
and June 1951. Most of the area subject to flooding is well-improved agricultural 
land. Urban areas subject to flooding exist in Lincoln, Ashland, Hickman, 
Sprague, Roca, Saltillo, Valparaiso, Raymond, Memphis, Ithaca, and Wahoo. 
In Lincoln over 700 residences and more than 100 business and industrial estab- 
lishments are subject to flooding by Salt Creek and its tributaries. The area 
subject to flooding in Ashland is residential and contains approximately 50 homes. 
Railroads, highways, and bridges which form the main arteries to the principal 
towns of the basin are subject to severe damage by floods. Early construction 
of the dam on Antelope Creek in Lincoln is desirable in order to minimize reloca- 
tion problems arising from new developments taking place in the vicinity of the 
reservoir. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required by local interest in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $2,400,000, broken down as follows: 


LN I 2 Ee Re alae ee _.. $462, 300 
ae Rage A a aig Sines he Oe 800 
Reservoir fencing and riprapping 3 oa 75, 860 
Engineering and overhead________ ye eae Se ae) Set Sat ee : 218, 400 
es) Sontripuiions..<—. no cs we SRE eet Na ys Me AN es 93, 700 


"Oth. 2.2... _. eee aon et ange ee Ae eee tee) 2, 400, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the levee and channel 
improvements and the permanent pools for fish and wildlife conservation in the 
reservoir upon completion. It is estimated that the local interest average annual 
expenditure for maintenance, operation, and replacement will total $74,772. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are very strong in support of this 

project. A meeting was held on September 4, 1958, to consider possible means 
of meeting specific requirements of local cooperation. During the 1959 session, 
the Nebraska Legislature passed legislation which authorized organization of a 
watershed district empowered to provide the local cooperation on the Salt Creek 
project. 
_ Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$17,200,000 is an increase of $2,600,000 from the latest estimate ($14,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. Lands and damages increased $1,798,000 as a result of 
reanalysis of requirements based on current experience and urban development 
in the vicinity of Antelope Creek Dam. Allowance for adequate contingencies 
on construction and relocation features, together with modification of design of 
the Antelope Creek Dam as a result of urban development, increased costs 
$609,000. Reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration increased costs $193,000. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


_ Mr. Cannon. Your benefit-cost ratio here is firm and dependable, 
sit? It is 1.05 to 1. 

General Barney. I believe it is fairly solid, Mr. Chairman. Our 
general design memo now is pretty well underway. I don’t suppose, 
sir, anything is ever final in one of these things until you enter into 
the last contract. I do not anticipate any substantial change. 
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PROTECTION PLAN 


Mr. Cannon. This project consists of 12 small retention dams, 
It looks like a watershed protection project that the Department of 
Agriculture might supervise. Has any work been done by the 
Department of Agriculture? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. They are working the upstream areas, 
They have built some dams and we are closely coordinating our work 
with them. 

Mr. Cannon. | am very much in hope that from this time on we 
can emphasize watershed development rather than these huge mono- 
lithic structures at present costs and at tremendous maintenance 
expense. 

I wonder if local interest could not prevent this sort of thing, with 
the cooperation of the Department of Agriculture? 

General Barney. Sir, in this particular case the dams we are 
building are not extremely large ones. As I said, we are working in 
close cooperation with the Soil Conservation Service in the projects 
they have farther upstream. ‘The Salt Wahoo Watershed Associa- 
tion, which is industriously supporting both our project and their 
project is similarly interested in what we are both doing. I consider 
they are closely coordinated here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not think this area could be serviced through 
the Conservation Service? 

General Barney. No, sir. I consider the work we are doing is 
essential for the protection required in this area. 

*Mr. Cannon. Of course, the question with us is how much pro- 
tection we get for our money, whether we get more through the Corps 
of Engineers and their plan or whether we would get more from the 
dollars invested from the Conservation Service. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mir. Ranaut. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Ranaut. The estimated benefit-cost ratio is 1.01 to 1. 

Mr. Cannon. 1.05. 

Mr. Rasavtr. No. 

Mr. Jensen. That is on Salt Creek. 

Mr. Cannon. You are talking about Salt Creek? As I understand 
it, and we are still on Salt Creek—urban development in the vicinity 
of the project is one of the reasons for the increased cost of the project. 

General Barney. Yes, si 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Was there a corresponding contribution by any 
urban agency? 

Gene ral Barney. Not direc ‘tly, sir. There was a considerable lone 
contribution in the form of rights-of- -wav for the channel work, 
cetera. There is a cash contribution of about $93,000 contempl: sted 


FLOOD PLAIN ZONING 


Mr. Cannon. If the people ~ move in here are going to be 
subject to excessive erosion, and in view of the fact that it 1s au 
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urban development, it seems to me there should be some sort of zoning 
arrangement. 

General BARNEY. Sir—— 

Mr. Cannon. They move right into the flood plain fully aware of 
the hazard and then demand to be protected. 

General Barney. The whole question of flood plain zoning, Mr. 
Chairman, as you know, is a very important one. We have discussed 
this with the city officials in the area—Lincoln and thereabouts— 
and they state that they lack the legal authority to flood plain zone 
part of their cities. 
LAND ENHANCEMENT 


Mr. Cannon. That comes down to the last analysis, General, to the 
U.S. Government paying for enhancement of value. Too often that 
is one of the principal purposes here. We move in on cheap land and 
then we expect the Government to make it expensive land and we 
sell it out at a big profit, all at the expense of the U.S. Government. 

When you figure out your advantages on your benefit-cost ratio 
and your benefits, would land enhancement be one of your benefits? 

General Barney. Our benefits, sir, are almost entirely flood control. 
The annual benefits are $937,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that the way it should be, in view of the fact of 
the situation there? It seems to me you are on the wrong track. 
Instead of making it flood control, it should be land enhancement. 
That is really the primary purpose here and the basic consideration. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, this project, as you will remember, 
was one of the 22 projects that were added to the original budget 
request. The fet t was revised at a late date and 22 projects were 
added in what was known as the revised budget for the Army 
Engineers. 

The thing that disturbs me, and I am sure the other members of 
the committee, General, is the fact that there was little or no discussion 
on this project and the other 21 projects in that category. 

Justifications were provided but the committee fe lt that since the 
no-start policy had been voiced by the President, we should not pay 
too much attention to the request for these new starts. 


PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 


[ shall not object to this request for funds for this project, even 
though it only has a 1.05 to 1 benefit-costratio. I shall not object to it, 
because in reading the justification, I find that in 1950 nine lives were 
lost because of the floodwaters of this river and there was estimated 
property damage of $2,880,000: 


aA f this amount, $1,643,000 represents damages within the city of Lineoln, Nebr. 
lwo other severe floods were experienced in May and June 1951. Most of the 
irea subject to flooding is well-improved agricultural land. Urban areas subject 
to flooding exist in Lincoln, Ashland, Hickman, Sprague, Roca, Saltillo, Val- 
paraiso, Raymond, Memphis, Ithaca, and Wahoo. In Lincoln over 700 residences 
id more than 100 business and industrial establishments are subject to floodi: 
Vv Salt Creek and its tributaries. 


So there is a justification for the building of this project. 
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Last year, | believe, General, you said that this was one of a list of 
those projects which are urgently needed and which would produce the 
greatest benefit for the amount spent on construction. 

Would you like to elaborate further on that statement? 

General Barney. Your statement, sir, with respect to damages and 
loss of life is perfectly correct. 

Mr. Jensen. I beg your pardon. It was General Itse ‘hner, Chief 
of the Army Engineers, who made that statement last veat 

General Barney. I do not recall that statement and I did not 
appear on this before this committee. 

Mr. JENSEN. I just discovered it was General Itschner who made 
that statement. Would vou like to elaborate on it at this time? 

General Barney. Yes. I think in spite of its low benefit-cost 
ratio, it is a good project. There is a substantial local contribution: 
there is keen local interest in it. There is the potential of loss of life, 
particularly if we have one of these floods at night where you can’t 
wake people up fast enough. 

Mr. JENsEN. I know exactly what vou mean. That is what hap- 
pened on Nishnabotna and Davids Creek in my district in Towa a 
vear ago last July when we got 12% inches of rain in 2 hours after 
midnight and 19 lives were lost—9 in my little town. 

I know what you mean when you talk about flash floods. 

General Barney. I can only repeat, sir, ] think it is a good project. 
1 uphold it on the ground Lincoln is a splendid city; it is growing fast. 
It is a good country around it. Our work is closely integrated with 
that of the Soil Conservation Service and I feel we should continue 
planning to its conclusion and then proceed. 


FACTORS OTHER THAN BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. Quite a responsibility devolves upon you and the 
Corps of Engineers and I would like to call the attention of the gentle- 
man from New York to the fact that when you assess the benefits 
under the benefit-cost ratio, if you have land enhancement for an 
adjacent city, then under the law 50 percent of it must be paid by the 
a al people who benefit by it. We should always consider very 

carefully when we look at these benefit-cost ratios what are the ele- 
abit that enter in and whether or not they are costs which auto- 
matically, without further consideration, are charged to the Federal 
Government or whether under the law it is there for local benefit. 


SHELL CREEK AND ITS TRIBUTARIES, NEBRASKA 


Mr.Cannon. “Shell Creek and its tributaries,”’ $75,000 to complete. 

Insert pages 22 and 23. 

rt. . . 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, LocaL PRoTecTION PRosEcTs (FLOOD 

CONTROL) 
SHELL CREEK AND ITS TRIBUTARIES, NEBRASKA 
(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING) 

Location and description.—Shell Creek, a tributary of the Platte River, is lo 

cated in east central Nebraska and has its confluence with the Platte near Schuy- 


ler. The authorized plan of improvement includes channel clearing, enlarge 
ment, and straightening; intermittent low levees along Shell Creek and lower 


, 
| 
' 
' 





reaches 


rary stc 


Auth 
Be ne) 


Estima’ 
Estimat 
Other ¢ 
Other ¢ 
Total e 
Precons 
Approp 
Plannil 
Balance 

1 Preau 


The | 
serlous 
agricul 
either ¢ 
are of 
1egree | 
take als 
The mi 
price le 

Non- 
the aut 
Lands 
Reloca’ 
supery 


Loca 
tion. 
Ope ratl 

Stat 
ments 
Lerlor ¢ 
hold a1 
mamta 
detent 
their il 
terests 
lrequel 
COSTS W 
tion. 

Com 
$2,400 
ary 19; 
$340,0 

Mr 

) 

Rex 

Gel 
Shell 
creek. 
might 
IS rat 
Chan 
] 
1evee 
about 





he 


nd 
lef 
ot 
cle 


ost 
On; 


n’t 


PC. 
ast. 
ith 
nue 


the 
itle- 
ofits 
an 
the 
very 
ele- 
uto- 
eral 


lete. 


LOOD 


is lo- 
chuy- 
arge- 
lower 


827 


reaches Of major tributaries; and three detention basins on Shell Creek for tempo- 


rary storage. 


Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost FN ok ae elo he Roe _ $2, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost _- Mea che ee ae 600, 000 
Other contributed funds- Res Pir on ; a 0 
Other costs — ee . 600, 000 
Total estimated project cost : ; “ee Ch ten ee 3, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning costs_._..________-__----- eee Em 110, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_ See! ea ee ; 135, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961_____- 2 75, 0OO 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal vear 1961_ 0 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The relatively frequent flooding which occurs in the Shell Creek Basin poses a 
serious problem to the economy of this highly productive and well-improved 
agricultural area. Improvements which have been made by local interests 
either are not of sufficient capacity to carry flood discharges without overfiow or 


are of a purely local nature. Extensive improvements to provide a desirable 
degree of flood control appear to be beyond the ability of local interests to under- 
take alone. The basin has been subjected to seven major floods since June 1940. 


The maximum flood of record, June 1950, caused flood damages, based on 1950 
price levels, of $450,000. 

Non-Federal cost—The investment required by local interest in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated at $600,000, broken down as follows: 


DR DROOL ROO <6 re oa ee eae eng beeen use maeae $439, 000 


Relocations ae a = itwoae LOC SOG 
Supervision and administration_________. 54, 500 


eee art ah ear Se a ine See Me es is 98, Saleh 600, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacement is $23,100. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are required to provide land, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way to include rights-of-way for temporary ponding of in- 
ierior drainage; make necessary highway, highway bridge, and utility alterations; 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction works; 
maintain the channel and levee features of the project and maintain and operate 
detention basins. The Shell Creek Flood Control Committee has announced 
their intention of sponsoring a cooperating legal entity upon request. Local in- 
terests are primarily interested in obtaining protection from the smaller, more 
irequent floods, and prefer to risk occasional flooding rather than assume high 
costs which would be necessary by a plan providing a high degree of flood protec- 
ton. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,400,000 is an increase of $375,000 over the latest estimate of $2,025,000 (Janu- 
ary 1956 price level) submitted to Congress. Price level advances increased costs 
$340,000. Inclusion of preauthorization studies increased costs $35,000. 


Mr. Cannon. This is a new start. 

Really, what is the purpose of this project? 

General Barnny. This is a project to protect against floods on 
Shell Creek and some 14,600 acres of agricultural land along that 
creck. It consists of minor channel modification and detention, you 
might call them reservoirs. They are . the side of the stream. It 
is rather unique engineeringwise in that respect, or would be, Mr. 
Chairman. There are three such aptonicen pools and some minor 
levee work. It is not a high degree of protection. It protects against 
about a 5-year flood. 
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STOCKTON RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mir. Cannon. Stockton Reservoir, $250,000. 
Insert pages 25 and 26. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING 
POWER 


STrocKTON RESERVOIR, Mo. 
CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and descr plion. The damsite is located on the Sae River about }] 
miles above its confluence with the Osage River and, about 2 miles east of Stock- 
ton, Cedar County, Mo. The reservoir will extend upstream into Dade and Polk 
Counties. Preliminary plans provide for an earthfill embankment about 4,900 
feet long and about 113 feet high with a gated overfiow gravity-type spillwa 
and 12,700-kilowatt power installation. Release of flood storage will be throug! 
sluice gates in the spillway section. The reservoir will store about 1 million 
acre-feet—flood control 774,000 acre-feet ; power, conservation, and sedimentatior 
reserve 226,000 acre-feet. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.01 to 1 (for Osage River system 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost : a 543, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0) 
Cash contributions 0) 


Other costs () 
Total estimated project cost £3, OOO, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 675, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 282, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 196] 250, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961 143, 000 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Stockton Reservoir is the second largest unit of the authorized Osage Rive 
Basin system of nine reservoirs, which, in turn, is part of the comprehensive flood 
protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The reservoir will control the runof 
from 1,160 square miles and, operated in conjunction with other authorized 
reservoirs, will provide benefits to 68,300 acres of land along the Sac and Osag 
Rivers, and 160,000 acres of land along the Missouri River. The July 1951 flood 
alone caused estimated damages of $18,920,000 along the Sac, Osage, and Mis- 
souri Rivers below the Stockton Dam site, and subsequent floods have caused al 
estimated $6,537,000 additional damage in the same areas. Recurrence of thes 
floods at 1959 prices and conditions would cause aggregate damages estimated at 
$26 million. The Stockton Reservoir would reduce these avgregate damages hy 
approximately $2 million. This project also will produce power and conservatiol 
benefits, and will improve low flows along the lower Osage and Missouri Rivers. 

Non-Federal cosis.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $+ 
million is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate of $42 million submitted 
to Congress. The estimated cost of lands and damages was increased $675,900, 
based on a current gross appraisal of reservoir area, Application of price level 
advances to relocations items increased estimated costs $30,000. Recreatio! 
facilities estimate increased $265,000 due to a reanalysis of requirements and 
application of higher price levels. Engineering and design increased $98,000 du 
to reanalysis of requirements, which was partially offset by a reduction of 868,00! 
in the dams feature to round total project estimate. 


MISSOURI RIVER BANK STABILIZATION—DECATUR BEND 


Mr. Jensen. General Barney, the Army Engineers are making @ 
cutoff at Decatur Bend. 
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General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 

\ir. Jensen. Has that work been started yet? 

General BARNEY. The first contract, which includes revetment of 
banks in the eutoff, has been awarded. 

Mr. Jensen. | understand that Decatur Bend is about 2'5 miles 
around, 1s 1t not? 

General BARNEY. That is about right. 

Mr. JENSEN. You are going to do the cutoff work with funds appro- 
priated for fiscal year 1960? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 


DESIRE FOR RECREATIONAL LAKE 


Mr. Jensen. There is a great demand there to make a recreation 
area on that bend. Do you propose to take the dirt that is taken out 
of the cutoff to fill in at the upper end of the bend and the lower end? 

General BarNrEy. No, sir; we do not. In accordance with what is 
io us the most economic procedure, we would have pervious dikes at 
those ends, that is, dikes through which water and silt could flow and 
do their own building up. 

Mr. Jensen. General, you know, of course, that we appropriate 
many millions and millions of dollars for recreation projects, not only 
for the Park Service but even the Forest Service comes in for recre- 
ation funds. Mr. Chairman, here is a program where the Army 
Engineers are making a cutoff at an Oxbow in the river. 

Mr. Cannon. That was approved and we provide the money for it 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; we provide the money for it. 

There is a great demand out in that area requesting the Army 
Engineers to take some of the dirt that they will dig out to make this 
channel straight, and to use it to fill in at the upper end and the lower 
end of the Oxbow. This would make a stillwater lake, so to speak, 
which would be about 244 miles around it and about a quarter of a 
mile wide. If there is a need for recreation anyplace, it is in that area. 
You are making the cutoff and you can make the fill at the upper and 
lower end and put in concrete inlets and outlets for something like 
$155,000. Is that rght? 

General Barney. ‘That is my estimate for the fills. 

Mr. Jensen. If we are going to spend money for recreation, can 
anyone think of a better deal for the taxpayers of America than to 
spend this small amount of money at this place? That $155,000 
could be spent to plug the inlet and the outlet of that Decatur Bend 
Oxbow to make a recreation area there. We are going to spend 
money for recreation, Mr. Chairman. We do every year. There 
are millions of dollars in this budget and in the Forest Service bill 
and in the Park Service. This seems a good project for recreation. 
Here we can spend a little money comparatively speaking and create 
a fine recreation center. 


NEED FOR AUTHORITY 


Mr. Cannon. We have a decision here by the Corps, Major 
General Cassidy, U.S. Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers. He says 
that construction of the lake is desired by local interests It is be vond 
the scope of the authorized Missouri River bank stabilization project 

pecial legislation would be required. 
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Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I have read that, and I disagree with 
the Army Engineers. We have certainly done this very thing in other 
places without specific authorization. I contend that it is a part of 
the Pick-Sloan original authorization for the Missouri River program, 
and I cannot understand why it is necessary to get specific authoriza. 
tion for this proposed project when the authorization which created 
the Missouri River development program under the Pick-Sloan plan 
is all-inclusive. 

Mr. Cannon. [It would not be much trouble to get an authorization, 

Mr. Jensen. | am not fighting the Army Engineers on this thing, 
but here is the thing: If the Army Engineers make this cutoff now, 
and do what they now propose to do, they are going to waste the 
dirt that is dug out to straighten that channel. If we have to wait 
until I can get an authorization through the Congress, possibly, the 
job of straightening will already be done and we will not have utilized 
that dirt that will come out of the cutoff, then it is liable to cost a lot 
more money. You know that I never ask for money that is not 
justified for my district or any other district, but without a doubt 
this will be done as I have explained it. I cannot understand to save 
my neck why we are not completely justified to do this job now while 
they are making this cutoff. 

General, in the event that I cannot get an authorization passed in 
time to get money in the 1961 fiscal year bill, would it be possible for 
the Army Engineers to delay making that cutoff until such time as 
we can do this job in a proper manner as I have explained it? 

General Barney. May I ask Mr. Johnson, my Chief Engineer, to 
respond to that question? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. I am glad Mr. Johnson is with you. I have 
great regard for him. I have known him for many, many years and 
he is a man of great ability and honesty. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you very much, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen, we haven’t actually studied the problem of deferring 
that work. It would mean the plans we have prepared would have to 
be set aside and the funds would be used on some other part of the 
river, which could be done. ite ues 

Mr. Cannon. That would delay it? 

Mr. Jounson. That would delay completion of this reach of the 
river, Mr. Chairman. It would not delay the entire project. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, on the record, I think the committee 
would be completely justified in requesting that the Army Engineers 
not start this cutoff until we have an opportunity, or until I have an 
opportunity to try to get an authorization through the Congress, in 
the hope that I can do that within the next 60 days or before. If this 
committee puts any projects in the bill that are not budgeted, then 
if I can get this authorization through the Congress in time, I shall ask 
that the committee approve the funds to do this job and bring the 
work up together and get the job done, that as I see it, should be done. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Fenton. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Fenron. General, how long will it take for this cutoff procedure 
to be effected? 
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General Barney. If we proceed with our present plan, we would 
complete the bank revetment this calendar year and continue with 
other work so as to actually make the cutoff in the sense of opening 
the water into the new channel some time next calendar year. The 
cutoff then develops very fast. It is just a matter of months. 

Mr. Fenton. In your preliminary construction of that type, could 
not arrangements be made to include what the gentleman is talking 
about later? 

General BARNEY. It could be put in later, Doctor, but if it were 
not done at the same time as the other work, I would certainly agree 
with Mr. Jensen, it would cost considerably more money. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I shall not belabor this matter any- 
more. Iam so concerned about this and there is such a demand for 
this recreation area, which is going to cost so little compared to what 
we appropriate for other areas all around the country, that I just 
am dutybound to talk about it, to see if we cannot handle this thing 
in the proper manner in due time. I hope that due time will be soon. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CONSTRUCTION 
MISSOURI RIVER, SIOUX CITY TO OMAHA 


Mr. Cannon. Missouri River, Sioux City to Omaha, $5,600,000. 

Insert pages 28 through 32. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 

CHANNELS AND HarsBors (NAVIGATION) 
Missourr River, Sioux Crry Tro Omana (9-Fr. ProJect) 
(CONTINUING) 

_Location.—Channel extending from Sioux City, Iowa to Omaha, Nebr., a 
distance of 130.5 miles. The project extends from mile 762.5 to mile 632 above 
the confluence of the Missouri River with the Mississippi River. 


Authoriz tton.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal (Corps 
of Engineer 
cost 
Estimated Federal cost : es P _ $112. 000. OO 
Estimat« 1 non-Federal cost ( 
Other contributed funds... 0 
Other « t 0 
Total estimated project cost 112, 000, 00 
Approy ns to June 30, 1959 AY. ¢ 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriati ns to date 7 : 65, 022. OOF R 
Appropri tions reqnested for fise il ve ir 1961 5, 600, OO 63 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 3 ; 41, 378, 000 i 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: Channel, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from Sioux City, 
mile 762.5, to Omaha, mile 632, a distance of 130.5 miles, to be obtained by 


ent of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs and by dredging 


yee ou oo 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Lands and damages. --.....----- ; ae . : ‘ 42 | June 1964 
Bank stabilization 
Dike and revetment construction 57 | June 1968. 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired aline- 
ment. -- . ‘ < 52 | September 1967, 
Removal of rock 100 | Complete. 
Removal of structures for realinement 35 | June 1965. 


Entire project | 57 | June 1968. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The entire project from Sioux City to the mouth 
will stabilize the banks of the river and provide a navigable channel for water- 
borne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City to the 
mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling over 
1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations with 4 
value of about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad and higb- 
way bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the mean- 
dering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under the 
flood control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the 
erosive action of the river. 

By the end of the current fiseal year, serious erosion will have been alleviated 
and good progress made toward stabilization of the following reaches of the 
channel; the 25-mile reach downstream from Sioux City, Iowa; a 16-mile reach 
upstream from Decatur, Nebr.; and a 75-mile reach upstream from Omaha 
Nebr., in which is included DeSoto Bend Cutoff which is an integral part of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Game Refuge. However, it is essential that 
construction continue to completion to prevent meandering of the channel and 
possible flanking of completed works. In reaches where work has not beet 
resumed, the greater portion of the channel has reverted to a wild state with 
active erosion of the concave banks, due to loss of control structures as a result 
of severe floods and curtailment of construction during and after World War II 
Work should be initiated in the uncontrolled reaches at a rapid rate so that as 
much of the original construction work as possible may be incorporated in th 
work to regain lost control. Commercial navigation in the past has been limited 
owing to unsatisfactory depth of the channel crossings; however, operators have 
indicated that they expect to extend operations to Sioux City as soon as channel 
conditions permit. Two shallow draft trips were made to Sioux City in 1958 
and totaled 2,076 tons. In the spring of 1959, one shallow draft trip was mad 
to Sioux City and totaled 680 tons which consisted of 380 tons of inbound steel 
and 300 tons of outbound grain. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $5,600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue lands and damages $107, 000 
Bank stabilization: 
Continue dike and revetment construction 4, 166, 500 
Continue dredging in connection with point removal to obtain 
desired alinement 817, 000 
Continue removal of structures for realinement 37, 000 
Engineering and design . 120, 000 
Supervision and administration 352, 500 
10tal — as e 7 dass 5, 600, 000 


With the requested amount of $5,600,000, construction will be continued in 
the 25-mile reach downstream from Sioux City and in the 75-mile reach upstream 
from Omaha. Continued construction at these locations is necessary to insure 
the success of construction initiated in fiseal years 1955 through 1960. In 
addition, work in the upper reach will be extended about 2 miles downstream 
and work will be initiated in the 5-mile reach downstream from Decatur. Bj 
this work, greater erosion protection will be assured for the Sioux City waterfront 
Dakota City, Sioux City Air Force Base, Decatur and Blair Bridges, Omaha and 
Council Bluffs levees and highly developed agricultural lands. 
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Non-Federal costs.—Since private interests have not been able to commercially 
utilize the waterway, only about $600,000 has been expended to date in terminal 
facilities. Local interests, however, are planning eventual large expenditures 
along the river, such as wharves, docks, grain elevators, fabricating plants, 
molasses and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be estimated at 
present since many are still in the planning stage. 

: Status of local coope ration. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$112 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However 
engineering and design and supervision and administration were adjusted to 
reflect a reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 











Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

vear 1961 

(2 (3 4 (6) 

Lands and damages. -. : $653, 800 $260, 100 $86, 900 $107, 000 $199, 800 
Bank stabilization 5 100, 130, 200 52, 868, 700 5, 042, 000 5. 020, 500 37, 199, 000 
Preauthorization studies__. 72, 500 0 0 0 
Er ring and design 2, 013, 500 111, 000 120, 000 947, 500 
Supervision and administration 9, 130, 000 307, 900 352, 500 3, 032, 100 





Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 112, 000, 000 59, 473, 800 5, 547. 800 5. 600, 000 { 


ndistributed cost 


378, 400 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only : 112, 000, 000 59, 473, 800 5, 547, 800 


Pending ad ment 


, 600, 000 4 


, 378, 400 


Potal cost (Federal funds 





nly 112, 000, 000 59, 473, SOO 5, 547, 800 5, 600, 000 41, 378, 400 
1 orders ; 167, 500 167, 500 
lotal obligations cael 112, 000, 000 59, 641, 300 5, 380, 300 5. 600, 000 $1, 378, 400 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Appropriations : 59, 671, 600 5, 350, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year . : | . . 30, 300 
Potal funds available for 
obligation... 59, 671, 600 5, 380, 300 
Appropriation required 5. 600, OOO 41, 378, 400 


MISSOURI RIVER, OMAHA TO KANSAS CITY 


Mr. Cannon. Missouri River, Omaha to Kansas City, $2,800,000. 
Insert pages 34 through 38. 
lhe pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION 
Missourr River, OMaHA TO Kansas City (9-Foor PRoseEcr) 


(CONTINUING) 


_Location.——-Channel extending from Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo., a 

listance of 245.8 miles. The project extends from mile 632.0 to mile 386.2 above 

‘he confluence of the Missouri River with the Mississippi River. 
Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 


Be nefit cost ratio.—1.6 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 
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Summarized financial data 








——— 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
: a J Siti maine edi pacha 
IE UO ee $115, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federa] cost....---.-- et a as 0 | 
Other contributed funds_.-_-._- ess abudeanusaaeiaed ceiceiie jamweiel 0 | 
CR a as ee Og ee aoe te 0 | 
Total estimated project Ranier oes he nT : a. 115, 000, 00( 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959________- Soe tate SO Looe soe 99, 871, 000 
Rrepriatings Rw Gaon want 1000. <n, on oss ee ocr ce tcenw cone 2. 675. 000 | 


Appropriations to date___-.__---- neat cae | 102, 546, 000 
Appropriations req:ested for fiscal 3 ve: we... a 2, 800, OC 0 | ® 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1951.._.--- ae See ee 9, 654, 0L0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel extending from Omaha, mile 632.0 to Kansas City, mile 
386.2, a distance of 245.8 miics, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, to be obt: ined by 
revetment of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs, and by dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion scheduls 





Lands and damages. .-.........- olisiuaits adhecatioeindicc paaeeoeumaceus leas 97 
Bank stabilization 


Dike and revetment construction__- 


| April 1950. 


88 | June 19*5, 


Dredging in connection with point re moval to obt: sin desired aline- 88 September 1964, 
ment 
Removal of rock Se A a a ate 62 | June 1953, 
Removal of structures for realinement__.-__. --- oye a ead Se 81 | September 1968, 
Entire project ; at camkens enemas i or co totaieats apelin io ; wa 88 | June 1965, 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the developmer 
of the Missouri River Basin. The entire project from Sioux City to the mou 
will stabilize the banks of the river and provide a navigable channel for water 
borne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City tot 
mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling ove 
1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations with: 
value of about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad and highws 
bridges which receive Vital protection against being flanked by the meandering 
river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under the flooé 
control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the erosi 
action of the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destructit 
by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accomplishit! 
the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in increased cos 
since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by ice runs and floo 
until properly reinforced. Vhenever it is necessary to defer essential wo! 
maintenance costs of the project automatically increase due to the necessity 
undertaking temporary emergency measures until the final control works can 
installed. 

Traffic surveys in 1950 indicated 4 million tons are potentially available! 
commercial transportation on the river from Sioux City tothe mouth. Thisé 
mate was increased 25 percent to a total of 5 million tons annually as allowance! 
future deve lopments, In addition to the outbound movement of grain and gt 
products, there are increased demands for inbound movement of other comm 


ties essential to the welfare of the region. Firms in the Kansas City and Oma 

areas have in recent years steadily increased their demands for a movemel 

of steel, petroleum products, molasses, fertilizer, and other miscellaneous cargo 
Commercial traffie transported by private carriers on the section a the riv 


from Omaha to Kansas City during 1958 amounted to 202,000 tons The 0 
Important commodities transported were 98.000 tons of steel and steel produ 
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95,000 tons petroleum products, 11,000 tons molasses, 59,000 tons of grain. The 
tonnage for 1958 inereased 194 percent over the amount transported in 1957. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,800,000 will be applied to: 


Bank stabilization: 


Continue dike and revetment construction $2, 318, 500 
Continue dredging in connection with point removal ‘ 55, 000 
Continue removal of rock 60, 000 
Continue removal of structures for realinement ; 98, 000 
Engineering and design 68, 100 
Supervision and administration ae , 200, 400 
Total ay ee 2, 800, 000 


With the requested amount of $2,800,000 for fiscal year 1961, it will be possible 
to continue construction of essential bank stabilization work in the most critical 
areas adjacent to completed Federal levees and existing farm levees protecting 
highly developed agricultural land; to continue the program toward final stabili- 
zation Of other locations and the provision of improved alinement and channel 
conditions favorable for navigation to Omaha. 

Non-Federal costs.—It is estimated that local interests have incurred costs of 
about $2,594,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along this 
section of the Missouri River. Since commercial navigation on the project has 
only begun to develop to any sizable amount, private interests are also only in 
the initial stage of developing installations which will use water transportation 
as its main artery of supply. The success of present operations has stimulated 
private enterprise in planning large expenditures for grain elevators, fabricating 
plants, molasses and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be estimated 
at present since many are still in the preliminary planning stage. 

Status ef local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$115 million is the same as the latest estimate ($115 million) submitted to 
Congress. ‘“‘ Engineering and design’ and “Supervision and administration’ 
were adjusted to reilect a reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Jalance to 


Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

{ estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| | year 1961 

(1) | (2 (3) (4) 5) | (6) 

Lands and damages ; $62, 400 $60, 200 $2, 200 0 0 
Bank stabilization Sages 101, 979, 100 88, 252, 100 2, 460, 300 $2, 531, 500 $8, 735, 200 
Preauthorization studies 92, 800 | 92, 800 0 0 0 
Engineering ind design 1, 746, 600 1, 403, 600 8&5, 000 68, 100 189, 900 
Supervision and administration 11, 119, 100 9, 992, 900 196, 500 200, 400 729, 300 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 115, 000, 000 99, 801, 600 2, 744, 000 2, 800, 000 9, 654, 400 
distributed cost . — 


Total project cost (Fed- } 
__ eral funds only) --- -- 115, 000, 000 99, 801, 600 2, 744, 000 2, 800, 000 9, 654, 400 
Undelivered orders 7 48, 200 — 48, 200 


Total obligations. ._- 115, 000, 000 99, 849, 800 2, 695, 800 2, 800, 000 9, 654, 400 


METHOD OF FINANCIN( 


Federal funds 
Appropriations ....| 99,870, 600 DOTY i decxccccncwalmsssctaadseacs 


Unobligated carryover from } 


prior year a 20, 800 aed 
Total funds available for 
obligation ‘ a 99, 870, 600 2, 695, 800 


Appropriation required. 2, 800, 000 9, 654, 400 
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MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY TO MOUTH 





Mr. Cannon. Missouri River, Kansas City to the mouth, $3,475,000, 
Insert pages 40 to 44. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND HarRBoRS (NAVIGATION) 


Missourrt River, Kansas Crry to Moutu (9-Foor Prosect) 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Navigable channel extending from Kansas City, Mo. to the mouth, 
a distance of 386.2 miles. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers)-_..-_.. -_-- x $123, 000, 000 

Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) : case 0 

Estimated non-Federal cost mente Seam = E 644, 400 wiwibedtcaend 
Other contributed funds ; ees en ‘ atoan ‘“ 1 644, 400 since eheilin ieee 
Other costs_--- estonia tio ' . eae ma 0 ‘ 

Total estimated proje ct cost eee es ‘ . ; 123, 644. 400 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959__....____-- . siptnemakion tipeeeus : 111, 795, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960.__....-.. - - “si . 3, 300, 000 antvehaids 

Appropriations to date ee rn See 115, 095, 000 4 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ; : cores 3, 475, 000 % 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ; : 4, 430, 000 


1 For work under the 6-foot project pursuant to the 1913 River and Harbor Act, 


PuysicaL Data 
Channel: Channel feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from mile 386.2 at 


Kansas City, Mo., to the mouth, to be obtained by revetment of banks, construe 
tion of permeable dikes to stabilize the waterway, cutoffs, and dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 


| 
Lands and damages peau - . wil 96 | June 1960. 
Bank stabilization | 
Dikes and revetments 3 states | 93 | June 1963. 
Dredging and point remov al. ‘ ine aS Do 
Remova 1 of rock... ene ‘ 74 | June 1962 
Removal of structures for realinem nts... ‘ 77 | June 1963, 
Entire project -- ; ie 93 Do 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the rive 


throughout the entire length of the project and will provide a navigable channé 
for waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux Cit) 


to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling 
over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations wlU 
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a value of about $2 billion. These installations include m: ijor railroad and high- 
way bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the meandering 
river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under the flood 
control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the erosivt 
action of the river. 
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The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destruction 
by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accomplishing 
the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in increased costs, 
since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by ice runs and floods 
until given proper reinforcement. Whenever it is necessary to defer essential 
work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase, owing to the 
necessity of undertaking temporary emergency measures until the final control 
works can be installed. 

Traffic surveys made in 1950 indicated 4 million tons are potentially available 
for commercial transportation on the river from Sioux City to the mouth. This 
estimate was increased 25 percent to a total of 5 million tons annually as allowance 
for future developments. In addition to the outbound movement of important 
commodities of grain and grain products, there are increased demands for inbound 
movement of other commodities essential to the welfare of the region. 

Commercial traffic transported by private carriers on this section of the river 
during 1959 amounted to about 829,000 tons (unofficial). The most important 
commodities transported were about 486,000 tons of grain and grain products, 
about 33,000 tons of petroleum products, about 220,000 tons of iron and steel 
products, about 37,000 tons of building materials, and about 36,000 tons of 
molasses. Commercial tonnages transported during 1959 exceeded the tonnages 
during the previous record year of 1958 by about 233,000 tons, which indicates a 
continued increase of interest in Missouri River navigation. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,475,000 will be applied to 
Bank stabilization: 


Continue dikes and revetments $2, 540, 000 
Continue dredging and point removal _. nies ; 50, 000 
Continue removal of rock__ : 325, 000 
Continue removal of structures for realinements 200, 000 
Engineering and design 7 ; 110, 000 
Supervision and administration 250, 000 
Lote)... * cts ; 3, 475, 000 


With the requested amount of $3,475,000 for fiscal year 1961, it will be possible 
to continue the program of systematic channel shaping and construction of bank 
stabilization works at critical locations where such work has been started to arrest 
bank erosion adjacent to several large local farm levee units, highly developed 
agricultural areas, and other high value installations, and continue the program 
of reinforcing pile structures in critical areas to reduce future maintenance. 

Von-Federal costs.—Local interests have contributed $644,000 toward the cost 
of the project. In addition, it is estimated that local interests have incurred costs 
of about $3,200,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along this 
section of the Missouri River and present indications are that they will incur 
additional costs of about $1,650,000 in the construction of additional dock and 
transfer facilities. The latter amount is considered conservative in view of the 
annual potential tonnage available for commercial transportation on this section 
of the river. 

Status of local cooperation.— None. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$123 million is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate ($122 million) 
submitted to Congress. This increase includes a price level increase on uncom- 
mitted construction work of $450,000, an increase of $457,000 due to additional 
bank stabilization requirements and an increase of $93,000 in engineering and 
design and supervision and administration based on a reanalysis of requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 

(1) (2) 3 4 (5 | (6) 

Lands and damages.- -- oe 305, 600 278, 600 27,000 |_- JR Sos eae 
Bank stabilization 110, 446,600 | 100, 389, 500 2, 965, 100 3, 115, 000 3, 977, 000 
Preauthorization studies. 32, 200 32, 200 ae ined 
Engineering and design 2, 320, 000 1, 990, 600 110, 000 110, 000 | 109, 400 
Supervision and administration 10, 540, 000 9, 707, 300 239, 200 250, 000 343, 500 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non- | 
Federal contributions 123, 644, 400 112, 398, 200 3, 341, 300 3, 475, 000 4, 429, 900 

Undistributed costs oo eee aaiae Ee acca 2 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contribu- 


tions) E 123, 644, 400 112, 398, 200 3, 341, 300 3, 475, 000 4, 429, 900 
Pending adjustment. ce wail 
Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- 
butions) ___- = _| 123, 644, 400 112, 398, 200 3, 341, 300 | 3, 475, 000 | 4, 429, 900 
Federal cost: 
Total cost__- : 123, 000, 000 111, 753, 800 3, 341, 300 3, 475, 000 | 4, 429, 900 
Undelivered orders os 41, 300 —41, 300 eceeunun 
Total obligations. - 7 en 111, 795, 100 3, 300, 000 3, 475, 000 4, 429, 900 
Non-Federal cost -_- = : ities 
Total cost_._-- ; ak 644, 400 ORE Pee ooo ao tbl ueba es pimesdaaleanceecmaeel 
Total obligations. __.___- 644, 400 644, 400 - 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations i. ciesdeeiadeaaeaaepaae ea ee eee 3, 300, 000 is 
Unobligated carryover from 
CO ES: sidhuleealiddeeabdiinats et 
Total funds available for 
obligation __. 55g pert .| 111,795, 100 3, 300, 000 |_..-. sical eo 
I I ee ka ee eenee ade eoehann 5 3, 475, 000 4, 429, 900 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributed funds iclisiaip ects DR iieepsacseankes 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior yeer....-....: —_ 
Total funds available for 
obligation _ _- siiadeee asain GREP Peiocececccas anvees 
Contributed funds required pakaaine 0 0 0 


Mr. Cannon. Your level of appropriation indicates that you can 
finish this project in June of 1962. I see you have moved the date 
back to 1963. 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the occasion for that? 

General Barney. The basic reason for that is shortage of appropr- 
ation, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you still complying with the law on use of funds 
for the channel? 

General Barney. Yes, sir; I am complying with that rigidly. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee insists on that. 


FLOYD RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. Floyd River and tributaries, Iowa, $17 
Insert pages 46 to 50. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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LocaL PRoTEcTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
FLoyp River, Sioux City, Iowa 
(NEW START) 


Location.—The project is located along the Floyd River in and adjacent to 
Sioux City, Woodbury County, Iowa. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1958. 

Beneflt-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost aba shbbcchadhsecs taideie cubes esaemen SUR AED BOO hoo eS ies ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost - --.-.--- i biniteaiadbend & rasick Poeeieairiedcb hin w vie 6, 850, 000 i 

Other contributed funds__-- net et ee Re rae Sa 87, 500 a 

Other costs $ ‘. 5 eeeaem a te 6, 762, 500 E 
Total estimated project cost : . ae gio ee aso nee 17, 250, 000 - a 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 accra Sl Na PI Ta ae 7 191, 000 : 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960- - - : - a cohen siedine ened 98, 000 |. ; Ste 
Appropriations to date_-___.-- cis —— ‘ - awe 289, 000 3 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 itera — 791, 900 10 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 =r tinitubdwminep eb oeahlek a ee 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 9.0 miles. 
Internal drainage: 28 drainage structures. 
Channels: 
New channel (mouth to 11th Street): 
Length: 1.4 miles. 
Average depth: 26 feet. 

Channel straightening and enlarging (11th Street to upper limits of project) 
length, 4.2 miles. 

telocations (Federal): 

Build one new railroad bridge each for: Chicago & Northwestern and Illinois 
Central (double track); Illinois Central (single track); Chicago & North- 
western (single track); Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific; Great 
Northern (double track); and Great Northern (single track) ; together with 
raising approximately 17,000 lineal feet of track. 

Sanitary sewer modifications vicinity of new channel. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Relocations: 


Railroad oe oh Oak Wen ara oral ee at Te (1) September 1963. 

(oS a a eed Sa eT (‘) June 1962, 
Channels 

Stage I—below 11th St_. os as Se ee ee © ae c November 1962. 
Pe Ra renrGt GION BE oon ance cacssenemancuas ohahened (1) June 1964. 
LVEES 

Stage I—below 11th St : Seiten anil ate at (‘) November 1962. 
_ Stage Il—above llth St_-. coaee esta : ( June 1964. 
Entire project _-- PRS Dees a alee res eee ( Do. 


‘Construction not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of protection to that portion of Sioux 
City which lies within the Floyd River flood plain against recurring floods. In- 
cluded within the area are extensive railroad facilities, stockyards, industrial 
plants, and merchandise warehouses. About 1,200 residences and more than 500 
business and industrial establishments are subject to flooding by the larger floods. 
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Forty-five lives have been lost in the basin, principally in Sioux City. The projegt 
would have contained all of the floodwaters of the 1953 flood within the channels 
and floodways, and damages in excess of $23 million and the loss of 14 lives would 
have been prevented. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $791,900 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete consolidation of railroad track (temporary) __- $239, 500 
Initiate sewer modifications : f : 75, 000 
Initiate railroad bridge relocations , 190, 000 
Initiate construction of levee and channel improvements ; 85, 000 
Engineering and design as a 167, 000 


Supervision and administration ee 35, 400 


Total a 2 791, 900 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will be utilized to initiate and complete 
the work required to temporarily reroute railroad traffic from the areas of new 
railroad bridge construction; initiate construction of railroad bridge relocations 
in the switchyard area; and initiate construction of levees and channel improve. 
ments, and sanitary sewer modifications in the lower reach of the project. The 
funds requested will permit an orderly schedule of the initial construction require. 
ments. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $6,850,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Cash contribution ; s $87, 500 
Lands and damages ; 2, 110, 000 
Relocations 4, 220, 000 


Engineering and overhead _ - : 432, 500 


Total we - 6, 850, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $15,000. 

Sioux City, in cooperation with the Works Progress Administration, accom- 
plished channel and levee improvements on the Floyd River from the mout! 
upstream to near the community of Leeds. The lower mile of this project 
consisted of straightening and enlarging the channel and providing a reinforced 
concrete lining. This project was completed in 1940 at a cost of $4,601,000 of 
which $3,605,000 was borne by various Federal agencies and $906,000 was borne 
by Sioux City. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation are embodied in 4 
resolution by the city council of Sioux City, passed on October 27, 1958, and 
transmitted to the district engineer. The city council has initiated the necessary 
steps for fulfilling these assurances. At a meeting held in the district engineer’ 
office on November 23, 1959, to discuss the revised plan developed by detailed 
studies of the project, officials of Sioux City indicated they were highly in favor 
of the recommended changes and would provide a new resolution by the city 
council affirming their assurances of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,400,000 is an increase of $1,300,000 from the latest estimate ($9,100,000 
submitted to Congress. Detailed design studies resulted in a realinement of the 
lower portion of the project. The estimate for relocation of railroads and utilities 


was increased $623,000 based on the detailed studies and the estimate for levees | 


and channel improvements was increased $209,000. Price level advances it 


creased costs $427,000. Engineering and design and supervision and adminis 
tration were increased $41,000 based on a reanalysis of requirements. 
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— Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
nnels : ie eas 7 ie ein ie se cteiineendliae iieeigeal en tin ttle a Si eh ol ale 
vould | | 
| ; | | | Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
) | | | year 1961 
2 OY | 
», OO l | (2) (3) (4) | 5) (6) 
), 000 — ca ss SS eaeeeies Fae ————— 
», 000 Relocations....--------- _.-----] $4, 280,000 | 0 | 0 | $592,000 | — $3, 688, 000 
(, 000 Channels sasha apie innate teenie seaea 2, 940, 000 | 0 | 0 | 60, 000 2, 880, 000 
>, 400 Levees - ~2e2----~-- 1, 830, 000 | 0 | 0 25,000 | 1, 805, 000 
: Preauthorization studies._..-_._- 70, 000 | $70, 000 | 0 0 0 
ae Engineering and design_..._._.-- 820, 000 | 64, 500 | $150, 300 167, 000 438, 200 
L, 900 Supervision and administration - 547, 500 | 1, 200 | 3,000 | 35, 400 507, 900 
iplete lotal applied cost (Fed- 
new eral funds and non-Fed- | | | 
eral contributions — 10, 487, 500 | 135, 700 153, 300 | 879, 400 9, 319, 100 
tions Undistributed cost. - - ad Se eee Naee Pot ae | ze 
rove- Federal pe =? = — 
5 Total project cost (Federa 
The funds and non-Federal 
julre- contributions). _...._.__- 10, 487, 500 135, 700 153, 300 879, 400 9, 319, 100 
Pending adjustments_________- oe ee a ee oad None |-_. enna ie j 5 
- Total cost (Federal funds | 
Wn as ind non-Federal contri- | | | 
butions a ete 10, 487, 500 135, 700 | 153, 300 | 879, 400 9, 319, 100 
7, 500 Federal cost | 10, 400, 000 135, 700 153, 300 | 791, 900 | 9, 319, 100 
0. O00 Undelivered orders ‘ es : 2, 400 —2 400 |. 2 Eee 
0), O00 Total obligations | 10, 400, 000 138, 100 150, 900 791, 900 9, 319, 100 
2, 500 Non-Federal contributions 87, 500 0 | 0 87, 500 0 
tel Undelivered orders elalaiccuiees apummio’ LE None |..-- a ei es oo 
(), 000 Total obligations ae 87, 500 0 | 0 87, 500 | 0 
The METHOD OF FINANCING 
ccom- tions . ’ hale 191, 000 98, 000 |. - 
nouth nobligated earryover from | 
roject prior yt : seo j . 52, 900 = 
forced Lot funds available for } 
)00 of t tior eee ies | ae ss 150, 900 = = 
borne R 
Appropriation required ae aa Oa ‘ oa 791, 900 9, 319, 100 
d in 4 Non-Federal contributions | 
, and meres ihensg tat 0 | Ou... : 
ogsart Unobligated carryover from 
neer's prior year __.- : Es : ; ai ; 0 ‘ owas 
‘tailed Total funds available for | | 
avor obligation. eee . SRR 0 0 ae souieunteiin 
_ Contributions required._........}.............. ; a Wegiwamon 87, 500 0 
e city 
ate of | 
c . ‘ ee rn ° ° °*h «¢ ; e 
0,000 Mr. Cannon. The committee stands adjourned until 2 o’clock. 
of the 
tilitie WEDNESDAY, Frspruary 24, 1960. 
levees 
es in- 
minis FLOYD RIVER, SIOUX CITY, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 46 through 50. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 

Mr. Cannon. Again this is a new start and we would be glad to 
have you tell us something about it. 

General Barney. Mr. Chairman, this is a local flood protection 
project which consists basically of straightening, widening, and im- 


=) 


proving a channel through the city of Sioux City, Iowa, which is a 
good-sized town, Mr. Chairman. It has some 93,000 people in it. 
lhis Floyd River goes right through the heart of it. 
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In the early stages of our design we were contemplating a channel 
generally parallel to the existing channel at the lower end of the 
project. We have subsequently, in the course of completing our 
design, found out that the relocated channel as shown on the map 
is a better location in every way and we contemplate proceeding on 
that channel. . 

Our general design memorandum is complete and we would expect 
to award four contracts ov the project this year. 

Mr. Chairman, the flood of record there, which this would handle, 
was in 1953 and there was some $23 million of damage and 14 people 
were drowned. 

Mr. Cannon. What about local cooperation? 

General Barney. Local cooperation here, sir, dollarwise, is very 
high. Federal costs are now estimated as $10,400,000 and_non- 
Federal costs are $6,850,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently, from your justifications, local sponsors 
are providing a little more than half of the amount you expect to 
spend. That is, of the Federal amount. 

General Barney. A little more than half of what we are expected 
to pay; that is correct. 


LITTLE SIOUX RIVER, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. Little Sioux River, $2,300,000. 
Insert pages 52 through 57. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
Locat Protection Prosects (FLoop CoNntTROL) 
LITTLE SIOUX RIVER, IOWA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Along the Little Sioux River and its tributaries in Monona and 
Harrison Counties in northwestern Iowa. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost oa ; : : $15, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost it ree : 7 3, 000, 000 
b Other contributed deeb iam ‘ . 0 | 
Other costs ; oo Pe Sa 3, 000, 000 
Total estimated project cost breathed in ware 18, 500, 000 oe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 ats 6, 897, 000 a<incaeaiaa - 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 Jones : eae 2, 300, 000 | own oneen - 
Appropriations to date ee _ : : ae 9, 197, 000 a 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ; ; 2, 300, 000 { 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 See eee sa seal 4, 003, 000 
a 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 12 feet. 

Length: 138 miles. 
Channels: 

Miles of enlargement and straightening on Main stem: 34. 

Miles of enlargement and straightening on tributaries: 35. 
felocations (federal 

Raise one, raise and extend one, and replace one Chicago & North Western 

Railway bridge. 
Raise two Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad bridges. 
Raise 17 highway bridges. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 








Rel ions ’ aed ae a : 36 | December 1961. 
Little Sioux River, unit I_..-..-.-.-- ‘a a 100 | June 1959. 
Channel Contre] Structure _. = : : : 80 | February 1960. 
ittle Sioux River, unit II._--. poe et asi 7 87 | June 1960 

le River, unit IV ee: : : ; 56 | October 1960. 

e Sioux River, unit III ; : 24 Do 

i Little Sioux River and tributaries 0 | December 1961, 
Entire project ; con telah ati rauieen beers 2 47 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Little Sioux project is urgently needed to provide flood protection to the 
lower portion of the Little Sioux River Basin which is subject to frequent and 
prolonged damaging floods. The extremely flat slope of the stream channels in 
this area retards the flows of water, and the flat siopes of the adjacent lands, 
roads, grades, and diteh spoil banks, prolong the period of flooding. The project 
will protect approximatety 120,500 acres of very productive, highly developed 
farmland, inciuding 340 farmsteads from damaging floods. In addition, es- 
sentially all of the towns of Hornick, Holly Springs and Luton, and a part of 
Turin are subject to conm.paratively frequent flooding, and a part of River Sioux 
Blencoe, Onawa, Whiting, and Sloan are subject to flooding by more severe 
floods. The project will provide protection against all past floods of record. — It 
would have prevented estimated damages in excess of $2,400,000 from the flood 
of March-April 1951, the greatest flood of modern record in this area Although 
only in partial Operation, the project prevented an estimated $500,000 of flood 
damages in 1959. Average annual economie benefits are estimated to be $984,400. 

Fiscal year 1961: The requested amount of $2,300,000 will be applied LO: 


Complete levee and channel improvements unit III, sections II and 


I] $620, 000 


Continue levee and channel improvements on diversion ditch 350, 000 
Continue levee and channel improvements on Haitz ditch 450, 000 
Continue levee and channel improvements on west fork ditch 270, OOO 
Continue levee and channel improvements on Farmers-Garretson 

ditch 2 140, OOO 
Initiate and complete Chicago & North Western Railway bridge over 

the Maple River___- 160, OOO 
Initiate raising county bridges 20, OOO 
lnitiate raising Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad 

Dridges over Haitz and west fork ditches : 50, OOO 
Engineering and design ; ss : 130, OOO 


Supervision and administration - 110, OOO 


Total Z 7 2, 300, OOO 


Completion of unit III and the Chicago, North Western Railway bridge on 
unit IV during the fall of 1960 will provide a completed channel with levees along 
the main stem of the Little Sioux and Maple Rivers prior to the occurrence of 
high flows in the spring of 19€1. Continuation of the diversion ditch, Haitz ditch, 
West fork diteh, and Farmers-Garretson ditch and initiation of raising the Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad bridges and raising of county bridges 
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are required to complete the project in December 1961 prior to spring flows jp 
1962. Design studies for additional work will be continued. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construe. 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $3 million, broken down as follows; 
Lands (4,200 acres) __- ss gar ang ecg a Slap eats ese 2.2. Skee 
Relocation of utilities and structures_____________- ata ate 89, 100 


Relocation of roads including new bridges_ ___-__- s asst . 1, 541, 500 
Engineering and overhead... ._......_......._-.---- Leet betes 261, 500 


Total 


___--_ 3, 000, 00 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple. 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and oper: ition is estimated at $1 33,900 
including $56,700 for annual cost of future major replacements 

The original construction cost of the existing flood-control and drainage jm. 
provements by local interests in the lower basin was in excess of $2 million 
Subsequent maintenance costs have been high because of the necessity for fre- 
quent removal of large quantities of deposited sediment and frequent repair of 
flood damaged levees. The total cost to local interests for maintenance probabl; 
equals or exceeds the original construction cost. 

Status of local cooperation.—-The project is sponsored by two separate drainag 
districts, the Nagel drainage district and the Little Sioux intercounty drainag 
district. Formal assurances of local cooperation were approved on February 28 
1956, and approximately 70 percent of the rights-of-way required for the project 
have been acquired. All rights-of-way required for units I through IV, have 
been secured except section III of unit III, which is expected to be available by 
February 1960. During fiscal year 1960, local interests will be requested t 
acquire all remaining rights-of-way for the project. Local interests have con- 
structed four new bridges over the relocated channel in units I and [I and another 
bridge is under construction in unit LI. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,500,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however 
minor adjustments have been made between features within the overall estimat 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Balance t 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget fiscal ymplet 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ilter fisca 
year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6 
Relocation _ 7 are $2, 028, 300 $67, 000 $283, 000 $280, OOO $1, 398, 3 
Channels ; an 4,177, 600 1, 508, 500 1, 201, 000 $21, 800 646, 0 
Levees.. 7, 304, 500 2, 731, 400 1, 766, 600 | 1, 136, 800 1, 669, 70 
Preauthorization aie 26, OOO 26. OOO 
Engineering and des é 1, 156, 000 798, 100 205, 600 130, 000 22, 
Supervision and odin nistration 807, 600 280, 400 150, O00 110, 900 | 266, 3 
Total applied cost (Federal 
funds only =f 15, 500, 000 | 5, 411, 400 3, 606, 200 | 2, 479, 500 4, 002, 9 
Undistributed cost 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) --- Comal 15, 500, 000 | 5, 411, 400 3, 606, 200 | 2, 479, 500 | 4, 002, 9 
Pending adjustment -_- 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) ; 15, 500, 000 | 5, 411, 400 3, 606, 200 | 2, 479, 500 | 4, 002, 
Undelivered orders___...-- i : 1, 369, 300 —1, 189, 800 170, 500 }..~<~<nsoom 
| | bes 
Total obligations. _-.-.._-- 15, 500, 000 6, 780, 700 2, 416, 400 | 2, 300, 000 | 4, 002, # 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations_ -_-_-- cade knnnane =f 6, 897, 100 2, 300, 000 pate ? 
Unobligated c: arryover from | | | | 
0) AS ee ck its tiered Dans conch J 116, 400 “ nan ososncell 
Total funds available for or | | 
obligation ___ seca e ees | 6, 897, 100 2, 416, 400 |_._- unssceel 
Appropriations required _- ine at einai CORSE een ee 2, 300, 000 4, 002, #1 
ouieaten | — 





Mr. Cannon. No questions. 
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MISSOURI RIVER, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR., TO SIOUX CITY, IOWA 


Missouri River, Kenslers Bend to Sioux City, $770,000. That 
will complete it? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 59 through 61. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


LocaL PROTECTION PRosEctTs (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Missourrt River, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR., TO S1oux Ciry, Iowa 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Local erosion protection along the Missouri River from the vicinity 
of Miners Bend (about 19 miles above Sioux City) to the combination bridge at 
Sioux City, lowa. The project extends from mile 779.0 to mile 760.0 above the 
confluence of the Missouri River with the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1941 and 1948 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost a . idler re $11, 300, 000 = Sooo. 
Estimated non-Federal cost _.........------------- nia Ss 4, 000 a 

Other contributed funds ___.---- a ed en eae om 0 

Other costs ae s 4,000 = as 
Total ¢ lated project cost_...----- aaa sci sae epics dantcer 11, 304, 000 ‘ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959_____- es Spiadstosaldatenendsbeanniem 9, 652, 000 = 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. ..........-....------- ‘ 878, 000 ‘ 7 ore 
I te I i ee dudinnane weeminnnnc den Jngieiinwes 10, 530, 000 93 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_........-------------------- 770, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__...---- snake adn 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization: Construction of dikes, revetments, and channel improve- 
ment for prevention of bank erosion. 


Status (Jan 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Bank stabilization: 


NORA nish Ce tRTAEAOR sn ee tees 90 June 1961. 
. I a ale 100 
Entire project _- a a ee 90 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect an area of 55,884 acres from bank erosion by the 
Missouri River, including agricultural land, lake resorts at McCook Lake and 
Crystal Lake, industrial areas and the municipalities of Sioux City, Iowa, South 
Sioux City, Nebraska, and North Sioux City, South Dakota. Erosion control 
benefits estimated at $4,472,000 have accumulated on the work already in place 
since start of work on the project in 1946. Average annual benefits for the 
project are estimated at $841,900. Completion of the project on schedule will 
tliminate severe bank erosion and prevent loss of the work already constructed 
at a cost of $10,170,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $770,000 will be applied to— 


Complete construction of bank stabilization structures in the Ponca, 

Miners, Kenslers, MeCook Lake, and Big Sioux Bends areas : $685. 500 
Engineering and design 24, 000 
Supervision and administration 60, 500 


Total ae _. 770,000 
The funds requested will complete the project. 
Non-Federal costs. The investment required of local interest in construction of 
the project is estimated at $4,000 for all lands, easements and rights-of-way 
Status of local cooperation.—Local landowners affected by the construction of 
this project have furnished satisfactory agreements assuring the required coopera- 
tion. All rights-of-way required for construction have been furnished. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of 
$11,300,000 is an increase of $100,000 over the latest estimate ($11,200,000 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels increased the estimate $68,000 
Review of the miscellaneous refinement work required to complete the project 
resulted in an increase of $68,900. Reanalysis of requirements for engineering 
and design and supervision and administration resulted in a decrease of $36,900 


cost 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Ba 
Iten Project cos Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseal complet 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal vear 1960 ‘ Lor seal 
r 10 
- 4 t 
Benk stabilization $10, 354, 300 $8. 849. GOOD ER18 G00 S685, 5OK 
Preauthorization studi 5, 000 O00 
Envineert and «ae n 156, GOO 116. 000 16, GOK 24. OM 
Supervy nand administration 783, SOK 667. 400 55, 600 60, SOO 
Total applied cost Fed 
eral fund mi 11, 300, 000 9 638. 300 891. 400 770. 300 
Undistribu cost 
Potal | Fed 
eral funds onl 11, 300, 000 9. 638, 300 891. 400 770. 300 
Pe n t 
lot ( | 
oO 1 11, 300, 000 9 638, 300 SOL. 40K 77 0K) 
Potal f *nds availat le for 
Undelivered order 3. 900 3. 900 
Total obligatior 11, 309, 000 9, 642, 200 BRT FEY 770. 300 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 
Federal fund 
Appropriations 9.651, 700 S78, O00 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 9, 500 
Potal funds available for 
ot 9, 651. 700 SAT. AOD 
Appropr on juired 770, 300 


Mr. Cannon. You are not 
next vear? 
General BARNEY. 


asking for more money for this purpose 


No, sir. 
MANHATTAN, KANS, 
Mr. Cannon. Manhattan, Kans., $800,000. 


Insert pages 63 through 67. 
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LocaL PRoTECTION PRoJEcTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MANHATTAN, KANSAS RIVER, KaANs. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location Along both banks of the Kansas River, the right bank of the Big 
Blue River, and the left bank of Wildcat Creek at Manhattan, Riley, and Pot- 
tawatomie Counties, Kans. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost sabe J © J : $3, 100, OOF 
Estimated nor Federal cost 263, 000 
Cash contributions... 0 
Other costs 263, 000 
Total estimated project cost ¢ 3, 363, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 338 (WK 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 200, OOF 
Anpropriations to date 538 OK) 17 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 SOU, OOO 43 
Balance to mplete after fiscal year 1961 ; 1, 702, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees 

Average height: 14 feet. 

Length: 5.03 miles. 
Spoil tank levee: 

Average height: 9 feet. 

Length: 0.97 mile. 
Channels: Improvement 0.59 mile, Kansas River. 
telocations 
ridge and approach alterations: Railroad bridge. 
aise Chi ago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad tridge and approaches. 
Pumping plants: 2. 
Bridge construction at Federal cost: 1. 


LB 
R 


Status Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 

Raise Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. bridge and approaches ( June 1962 
Bank protection and levees along Wildcat Creek and along Kansas 
_ River to existing sewage plant ( Do. 
Bank protection and levees along Kansas River downstream from ex 
ewage plant and along Big Blue River and pumping plants... D 
Entire project 1) 

Not started 


JUSTIFICATION 


Manhattan, Kans., population about 24,000 is subject to flooding from both 
the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. It is the home of Kansas State University, 
has several small industries, and serves as a marketing and trade center for the 
surrounding agri ultural area. Since the big flood of 1903, major flooding has 
een experienced on 15 occasions from the Big Blue River and on 12 occasions 
from thi Kansas River. The most severe flood oecurred in 1951 when about 60 
percent of the city was inundated. After completion of the overall Kansas River 
Basin flood control plan, the annual flood control benefits which are expected to 
accrue at Manhattan are estimated at $238,000. 


52882—60 54 
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Fiscal year 1961,—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate construction to raise Chicago, Rock Island & Pacifie RR. bridge 


and approaches 5 : pa - $100, 000 
Continue construction of bank protection and levees along Wildcat 
Creek and along Kansas River to existing sewage plant 290, 000 


Initiate construction of bank protection and levees along Kansas River 
downstream from existing sewage plant and along Big Blue River and 
pumping plants 4 es cs wai 265, 000 

Engineering and design ; es 55, 000 

Supervision and administration “ 90, 000 


Total... oa . rate ; ; 800, 000 


Funds are required in fiscal year 1961 to continue the contract for channel 
improvement and levees, stage I, and to initiate construction of channel improve- 
ment, levee work, and pumping plants, stage II and Chicago, Rock Island & 
Pacific RR. bridge alterations. The work proposed will provide for continuation 
of orderly progress toward project completion. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $263,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages os $230, 000 
Street alteration and utilities relocations, ete__- ; — 33, 000 
Total_ _- : Sane as ; 263, 000 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance, operation, and advance 
replacements is estimated at $12,900. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Manhattan, Kans., has given assurances 
that all requirements of local cooperation will be supplied. The citizens of 
Manhattan have voted a bond issue of $195,000 to cover the estimated cost of 
local participation in the project. The present estimate of local cooperation is 
$263,000; however, the city already has title to a portion of the required right-of- 
way, and, based on the estimate of the sponsor’s net cost prepared by the con- 
sulting engineers employed by the city, the funds available will be sufficient. The 
city employed an independent engineering firm to coordinate sponsor’s responsi- 
bilities with respect to acquisition of rights-of-way, and the design of alterations 
to drainage utilities and streets. To date, local interests have expended approx- 
imately $19,000 for engineering and design and acquisition expenses. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,100,000 is an increase of $1,330,000 over the latest estimate ($1,770,000) 
submitted to Congress. Relocations increased $230,000 based on more detailed 
studies. Additional studies also indicated the necessity for increasing channel 
excavation and bank and toe protection, a slight increase in length of levees, 
including spoil bank levee on right bank, and an increase in pumping capacity 
resulting in a total increase of $806,000. An increase of $76,000 has been made 
due to application of higher price levels. Engineering and design and supervision 
and administration increased $218,000 due to reanalysis of requirements of above 
changes. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











l as 
: : | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5 | (6) 
| 
— Le een ee er ik, we as en 
OE... cadena abendane SONS OND os ccnsucaadss ove ae a $100, 000 $563, 000 
Wee GRRE a | ee eee tes oie | $20, 000 250, 000 | 228, 000 
| TTT ISTE LEA LOS 1, 071, 000 eres 30, 000 | 505, 000 | 536, 000 
Pumping plants-.._- ee CI Se eke BL Si iliac osc a 100, 000 | 296, 000 
Preauthorization studies-.------- 13, 400 | $13, 400 |_....... =a suaeen Rel gmenac ee 
Engineering and design_....___--] 232, 000 | 86, 400 75, 000 55, 000 15, 600 
Supervision and administration - 226, 600 5, 000 8, 600 90, 000 ee 3, 000 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | | | 
eral funds only) --..-..-- 3, 100, 000 104, 800 | 133, 600 | 1, 100, 000 | 1, 761, 600 
Undistributed costs -— — Be ; icin ier ax ond lca tis tk tae te tats cect Blase aussie As ks ani ck ees 
otal project cost (Fed- | 


eral funds only) -~....-.-- | 3, 100, 000 104, 800 133, 600 1, 100, 000 1, 761, 600 
Pending adjustments waste 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only ae hee Roa aaee 3, 100, 000 | 104, 800 | 133, 600 1, 100, 000 1, 761, 600 
Undelivered orders. ~.............}......- SI i aa _| 300, 000 >, | | ae 
poe a 104, 800 433, 600 800, 000 1, 761, 600 
METHOD OP FINANCING | 
| } 
ear PAS 5 Ea 338, 400 | i ig 
ed ( arryover from | 





r years NPE ae 1 ee eae te ee Ss ee 233, 600 


Funds available for obli- | 


I a  e 338, 400 | 433, 600 
Appropriation required 


th pp ded aldini ne een tae eka’ Ramee eae S00, JOO 1, 761, 600 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you were telling us that you had some 
right-of-way problems and there was some likelihood of a cost increase. 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I note that your forebodings have been more than 
realized and your costs are almost double. 

General BARNEY. The cost has gone up to $3.1 million. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the situation there? 

General Barney. I consider the $3.1 million, sir, is a good cost 
figure. Last year we were starting to get into the details of the 
problem of adjusting our levees to the railway bridge and the associated 
levee problems which become involved. As we completed our studies 
we found that it is necessary for the levees to be higher and longer. 

Mr. Cannon. This increase is unavoidable? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir, if we are to protect the area. 

Mr. Cannon. Your design memorandum has been approved? 

General Barney. The general design memorandum is complete 
and approved, sir, subject to some comments by the Chief of Engineers. 

Ir. Cannon. When do you expect to award your construction 
contract? 

General BarNEY. We would expect to award our first contract, sir, 
sometime this summer. 

Mr. Cannon. You will go right ahead with this project? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 
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MILFORD RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Milford Reservoir, $1 million. 
Insert pages 67—B through 67-F. 


(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
MiLrorp RESERVOIR, KANs. 
(NEW START) 


Location. 


ford, Geary County, Kans., on the Republican River about 


Near the village of Alida and about 8 miles downstream from Mil- 


10 miles above its 


confluence with the Smoky Hill River to form the Kansas River near Junetion 


City, Kans 
Authorization 
Ben: fit-cost ratio 


1954 Flood Control Act. 
1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
Fé deral cost 
Estimated Federal cost S60. 600. 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 60, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 56. OM) " 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 SOR OOR 2 ee 
Appropriations to dats 522 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 1. 00). 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 :. 54, O78, OOO iia 


1 Costs for water supply storage will be reimbursed, 
(See “status of local cooperation.” 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth, shale, and limestone. 
Height: 108 feet. 
Length: 5,800 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled service chute, paved sill. 


Amount of reimbursem« 


nt not yet determined 


Capacity: Peak discharge, 600,000 cubic feet per second (approximately). 


Outlet works: 
Type: Twin horseshoe conduit. 
Cipacity: 
Gates: 
Control, 4-wheel gates. 
Emergency, l-wheel gate. 
Stilling basin: Twin, with central training wall. 


Reservoir capacity: 
Conservation and sedimentation- 
F.ood control % ; 
Full pool_ _- fini Ria cael = hia kin Sees — 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent 
Entire project -- . 7 l 
Acquisition of reservoir area ; aaa 0 | 
Embankment, spillway, and outlet works 2 0 | 


Dam closure _-- ; : 


At full pool, 30,000 cubic feet per second (approximately 


icre-feet 

340, 000 

700, 000 
1, 040, 000 


Completion schedule 


June 1966 

December 1965. 
Do 

| July 1964 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the authorized system of reservoirs to reduce flows in 
the Kansas River Basin, and, in turn, is an integral part of the comprehensive 
flood protection. plan for the Missouri River Basin. The Milford Reservoir will 
control the runoff from 3,796 square miles of land in the Republican River Valley 
downstream from the Harlan County Reservoir. There are no authorized or 
proposed reservoirs on the main stem of the Kansas River. Control of runoff 
from the lower section of the Pepublican River Valley is recuired to assure pro- 
tection of highly productive agricultural lands along the Kansas River and 
Missouri River downstream from the Kansas River. The partially completed 
projects at the Kansas Citys, Mo. and Kans., and Topeka, Kans.; the designed 
works at Manhattan; the proposed project at Lawrence, Kans.; and the agricul- 
tural levees along the Missouri River downstream from Kansas City are predi- 
cated on the reduction in flood crests to ke effected by the Milford and other 
Kansas River Basin Reservoirs. 

The 1951 flood with a discharge approximately twice as large as the 1903 flood, 
inundated the Argentine, Armourdale, central industrial, and Fairfax industrial 
districts in Kansas City and substantial portions of Topeka, Manhattan, and 
Lawrence, as Well as farms and smaller towns along the entire length of the Kansas 
and lower Missouri Rivers. The 1951 flood emphasized that completion of flood 
control reservoirs and improvements in the Kansas Basin should not he delayed. 
Studies of this flood and a potentially greater flood, reaffirmed the need for this 
resetvoir, and other reservoirs, in a system to provide flood control. 

The Kansas River was the major source of floodwaters that caused primary 
losses of $870,237,000in the Missouri River Basin during the 1951 flood. More than 
$550 million of these losses were in the area downstream from Milford Reservoir. 
fecurrence of the 1951 flood under 1959 conditions and prices would cause esti- 
mated damages of about $986 million. As a unit of the existing and authorized 
flood control program, Milford Reservoir would reduce this damage by an esti- 
mated $84,800,000. 

The Kansas Water Resources Board, in a cooperative study, concurred in con- 
clusions that control of the lower Republican River by Milford Reservoir is essen- 
tial to any plan for flood control and water conservation in the Kansas River 
Basin. The board also indicated a desire for maximum feasible use of the reser- 
voir storage for conservation purposes. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to— 


Acquire land for damsite and construction area ..-. $500, 000 
Construct bypass for county road and shoofly for Union Pacific Rail- 
road line_ _ - ; 100, 000 
Engineering and design___-- 378, 000 
Supervision and administration _ - ene 22, 000 
Total__ ee <a ¥ : af: 1, 000, 000 


The amount requested for acquisition of the damsite and construction area and 
moving of the county road and railroad line will permit preparation of the site 
for construction of the outlet works scheduled for initiation in fiscal vear 1962. 
The amount for engineering and design is required to prepare the “site prepara- 
tion” plans for advertising and complete plans and specifications for the outlet 
works and other construction items. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to make reimbursement for 
costs of water supply storage being provided in accordance with Public Law 
85-500. (See “Status of local cooperation.’’) 

Status of local coeperation.—The State of Kansas has requested provision be 
made for 300,000 acre-feet of conservation storage for future water supply and 
will designate the agency to make reimbursement. Method of payment has not 
been determined pending completion of studies to determine additional costs and 
allocation thereof. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal estimate of 
$60,600,000 is an increase of $14,900,000 over the latest estimate of $45,700,000 
submitted to Congress. The revised estimate has been prepared, on the basis 
of an expanded project, to include storage for future water supply, located about 
¥ miles downstream from the previous location. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | 
| Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| |} year 1961 
i | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| | 
| | | * 
Lands and damages seaseas $19, 860, 000 | $4, 300 $3, 700 | $500,000 | $19, 352, 0p 
Relocations 7 —eniaies Lk. | aS | cha Sak ata ite a Sada 14, 450, 000 
PNNNIN Soc et E WD a Ba, st Daa 600, 000 
Dam oe 19, 830, 000 |____- se a ed 100, 000 19, 730, 000 
Fish and wildlife facilities : ee eeetercdl caeninnse fg ecco ; 16, 200 
Roads ______-. hs a 116,000 |_____- | res 3 116,00 
Recreation : ; 451, 500 | pe J ; = oe ni 451, 500 
Buildings, grounds, and utili- | 
ties_ aon. a00 t...... a . acidic 246, 30K 
Permanent operating equipment 100, 000 |___- ‘ i sack 100, 00 
Preauthorization studies ; 44,000 | 44, 000 ; 4 ; x 
Engineering and design 2, 546, 000 | 288, 800 | 157, 200 378, 000 1, 722, 000 
Supervision and administration 2, 340, 000 16, 400 7,600 | 22, 000 2, 294, 000 
Total applied costs (Fed- | 
eral funds only) = 60, 600, 000 353, 500 | 168, 500 1, 000, 000 59, 078, 000 
I lo lena eel encanta ened nh a niga cag el ease 
Total project costs (Fed- | 
eral funds only) . , 60, 600, 000 353, 500 168, 500 1, 000, 000 59, 078, 000 
Total project costs (brought 
forward) ed 60, 600, 000 353, 500 168, 500 1, 000, 000 59, 078, 000 


8 a aap RO WA DL eS ame ER Shows Sen sem won amae eee 
Total cost (Federal funds 
onlv) Z 2 60, 600, 000 353, 500 168, 500 1, 000, 000 59, 078, 000 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations.__._.___. 353, 500 168, 500 1, 000, 000 59, 078, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 

Appropriations es 356, 000 166, 000 

Unobligated carryover from prior 

year i =e 2, 500 | 
Total funds available for 
obligation 356, 000 168, 500 |_. 
Appropriations required | 1, 000, 000 59, 078, 


Mr. Cannon. Here again we have a new start. 

You really consider this project necessary at this time? 
not think it could be delayed? 

General Barney. I would be very anxious to go forward with it, 
Mr. Chairman, for many reasons. It makes a major contribution to 
flood control in the Kansas Basin. In the 1951 flood it would have 
taken more off the crest in the Kansas City area than any other 
reservoir not presently under construction. It is very valuable to 
us for that reason. 

Mr. Cannon. After that historic flood Tuttle Creek, when we 
placed the rain graph on the map we found the rainfall was between 
there and Kansas City. You don’t have a similar situation here? 

General BARNEY. Sir, the whole Kansas River study now is based 
on the 1951 rainfall, with which you are familiar, transposed to a more 
dangerous area and if that transposition takes place in that more 
dangerous area, Milford comes in with a very substantial contribution. 


You do 


SITE SELECTION 


Mr. Cannon. You have considered other sites in this connection 
in an effort to get away from such costly land and such expensive 
relocations? 
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General BArRNry. Yes, sir. In all our studies of the Kansas River, 
Mr. Chairman, we have through the years taken, relatively, many 
costs at different locations to see what they would do for us and now 
their relative costs compare. 

Mr. Cannon. You think the one you have selected and the one 
which is proposed is the most economical? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. I think this is a splendid flood control 
project. 

Mr. Cannon. Your design memorandum is complete and has been 
approved? 

General Barney. The design memorandum will be completed 
about the 1st of April, a little over a month from now. 

Mr. Cannon. You are not ready to give us a firm estimate? 

General Barney. I feel this estimate is pretty solid, Mr. Chairman. 
It reflects all our thoughts on the present design memorandum. Iam 
never completely satisfied, sir, until the memorandum is completed 
and reviewed and that has not vet happened. 

Mr. Cannon. I note more recently perhaps that you are much 
interested in the water supply? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You want to include the water supply. 

Are you certain, General, that in order to include water supply you 
are not sacrificing efficiency in flood control? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. The reservoir was designed for a cer- 
tain capacity in the flood control plan and then we received this 
request to consider it under the Water Supply Act. We then, in 
studying it, moved to a new location, which does not impair the 
original storage for flood control. 

The originally contemplated 700,000 acre-feet of flood control is 
still in this. 

Mr. Cannon. That is what we are interested in. That is why | 
inquire about the water supply feature of it. 


COST OF WATER SUPPLY 


Will the cost of water supply to the State be the difference between 
the cost at the original site and the cost at the new downstream site? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir; it would be at least that much. 

Mr. Cannon. You are not just adding cost at the downstream site, 
then? 

General BarNEY. No, sir. I feel they will fully cover it. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the difference between $45 million and $60 
million. 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. There have been some drastic changes made here, 
General, since this project was first taken up. We are still just a little 
bit uncertain about it. 

Your design memorandum is not complete. 

The committee may like to hold this in the planning stage until, say, 
1961. Do you think that could be done? 

General Barney. We, of course, sir, would comply with the instruc- 
tions of the committee in such a matter. On any of these reservoirs, 
sir, In general if you delay construction funds a year, you probably will 
delay completion a year and you will then take the chance of a flood 
coming the year before completion. 
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Mr. Cannon. We have learned by sad experience that nothing jg 
lost by taking ample time in which to complete planning and design, 

In the event we hold this in the planning stage, which now seems 
to us advisable, what is the minimum amount you would require on 
this project for the coming fiscal year? 

General BarNry. Mr. Chairman, I would like in that event to 
have $250,000. 

Mr. Pitution. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Piiuion. General, I note that the water supply here is approx- 
imately 300,000 acre-feet. Is that about right? 

On page 67—B, $340,000, under conservation and sedimentation— 
does that include the water supply? 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pittion. Water supply is reimbursable, but conservation is 
not reimbursable, is that right? 

General Barney. In this case, that is right. 

Mr. Pittion. Why do we put in conservation sedimentation, which 
is a nonreimbursable item, instead of water supply, which is reim- 
bursable? 

General BarNey. Sir, it may not have been clearly presented as a 
paper, but we clearly understand the 300,000 acre-feet requested by 
the State for water supply is fully reimbursable and represents a large 
proportion of this. 

Mr. Pituron. That should be put in there as a water supply whieh 
is distinct from conservation. The laws applicable are distinet. It 
should not be hidden under conservation, which is a nice slogan word. 

General Barney. I think that is a good clarifying point. 

Mr. Pittion. This cost has been increased 10 percent over last 
year and over 33 percent this year. Project plans have been changed 
to enlarge the project to provide a 40 percent increase in storage 
capacity for local water supply. Is that about right? 

General Barney. It is enlarged from 740,000 acre-feet to 1,040,000 
acre-feet; yes, sir. 

Mr. Pitiion. That is purely for water supply? 

General Barney. Yes, sir; the extra 300,000 acre-feet is purely for 
water supply. 

Mr. Piiuron. The local interests pay all the increased capacity? 

General Barney. The local interests will be required under the 
terms of the Water Supply Act, when they take advantage of it, 
to pay their share of the cost, sir—in this case approximately $20 
million. 

SPILLWAY DESIGN FLOOD 


Mr. Prution. You have a spillway capacity of 600,000 cubic feet 
per second. Was this designed on the basis that such discharge 
could occur? 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pitti0oN. What flood damage would result from a discharge of 
this amount? 

General Barney. May I ask Mr. Johnson to comment. on that! 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Pillion, in 1951 the flowout of the Kansas 
River was in the vicinity of 500,000 cubic feet per second and the 
damages resulting from that flood were approximately $1 billion. 
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Mr. Prtui0Nn. Here is a staff question: Would not such a discharge, 
the 600,000 cubic feet per second, produce a flood considerably above 
the flood of record at Kansas City? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir, if the volume of the flood was sufficient 
to sustain such a peak flow. 


CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Rabaut? 

Mr. Rasaut. You said a minute ago, General, that you could use 
a quarter of a million dollars now if this was delayed. 

General BARNEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapnavur. I notice to acquire land you want a half million 
dollars. 

General BarNry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Raspavut. Did you figure the delay in this and the delay in 
the purchasing of these lands or would you try to get options on the 
land? 

General Barney. Sir, in the circumstances we would attempt to 
get no options. This would be strictly for planning. 

Mr. Razavur. Do you figure this land has a price that is reasonable? 

General BARNEY. May ‘T go off the record? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ranaut. What would you do with this $250,000? 

General BARNEY. We would carry our planning further in the sense 
of preparing the subsidiary memos and plans and specifications. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are not going to be firm in your figures until 
sometime in April. 

General Barney. We will have our general design memo in April, 
about a month from now. By the time it is reviewed by everyone, 
it would be 2 or 3 months more. 


LOCAL WATER SUPPLY ASSURANCE 


Mr. Cannon. On the record. 

Is the State fully and definitely committed on this water supply? 

General BARNEY. Mr. Chairman, the status of our assurances at 
present is the following: The Governor has requested us, in writing, to 
put in this amount of water supply storage for the State. 

Mr. Cannon. Did he at that time indicate that the State would 
pay for the local benefits? 

General Barney. He did not, sir. He stated, and I am quoting 
rather generally, sir-—— 

Mr. Cannon. What assurance have you that the State will pay 
for these local benefits? ‘This water supply is purely a local benefit. 

General Barney. That is right, sir. 

In the Governor’s letter he states that he believes that when the 
local elements need the water, which he anticipates will be about 10 
years or within 10 years after the project is complete, they will be 
able and competent to enter into appropriate contracts. We do not 
have a contract. 

Mr. Pituion. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

_Mr. Prziion. General, that situation bothers me considerabl y—the 
situation you just described in your last statement. If the Federal 
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Government increases the capacity of this reservoir by 40 percent and 
pays the cost of the construction, if that 40 percent is contemplated to 
be eventually used by the locality for a water supply source, thep 
what we are doing is this: We are furnishing the community with g 
potential water supply source that they do not have to pay for until 
they are ready to use it, but in the meanwhile the taxpayers of the 
Federal Government have invested their money, paid interest on it, 
and are just letting it lie there until they want 50, 000 or 100,000, if 
they don’t want the 300,000 acre-feet of supply. It lies there dormant 
without any return to the United States. If we increase this capacity, 
why don’t we insist they pay for it now, immediately, and let their 
money lie there until they want to use that water supply, instead of 
having the Federal Government invest its money and let it lie there 
on an if-and-when basis? 

I think that is a terrible imposition on the taxpayers for us to 
invest this money and then wait 10, 12, or 15 vears for them to come 
in and say, ‘‘We need an additional 5,000 acre-feet of water.”’ In the 
meanwhile, we have this large supply ready, not being utilized, but 
the money has been invested and we are paying for it and they are 
going scot-free. 

It is not an economical situation. It is not fair to the taxpayers 
of this country to operate on that basis. 

There are a couple of other projects that have the same situation, 
where you build it and if they come in 5 or 10 years from now, they 
may use it. The State legislature may not even want it 10 years 
from now or return any of the costs. The Governor is not the person 
who makes policy for the State. It is the legislature. It is like 
Congress. 

I just wanted those remarks on the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. General, the committee is much interested in the 
arrangement with the State to compensate for this water supply. 
As a matter of fact, that is one of the prime reasons why we should 
delay this matter for a year. The committee would be glad if during 
that time you would get a definite, positive contract with the State 
or someone else. 

We would like for you to come back here next year with your 
design memorandum completed, your prices firm, and a contract on 
this water supply. 

Mr. Taper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. | 

Mr. Taser. Wouldn’t the chairman think that it would be good 
tactics for them to submit something of that kind in advance of the 
budget so that our representatives could go over it and have it ready 
to show to us? 

Mr. Cannon. Decidedly. We would like to know what we are 
doing. We would not care, on a project of this character, to work i 
the dark. We will ask you then if vou will secure » contract and 
submit it to us in advance of the hearings. 

General Barney. I shall so attempt, Mr. Chairman. You appre 
ciate, sir, that is beyond my control. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. I can understand the purpose of the chairman's | 
request, General. This is an unusual situation. It is a situation we do 
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jot run up against very often. In fact, I do not think I ever remember 
acase of this nature where a city or a State said, ‘“You go ahead, Mr. 
American Taypayer, and you build this project. Then if we finally 
decide within 10 years after the project is completed that we want to 
take water out of it, we will pay for it, but if we do not, then we will 
just drop the whole thing. ’’ ‘That leaves us hanging in midair, and we 
as re presentatives of the people are responsible for appropriating their 
money. The State surely should not expect this committee to appro- 
priate money on such an unfirm proposition. This is unusual, wouldn’t 
you say? 

General Barney. It certainly is not a firm contract, si 

Mr. JENSEN. Is it not very unusual that the State or Army Engi- 
neers would even consider a proposition of that nature? 

General BARNEY. We did feel, sir, that we were working in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Water Supply Act in this matter. 

Mr. Jensen. When a State or a political subdivision says to the 
Army Engineers, who are in this instance Uncle Sam, ‘“We do not know 
whether we want to take this water from this reservoir or not. We will 
just let the taxpayers of America go ahead and build it, then at our 
discretion at a future date if we want to take the water, we will pay 
for it, and if we do not, we won’t.”” I am sure you will agree that is 
quite an unusual situation. 

General Barney. Mr. Jensen, if I could comment on that, I believe 
the Governor made a somewhat stronger statement than that. 

Mr. Jensen. I know, General, but his commitment would come 
to just exactly nil- 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just like the President’s without the Congress. 

Mr. Jensen. Unless the legislature said, ‘“This is what we are going 
todo,” and passed a resolution te that effect. Chances are the Gover- 
nor won’t be in office more than 2, 3, or 4 more years, and then the 
next Governor will say, ‘““Heavens, I didn’t make any such commit- 
ment,’ and the legislature will say, ‘““Well, we cannot be bound by 
what a former Governor said or wrote.’ 

So it is just one of these things that puts this committee in a position 
where we just cannot appropriate on that basis, General. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. Will you yield, Mr. Jensen? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. AnpgERSEN. What sort of a bargaining position would the Army 
Engineers or the Federal Government be in once the dam was con- 
structed and later on these municipalities decide they might or 
might not want the water? They would have the Federal Govern- 
ment almost at their mercy, would they not, as to the terms they 
would agree to? 

Mr. Jensen. Of course they would. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is my viewpoint. We would lose our bar- 

gaining power. If they want the water, they ought to get into the 
ial now, gentlemen, and make a firm commitment on it. 

Mr. Jensen. I have a little thing—a pretty important thing—in 
my little town of Exira, Iowa; they are having quite a water problem, 
There is a proposed soil conservation watershed project that might 
be constructed from which the town could buy the water and be lieve 
you me, they are anxious to buy the water. What are they going 
todo? The Soil C onservation Service is going to tell my little town 
of Exira just how much it is going to cost them over a period of years 
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to take the water out of that pool if the project is built and the town 
will hold an election to give the people in that town the right which 
they have under the State law to vote as to whether they want to 
bond the town for that amount, maybe $60,000 or in that neighbor- 
hood, or whether they do not want to bond the town and pay this cost 
off for this water in taxes over a period of, | suppose, 15 or 20 years, 

In that case, Uncle Sam is going to ate exactly what he is going 
to get. It is not going to be an “if” or “and” or anything like that. 
This proposition is on a larger scale, of course, but surely if the State 
of political subdivision wants water out of a Government -financed 
reservoir, they should by all means do just as my little town is being 
called on to do, and rightly so, and let those political subdivisions 
wherever they are, put “down black on white, signed by the proper 
officials, saying, ‘““This is what we will do.’ 

Mr. Cannon. The Corps of Engineers will have the entire situation 
in mind before they appear before us next year. 


OTTAWA, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Ottawa, Kans., $940,000. 
Insert pages 69 through 73. 

You have quite a substantial carryover here. 
(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


LocaL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Orrawa, OsaGE (MARAIS DES CYGNEs) RIVER, Kans. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Franklin County, Kans., along the Osage (Marais des Cygnes 
River, about 400 miles above its confluence with the Missouri Rive: near Jefferson 
City, Mo. 

Authorization.— 1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost : es $4. 000, 000 }......ccacsaum 


Estimated non-Federal cost poate ee O00 be eee 
Cash contributions i iad aS . as - te cen h eee 
Other costs_- ss tpidabiaebddtatnisbibene ee base 820, 000 —— 

Total estimated project cost ee a 5, 480, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959___...--- 1, 264, 000 |_. oan <eerunee 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_ -.-- z ey 9 eee 

Appropriations to date ‘ : 2, 564, 000 55 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ‘ ; 940, 000 75 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_-___.-__- 1, 156, 000 | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 16 feet. 
Length: 4.2 miles. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 24 feet. 
Length: 1,630 feet. 
Relocations: 
Bridge and approach alterations: Railroad bridges at Federal expense. 
Santa Fe Bridge (new). 
Channels: ; 
Improverrent 1.7 miles, Marais des Cygnes. 
0.6 rrile, Wilson Creek. 
Pumping plants: 3. 
Highway Bridge at non-Federal expense: Main Street Bridge. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| 
| Sag 
| Percent | Completion schedule 


Channel improvement: | 
Levees and floodwalls downstream from Hickory St__...---------- 
Levees and floodwall upstream from Hickory St., and pumping 

plants. 

Railroad bridge and track alterations...........--..---.-.-.---------- 0 | April 1961. 

BN I id acct tere cinsinascinipt nena e 8 | May 1962. 


80 | June 1960. 
0 | May 1962, 


t 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Ottawa, Kans., project in conjunction with upstream reservoirs will provide 
flood protection for this city of over 10,000 population, whieh occupies both banks 
of the Gsage (Marais des Cygnes) I iver, and is the county seat of Franklin County, 
Kans. Within the fiood plain are located pu' lic | uildings, almost the entire 
Lusiness district, a large portion of the residential and industrial district, and 
railroad yards. Federal Highways 59 and 50, and Kansas Highway 68, traverse 
the flood plain within the city. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The re’ uested amount of $940,000 will be applied to— 


Complete construction of Santa Fe I ridge _ - _. $32, 000 
Continue channel improverrent, levee, and floodwall construction up- 
stream from Hickory St. including pumping plants 838, 000 
Engineering and design : ; ; ; ; 2, 0OO 
Supervision and administration ___ prea ; 68, OOO 
Lotal..i<. es se tee oP 5 : ’ 940, 000 


Funds re’ uested for fiscal year 1961 will permit completion of the railroad 
bridge and continuation of levee construction, channel improvement, and pumping 
plants which will furnish partial protection to a large portion of the area. 

Non-Federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated at $820,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands : ; $295, 000 


Modification of bridges, streets, utilities, ete... _____- _ §25, 000 


a ee Bie ica att oa cae snace, GeU Oe 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance, operation, and advance 
replacements is estimated at $9,800. 
_ Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were received 
Irom the city of Ottawa, Kans., on May 21, 1956, and accepted by the district 
engineer on June 26, 1958. The city of Ottawa obtained approval of the State 
Corporation Commission of Kansas for the projeet on December 18, 1957, and of 
the Water Resources Division of the Kansas State Board of Agriculture by permit 
Issued on April 4, 1958. The city retained an engineering firm to prepare an 


‘timate of its requirements and cost thereof. 3ased on this estimate, the voters 
of Ottawa authorized a $770,000 bond issue by a margin of 8 to 1. The city has 
provided rights-of-way for the contract now underway and now owns all rights- 
Ol-way for the succeeding contract on channel improvement, levees, and flood- 
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walls upstream of Hickory Street, except for one tract. Condemnation was filed 
for this tract early in December, and it will be available in early January. Thus 
far, local interests have expended approximately $800,000 for lands and required 
modifications of utilities and bridges. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,660,000 is an increase of $460,000 over the latest estimate ($4,200,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $126,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels, 
Relocations increased $40,000 due to the substitution of a new single-track bridge 
in lieu of extending the existing double-track bridge for the Santa Fe Railroad, 
and actual contract amount on Missouri Pacific Railroad track raise. Design 
refinements and recomputation of quantities increased the cost of channel im 
provements, levees, and floodwalls upstream from Hickory Street $464,000 and 
decreased the cost of pumping plants $206,000. Engineering and design and 
supervision and administration increased $36,000 due to a reanalysis of project 
requirements and increase in the scope of construction. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
| 2 3 4) (6) 
Relocations $204. 300 £09, O00 $195, 300 , 
Channels and canals 1, 705, 000 $336, 100 62s, 600 370, 000 $370, 300 
Levees and floodwalls-- 1, 754, 700 71, 900 269, 400 645, 000 718, 400 
Pumping plants 226, 000 65, 000 161, 000 
Preauthorization studies 15, 500 15, 500 
Engineering and design 330, 000 280. 700 45, 000 2 000 2. 300 
Supervision and administration 334. 500 SS, 100 82, 200 49, 700 #4, 500 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 4, 660, 000 792, 300 1, 189, 200 1. 523. 000 1, 155, 500 


Undistributed costs 
Total project cost ( Federal 
funds only 4, 660, 000 792, 300 1, 189, 200 1, 523. 000 1, 155, 500 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only 4, 660, 000 792, 300 1, 189, 200 1, 523, 000 1, 155, 500 
Undelivered orders 202, 000 — 202, 000 
Total obligations | 994, 300 1, 189, 200 1, 321, 000 1, 155, 50¢ 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations 1, 264, 500 1, 300, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior years 270, 200 381, 000 


Total funds available for 


obligation , 1, 264, 500 1, 570, 200 


Appropriation required 940, 000 1, 155, 500 


Mr. Cannon. There has been a slowdown, apparently. What is 
the cause of the slowdown? 

General Barney. There was some delay in planning, sir, and we 
ran into some pretty bad weather. We had more rain than we ex- 
pected last spring which resulted in less work being done on the job 
than we had anticipated. 

Mr. Cannon. It does not indicate there is any particular local 
opposition to this project? 

General BARNEY. No, sir. 


POMONA RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Pomona Reservoir, $3,500,000. 
Insert pages 75 through 79. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
PoMONA RESERVOIR, KANs. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.-About 7.3 miles above the mouth of Hundred and Ten Mile Creek, 
, tributary of the Osage (Marais des Cygnes) River, in Osage County, Kans., 
about 7 miles northwest of Pomona, Kans., and about 34 miles upstream from 
Ottawa, Kans. 

Authorization.—-1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit cost ratio. 2 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost a aaeoe os ook ie $14, 100, 006 
Estimated non-Federal cost ‘aa ; aakins 0 
Cash contributions. __- * ee - 0 
Other costs sal js = : - einen nse ie wae 0 
tal estimated project cost 14, 100, 000 











ppropriations to June 30, 1959._______ 1, 043, 000 7 > 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_- ; a 1, 365, 000 
Appropriations to date ‘ . : ad 2, 408, 000 17 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__.......---.-- bis ; 3, 500, 000 $2 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 es : = 8, 192, 000 

PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 110 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 7,750 feet. 

Spillway : 
Type: Uncontrolled chute with concrete control sill. 
Capacity: 60,500 cubic feet per second. 

Outlet works: 
Type: Single horshoe conduit. 
Capacity: 9,200 cubie feet per second. 

mates: 
Control, 2 hydraulically operated slide gates. 
kmergency, 2 hydraulically operated slide gates. 


{ 


Reservoir capacity: icre-Jeet 
Conservation and sedimentation _ _. 70,000 
Flood control... .......-. : 160, 000 


Full pool aes 230, 000 


Status Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Entire project. _- . oe 3 wis . 12 | October 1963 
Acquisition of reservoir area ; : ; 16 | June 1963 

ist stage embankment, construction of spillway and outlet works__- 24 | November 1961 
Completion of embankment_.- eeseeee ; 0 | October 1963 
Dam closure i August 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Pomona Reservoir is a unit of the authorized system of reservoirs in the 
Usage River Basin, which, in turn, is an integral part of the comprehensive flood 
protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The reservoirs in the Osage Basin 
will be operated as a unified system for the control of floods and storage of water 
to Maintain minimum flows during drought periods. The July 1951 flood in- 
flicted $32,750,000 damage in the Osage Basin. The principal area affected com- 
prises 428,000 acres in the Osage River Basin and includes numerous towns, 
roads, railroads, publie utilities, resort developments, and productive agricultural 
fand. The design of the local protection works at Ottawa and Osawatomie is 
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predicated on upstream reservoir control and the Pomona Reservoir, along wit} 

two other reservoirs in the Osage Basin, is required to obtain the optimum pro. 

tection for these cities. Mr. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue accuisition of lands in reservoir area ; $700, 000 

Initiate relocation of U.S. Highway No. 75 272, 00 

Continue ‘st-stage construction of embankment, spillway, outlet works Mr. 
and access road ; 1, 470, 0M Insel 

Sa a ° . ae Ds 
Initiate completion of embankment, spillway and outlet works 725, 000 Th 

e,e ° : ‘ eneae nial the 
Initiate construction of permanent office and facilities ; 65, 000 
Engineering and design : 60, 00) 
Supervision and administration ____ - : 208, 00) 

RMR ay tree et a rae ee _.. 3, 500, 000 

The amount re~uested for construction of the embankment, spillway and outlet I, 
works is the mini»um re-uire™ent to meet the scheduled closure date. The 
amount re-uested for land ac uisition is the minimum re‘uirenent to maintain e 
an orderly schedule of ac’ uisition prior to closure. The amount re~uested for ; 
relocations is to initiate relocation of U.S. Highway No. 75 to permit completion 
in phase vith the scheduled closure date. The amount re~uested for permanent 
o fice‘ uilding will initiate construction of facilities for ad inistration of construc. 
tion activities and su se uent operation and maintenance of the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local connreration.—None re“uired. 

Comrarison of Federal cost esti nates —No change from the latest estimate 
($14,'00,000) submitted to Congress; however, there have !een adjustments 
tetween feature costs. An increase of $66,000 has ' een made in relocations due 
to application of higher price levels. Pecreation facilities were increased $' 47,00 
due to reanalysis of revuireyents. The dams feature was decreased $2 3,000 due 
to re“ne~™ent in design of em'ankment and outlet works and favora le Lids 
received for stage I embankment, spillway, and outlet works. 

Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196 
l (2 3 (4) 5 (6) 
Lands and damages : _ $2, 5R8, 000 $352, 800 $208, 300 | $700, 000 $1, 236,00 | | 
Relocations a 1, 386, 000 200 S00 272, 000 1, 113,00 | 
Reservoir ca 7 SEN Breage Be atk : ae 441,00) | 3 
Dam woe 7, 530, 000 400 1, 013, 100 2, 199, 300 4, 317, 0 . Awl 
Fish and wildlife facilities 17,200 |... : - ae 17,90 | Ay 
Roads. _. os 91,000 |__- : 41, 600 49, 4 Le 
Recreation facilities 187, 700 ak aoa sees wits : : 187.7 
Buildings. grounds. and utilities 230,000 |. ene S sa 65, 000 165, W 
Permanent onerating equipment fk eae 2, 500 ee 97,4 Kat 
Preauthorization studies : 16, 00 BGOU bescces a ick oe oka -- Sold 
Engineering and design 623, 000 447, 900 75, 000 60, 000 40 ot 
Si ervision and administration 890, 000 29, 000 116, 100 208, 000 536,00 F * MM pPEe 
Total ap»lied costs (Federal | 
funds only — : : 14, 100, 000 846, 300 1, 547, 400 3. 504, 300 8, 202 
Undistributed costs _...----- 7 ‘ ao ; 14. 300 —4, 300 —10 
Total project costs (Fed- 
eral funds only * : 14, 100, 000 846, 300 1, 561, 700 3, 500, 000 8, 192.0) 
Pending adjustments_........-.-}---- 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 14, 100, 000 846, 300 1, 561, 700 3, 500, 000 8, 192,0 Soldier Cr, 
Undelivered orders ...-.- ” ai 77, 700 —77, 700 |-- atone \ansas Riy 
Total obligations. ...._.-- 924, 000 1, 484, 000 3, 500, 000 &, 192. 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appronvriations - aeltaecimeetaas 1, 043, 000 1, 365, 000 . . afl 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 5 ee 5 119, 000 
Total fynds available for 
ob'igation : ane 1, 043, 000 1, 484, 000 oa) 
Appropriations required a : r : ¢ 3 500, 000 8 192 
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g with 
“aa Mr. Cannon. No questions. 
0: 
00, oon TOPEKA, KANS. 
72, 00 a : eins 

Mr. Cannon. “Topeka, Kans.,’”’ $2,600,000. 
70, 000 Insert pages 81 through 86. 
25, 000 
65, 000 


onan TopeKa, Kansas River, Kans. 


(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONTINUING 

00, 000 

“ Shawnee County, on be th sides of the Kansas River, from mile 80 above the mouth 

The mile 89 and along the lower reaches of Soldier, Halfday, Indian, Ward, and 

Shunganun ga Creeks, which are teibutary to the Kansas River in that vicinit 
{yihorization. 1936 and 1954 Flood Control] Aets. 


Locati Loeation protection fork yp kn, the State Capital of IXansas, in 


aintain 
ted for 
pletion 
manent 
ynstruc- 


\ 


stimate i 
stments 

ons due 

147,000 : re 
000 due ; 6, 83 
ile Lids t 





alance to 
omplete 
ter fiscal 
year 1961 
PHYSICAL DATA 
(6) 
—_——— } \\ ight: 10 feet. 
$1, 236, | Ler 33.1 mile 
1,113.0 R g: 2.7 miles. 
i 
oan "y) F I iwa 
"17,30 Average height: 7.0 feet. 
i Lenet} 1.SOO feet. 
187.70 


- 


' innel improvements and diversion channels: 
97,4 Kansas River: 2.6 miles. 
wn nenes Soldier Creek: 9.2 miles. 


534.0) 2 Uping plants: 8 


~“ ‘ . -_—— 
ves552 —60 vo 
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¥ > 7 it 
status, Jan. 1960 I 1 
s1oh tl 
re een eiee -  <- , ae an { p 
| Percent Completion schedy throug 
Auburndale unit . | 4 | June 1962, 
Bridge alteration, Kansas River unit : 0 | December 1962, 
Channel and floodway improvement unit 0 | May 1963. 
North Topeka unit 0 Do Cor 
Oakland unit 0 | June 1962 omn 
Soldier Creek diversion unit 50 | May 1961 protec 
south Topeka unit 138 | December 1962, for th 
Waterworks unit 100 June 1959, snd 
Entire project 22 | May 1963 projet 
Vor 
of the 
1 Previous project. 
JUSTIFICATION Lands 
Re loc: 
The Topeka project, supplemented by upstream reservoir control, wou Other 
provide protection from the maximum flood of record 1951) to the city of Topek \ 
(population 78,791, 1950 census Topeka is located astride the Kansas Riy ( 


about 85 miles above the mouth. coemran railroad and industrial develo 
ments, the municipal waterworks, and the municipal airport are located in | 
flood plain adjacent to the south bank of the river and are subject to destruet 
floods. Works for the protection of a portion of this area have been construct 


by the Corps of I ngineers under the original authorization The remaining ar ne 
in the flood plain is in urgent need of flood protection. The North Topeka an id 
is a highly developed business, industrial, and residential area. The adjace er : 
suburbs are principally residential, industrial, and small, highly specializ ? a 
farming arenas Floods on the Kansas River and Soldier. Halfday, and Ind rae 
Creeks continually harass this area of approximately 8,400 acres. During Ju 1956. 
1951 the floods on the Kansas River and its minor tributaries inundated porti( = 


of South Topeka and swept over the entire North Topeka area, causing sev sel 
damage and human suffering. Floods in these areas, during the period from 1% 
to date, would have inflicted about $164,000,000 damage, based on 1959 pric 7 
and development. The greatest damage was inflicted by the 1951 flood, whi ie 


caused an estimated $34,120,000 damage, and an estimated $1,180,000 damage Sold 
was prevente d by the completed portion of the original authorized Federal pr Saldic 
ect. The city was cut off from all railroads and highways for several days Ty we 
railroad and two highway bridges were destroyed Adequate protection sho ae 
be provided at the earliest practicable date The average annual flood-contr Ra hy 
benefits are $3,151,000. | hit 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,600,000 will be applied to m eo 
Auburndale unit: Continue construction of levee and initiate pumping Co 
plants $300, 00 $184 
Bridge and approach alterations unit: Initiate alterations Santa Fe subn 
RR. and Rock Island RR. bridges 155. 0 | on un 
Channel and floodway improvement unit: Continue sec. I channel the R 
improvement in conjunction with Oakland unit stage I construction, Irom 
and initiate remaining channel improvement 280, (i | ind, 
North Topeka unit: Initiate construction of levee and channel work Costs 
and initiate construction of pumping plants 240, 00 | result 


Oakland unit: Continue construction of stage I channel and levees, 
main stem and Shunganunga Creek, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe | 
RR. bridge to Croco Rd.; initiate construction of stage Il channel, 
levees, and floodwalls, Shunganunga Creek, Croco Rd. to 6th Ave.:; 
and initiate construction of pumping plant 690, | 
Soldier Creek diversion unit: Complete construction of stage II, 
Soldier Creek diversion channel and levees between Brickyard Rd. 


(Gage Ave.) and Tyler St., and downstream from Santa Fe bridge 180, 0 
Complete construction of stage III, Soldier Creek diversion channel 
and levees upstream from Brickyard Rd. (Gage Ave.) $45, 0 
Entire project: 
Engineering and design Be in| x 130, | 


Supervision and administration 180, 0! 


Total___- : — 2. 600, 0 
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The request for fiscal year 1961 will permit completion of Soldier Creek diver- 
sion unit. Completion of this unit will permit actual diversion of Soldier Creek 
and provide immediate flood protection to North Topeka by eliminating runoff 
through this area from Soldier, Halfday, and Indian Creeks and to provide drain- 
age from the Silver Lake area and eliminate possibility of Silver Lake runoff fiood- 
ing North Topeka. Funds requested for Auburndale unit will permit earlier flood 
protection for this unit by continuing construction of the levees in conjunction 
with the construction of Interstate Highway No. 70 by the State Highway 
Commission of Kansas and by the construction of the pumping plants. Flood 
protection for Oakland unit will be substantially advanced. Funds requested 
for the remaining units are required for continuation of orderly progress toward 
project completion. 

Non-Federal cost—The investment required for local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $6,830,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands ; in wu ‘ be $1, 073, 500 
Relocation of highway bridges, roads, utilities, buildings, ete 5, 540, 200 
Other: 
Ward-Martin Creek channel realinement and enlargement 48, 600 
Contributions by local interests (not a required non-Federal 
contribution) eas at ‘4 167, 700 


Total ait 


occas Oh Oa0. 000 


Loeal interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project; 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of the 
works; and maintain and operate all the works after completion. The annual 
cost for maintenance and operation and replacements is estimated at $69,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—-The North Topeka Drainage District, on May 21, 
1956, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation will be supplied for the Soldier Creek diversion unit. The 
Board of Commissioners of the City of Topeka adopted a resolution on May 14, 
1957, declaring that the Board of the City of Topeka will issue bonds and furnish 
rights-of-way for the remaining units as needed. The North Topeka Drainage 
District has provided rights-of-way for the contracts now underway on the 
Soldier Creek diversion unit. Rights-of-way for the new railroad bridges on 
Soldier Creek diversion unit have been acquired. The State Highway Com- 
mission of Kansas has aequired right-of-way for Interstate Highway No. 70 
Wherein the embankment will serve as a levee for the Auburndale unit. Thus 
far, local interests have expended approximately $1,700,000 for lands and required 
modifications of utilities and bridges, and have accepted maintenance of com- 
pleted portions of the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—-The current Federal estimate of 
$18,400,000 is an inerease of $1,600,000 over the latest estimate ($16,800,000 





submitted to Congress. An increase of $526,000 is due to price level increases 
on uncommitted work. An increase of $1,100,000 in the estimated cost of altering 


the Rock Island and Santa Fe Railroad bridges across the Kansas River resulted 
from more detailed studies. More detailed studies of the North Topeka, Oak- 
land, and upstream portion of the Soldier Creek diversion units indicated increased 
costs of $505,000. Development of a revised plan for the Auburndale unit 
resulted in a decrease of $531,000, partially offsetting increases in other units. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


- oe 


| 





teed a . , ' Balance to 
Item Project cost Potal to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 fter fiscal 
year 196] 
(1) 2 3 4 6 
Relocations ea 3s $3, 350, 300 $245, 600 $809, 100 $190, 600 $2. 105. 000 
Channels and canal 5 5, 998, 000 755, 500 1, 290, 000 1, 105, 500 S47. Oy 
Levees and floodwalls ; 4, 226, 400 860, 000 614, 600 1, 224. 400 1. 527 40 
Pumping plant 2, 430, 700 210, 000 > 220, 704 
reauthorization studies_._-- 22, 7H 22, 700 : — “a d 
Engineering anc 1, 104, 700 591, 100 249, 900 18¥, S00 73, 90 
upervision and administration 1, 267, 200 206, 000 162, 600 246, 200 52, 40 
Total applied t (Fed- 
eral fund 18, 400, 000 2 770. 900 3, 126, 201 3, 166, 500 9, 336, 40K 
Undistributed cost oe 
Tot project ed 
eral funds only 7 18, 400, 00% 2, 770, 900 5 126, 20 it OO Q 6, 400 
Pending 
I ; 
( LS, 4 2 <b, <U l 4 ) 6,4 
Unde ( { l ( 
lot it 7, 2 2,514, 106 
MI HO OF F ‘ 
Jers] 
Ay } X 
Un ri , 
prior ‘ R 
r v 
i 4 
Al re 


Mr. Cannon. Here vou have an increase in cost of $1.6 milli 
Is this the last increase? Are these heures firm ana dep: ndable o1 
can we expec 
iB 


t an increase request in the next budget? 
q‘ T 
Creneral { 


ARNEY. Mr. Chairman, | feel, 
there will be a further increase. 
Mr. CANNON. What is the oceasion for this inerease? 


am not certain, but | feel 


General Barnry. The occasion for this, sir, is this project is a 
number of units and as we got into the design of what we call the 
Oakland unit, we ran into troubles in design on a tieback levee on 
Shunganunga Creek, on the tieback going back to the highland. We 
haven’t completely solved this problem yet. We are getting into it. 
As a result of that, sir, | will offer up some of the budget request, but 
I feel it is eventually cong to add costs to the overall project. 

Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, it would look to me as if we ought to be 
letting them make up their mind what they are planning to do before 
we appropriate the money. 

Ir. Cannon. Exactly. We would like to know definitely what to 
depend on. 

General Barney. The questionable area is the Oakland area, as | 
said, sir, and I would like to offer up $900,000, which would reduce our 
request from $2.6 million to $1.7 million. We would be in a serious 
position if we received no construction money at all because much of 
the project, including the north side of the river, is in quite an advanced 
stage and we would lose the benefit of the work we have done and are 
doing if we had to stop. We will not go into any construction work 
on the Oakland area until we complete our studies. 
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TUTTLE CREEK, KANS. 


ra Mr. Cannon. Tuttle Creek, $16,500,000. 
ce to > ») 

lete Insert pages 88 though 93. 

— The pages referred to are as follows: 


TutrrTLe CREEK RESERVOIR, KANS, 


CONTINUING 





Location On the Big Blue River about 12 miles above the mouth of the stream 
n Riley and Pottawatomie Counties, Kans., about 6 miles north of Manhattan, 
Kans 
Authorization 1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 
Rer a f ratio 2.1 to... 
36, 400 
Summarized financial data 
1 
, 41 | 
| Accumulated 
| \ | ercent of 
stimated 

6, 400 | | Federal cost 

36, 400 } ted | leral cost $83, 700, OOO 
Federul cost 
ribution - } 0 
tor u 
ited project cost_- 83, 700, 000 
\ riut to June 30, 1959 4 41, O78, OO 
riat for fiscal year 1960 17, 000, COO 
\ | tions to date 58, 078, 000 HY 
— ippropriat requested for fiscal year 1961 3 16, 500, 000 &Y 
t nplete after fiscal year 1961 9, 122, 000 

6, 400 
—— PHYSICAL DATA 
* Vam: 

Hon Type: Rolled earth, shale, and limestone. 
e or Height: 157 feet. 
Length: 7,500 feet. 
| Spillway: 
_ [vpe: Conerete gravity, chute, ogee crest, gated. 
Capacity: Peak discharge, 570,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 

is a Type: Twin horseshoe conduit. 

the Capacity: At full pool, 45,000 cubic feet per second. 

i Gates: Control, 4 tractor gates; emergency, 2 tractor gates 
e€ on Stilling basin: Twin, with central training wall. 

We Reservoir capacity: Acre feet 
0 It. Conservation and sedimentation ________- Soe RN eS te eh 413, 000 
but Flood control _ _ Berner rat ase Se ee ee i 3 ees an 1, 933, 000 

Full pool lee owe eS gk al tal ne Gi a Sa a tse a . 2, 346, 000 
to be The Kansas River was the major source of floodwaters that caused primary 
fore losses of $870,237,000 in the Missouri River Basin during the 1951 flood. The 


primary losses exclude unevaluated secondary losses such as inevitable damage to 
the social life of the areas affected and hardship of families. Many of the families 
that were in only moderate circumstances lost everything they owned and under- 
Went untold hardships. Rail transportation facilities were disrupted for more than 
as | d weeks. Recurrence of the 1951 flood under 1959 conditions and prices would 
Cause estimated damages of about $986 million, of which over $600 million would 


at to 


5 be in the area downstream from Tuttle Creek. As a unit of the existing and 
P1ous authorized flood control program, Tuttle Creek Reservoir would reduce this 
ah of damage by an estimated $233,056,000. 

need 

lare | 


work | 
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Fiscal year 1961 The requested amount of $16,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area 2m 33, 530, 000 


Continue re location of Pe State Highways K-9, K-16, and 
K-213, U.S.-77, and Pottawatomie, Riley and Marshall Counties 


roads a ee ~s sas Meacaal os 6, 705, 000 
Continue relocation of Union Pacific and Missouri Pacific Railroad 

lines aoe wees -- 2, 652, 000 
Continue reloc: ation of power, telephone, and gas lines 430, 000 


Continue adjustment of municipal facilities and construction of 


levee to protect Blue Rapids, Kans 766, 000 














Continue clearing of reservoir, forestation planting 240, 000 
( omplete construction of spillway oe 150, 000 
Complete construction of final stage of dam embankment 1, O18, 000 
Initiate and complet: a Fancy Creeks public use areas 123, 000 
Continue procurement of additional small tools and plant for project 

operation and establishment of sediment ranges 33, O00 

ngineering and design S80, O00 
supers ision and administration 953, 000 

sae : * 
botal 16, S500, 000 
Status (Jan. 1, 196¢ 
Percent ( p sched 

I ire project 56 | June 1962 
ae of reservoit irea 69 D 
Relocati f Fee ind S { December 196 
Reloc ction of Union '?p clic 7 Db 
Relocation of Missouri P } ) Ay 2 
Relocation of cemeteries M cl JOO 
I ocati« unici} cilities, electric, tele; ne, o 

ind sche NI 2 
Outlet works conduits and ik tf } 

eY v ol ( ly eT 3 
Outlet works control tower 1 j ¢ 1958 
Left bank embankme f v (M Der iber 1957 
Completior of embankment oY December 1960 
Spillway concrete structure y “eptember 1960 
East abutment accc road 100 | June 19 
Bypass roads for State Highway K nd FAS S3t ja \ D 
Clearing reservoir area 21 Ml "2 
Closure effected Jul 9 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tuttle Creek Reservoir, situated near the mouth of the Blue River, wo 
control flows from one of the largest tributaries of the Kansas River. The Kansas 
River has been the source of numerous floods on the lower Missouri River, it- 
cluding the disastrous 1951 flood. The valuable industrial area in the flood pla 
at the Kansas Citys, and every town and farm in the flood plains along the entir 
length of the Kansas and lower Missouri Rivers, sre devoid of complete flood 
protection until reservoir control is provided in the Kansas River Basin, Cob- 
struction of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir is vital to the Kansas River Basin flood 
control plan. 

The 1951 flood, with a discharge 2 Fagg errmsg twice as large as the 1 a 
inundated the Argentine, Armourdale, Central Industrial, and Fairfax in lustria 
districts in Kansas City and substantial portions of Topeka, Manhattan, 
Lawrence, as well as farms and smaller towns along the INansas and lower idol 
tivers. The 1951 flood emphasized that completion of flood control reserves! 
and improvements in the Kansas Basin should not be delayed. Studies of tt 
flood, and a potentially greater flood, reaffirmed the strategie l cati mn of t 
Tutile Creek Reservoir, and other reservoirs, in a system to provide flood contr 

Earliest possible completion of the Tuttle ¢ ‘reek Dam is required to Pr id 
flood protection to agricultural lands and municipalities in the Kansas River 
Basin The height of completed flood protection works at Kansas “ty 
based on the lowering of floodwater crests to be effeeted by the 7 se Creek 
Reservoir operating in conjunction with other authorized reservoirs. Th 
amount requested for land acquisition is required for progressive acqulsitl 
upstream to vest title in the United States nt earliest possible date to minimize 
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risk of flooding private holdings that might result from high water now that closure 
bas been completed. Possibility of flooding with closure completed requires that 
relocations be advanced to point that alternate facilities be available at earliest 
}, 000 possible date. The amounts for the spillway structure and embankment are 
equired to complete these structures. 
Von-Federal costs.— None. 


Status of local coo poration.—N one required. 


), 000 








> 000 Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—Federal cost estimate of $83,700,000 is a 
) oa ieerease Of $2,200,000, from the latest estimate ($85,900,000) submitted to 
: Congress. The estimate for relocations has been decreased $1,475,000, to reflect 
: 000 savings due to refinements in alinement and grade and favorable bids received for 
000 ie Missouri Pacifie alterations, which were partially offset by increases based on 
Y 000 negotiations with county officials on county road relocations and additional cost 
5. (00 f replacing school facilities in accordance with section III, Public Law 85-500; 
»” 000 nd minor adjustments in other relocations items based on more detailed studies. 
5 BS . o __ eo e 
’ he estimate for the dam has decreased $700,000, based on reduction of contin- 
> O00 gencies. Engineering and design and supervision and administration have been 
: 000 reduced $25,000, based on reanalysis of requirements. 
3, 000 . 
Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
), 000 : : 
Balance to 
Ite Project cost Total to Current, fis- Budget, f complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 ifter fiscal 
— year 1961 
lnie a 
euul ] 2 3 4 6 
es 25, 600, O00 15, 525, 000 3, 164, 700 3, 350, 000 3, 560, 300 
26, 527, 000 2, 833, 300 9, 119, SOO 10, @11, 100 3, 662, SOO 
625, 000 14, 100 254, 700 239, SOO 116, 700 
22, 196, 300 17, 317, 700 3, 747, 800 1, 205, 800 25, 000 
lities 19, 000 19, 000 
140, 000 74, 400 65, 600 
160, 000 160, 000 
500), OOO 69, 700 123, OOO 307, 300 
ties 280, 000 135, 700 144, 300 
lipment 1238, 000 , 500 10, 500 $3, O00 56. OOO 
72, 800 72, SOO 
I design 2, 860, OOO 2, 549, 700 200, 300 S80, 000 30, 000 
iadministration 4, 446, YOO 1, 863, 500 672. 000 953, 400 1, 0O8, 000 
pplied s (Fed 
ind 83, 700, 000 40, 409, 700 17, 239. 500 16, 895, 800 9. 155. 000 
i cost 153, 300 &3, 300 37. 400 2 HOO 
)D ct costs Fed 
funds only &3, 700, 000 10, 563, 000 17, 156, 200 16, 858, 400 9, 122, 400 
] project costs 
would brought forward 8&3, 700, 000 40, 563, 000 17, 156, 200 16, 858, 400 9, 122, 400 
can - ng ad ments 
er, in- Potal cost (Federal funds 
| plain nly a 83, 700, 000 40, 563, 000 17, 156, 200 16, 858, 400 9, 122, 400 
entir ndelivered orders bales - 490, 400 132, 000 358, 400 
» flood Total obligations 41, 053, 400 17, 024, 200 6. 500. 000 9, 122, 400 
Con- 
: flood | METHOD OF FINANCING 
0 itions 41, 077, 600 17, 000, 000 
’ flood, hobligated carryover from 
° prior vear : 24, 200 
ust Potal funds available for 
n, and obligation ¥ 41, 077, 600 17, 024, 200 
issourl \ppropriations required . - 16, 500, 000 9, 122, 400 
ervolrs —— — - —~——--_-- - —- - -_—— 
of this 
re . ‘ . - y - “<. ry. ‘ . - 
of th Mr. Cannon. We discussed Tuttle Creek. 
contre 
yrov ide : - ‘ - 
River WILSON RESERVOIR, KANS. 
City - 
* D nes ET SA5 Te Ee . sD <ArT% & . , 
- Creek | Wilson Reservoir, Kans., $2,300,000. Insert 95 through 99. 
Th (The pages referred to are as follows:) 


isitiol 
jnimize | 
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RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CoNTROI 


Witson RESERVOIR, KANS 








( intY 
CONTINUING termin 
Location and descr ption TI 2 damsite Is locate d on the Saline River abe * - 
130 miles above the mouth in Russell County, Kans., and about 10 miles nor as 
of Wilson and 20 miles east of Russell, Kans ; em 
Luthorization 1944 Flood Control Act. ote 
Benefit-cost atio 1.6 to 1 reguiat 
: Fisce 
Summarize t finan ui data Contin 
[nitiat 
Accumulat Comp! 
\ percent of Initiat 
Federal cost pen 
Super 
Estimated Fed 1 cost SIS, 800, OO 
Est non-Fed 
5 ‘ sa a} Phe 
otal estimated project cost 1s, SOO, OOK 
Appropriatio to June 30, 1959 54, OOO ll 
Appropriations for fisc year 190 44, OO oniari: 
ya opriatior on ted for fiscal year 1961 2, 300, 000 Von 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 15, 597, 000 Ser 
Stat 
Under terms of pr t aut ition, cost ( irsed u r arrange nt 
made by the Bureau of Reclamation reimbt 
PHYSICAL DATA Con 
Dam: S18, SU 
Type: Rolled earth fill. submi 
Height: 160 feet str 
Length: 5,600 increa 
Spillway : Type: Execavated, limited service, uncontrolled, chute 
Outlet works: 
Type: Single horseshoe conduit with stilling basin. 
Capacity: 6,730 cubic feet per second. 
Gates: 
Control, two hydraulically operated slide gates. 
Emergency, two hydraulically operated slide gates. 
teservoir capacity: Acre-fee 
Conservation and sedimentation__. 245, (0 
Flood control be : 510, 00 S i 
Full pool__-_-- os . 755, 00 ; 
| 1) 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) . 4 
Percent Completion schedule Dos 
ee acateetncinieimnani I saefareetcinis — —___—_—_——- | 
Entire project_ .- a a a a ra 2 | December 1964. — = 
OC A ec eioainwwwuan | 0 | June 1963. ? 
Embankment, construction of spillway and outlet works......_____- 0 | December 1964. 
a . paces July 1963. 
JUSTIFICATION 
Wilson Reservoir will control runoff from 1,917 square miles, or 57 percent of the Per 
total Saline River Basin area. The project will provide a high degree of flood 
protection to 60,000 acres in the Saline River flood plain and, in coordination wil 
other units of the Missouri River Basin plan, will help to reduce flooding on 210,00 
acres in the Smoky Hill and Kansas River flood plains. The flood plain areas 
below Wilson Dam site are broad flat valleys, primarily agricultural in natur 
but containing important transportation facilities, numerous towns, and parts 0 | M 
several large cities. Along the Saline River, about 8,000 acres below the damsité ve 
are subject to inundation by minor floods while larger floods may inundate mor Une 
than 60,000 acres. The towns of Beverly, Culver, Lincoln, Sylvan Grove, Tescott prior 


and Vesper, Kans., lie wholly, or partly, in the flood plain and are subject to sever" 
flood damage. The Smoky Hill and Kansas Rivers flood plains contain two of the 
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eountry’s most important transcontinental highways and the tracks, yards, and 
terminal facilities of 18 major railways. Large sections of the cities of Man- 
hattan, Topeka, Lawrence, and the Kansas Citys contain flood-plain properties 
with aggregate value in the billions of dollars. 

In addition to the reduction of flood damages, the reservoir will provide conserva- 
tion storage and will be of general benefit to downstream areas through low flow 
regulation. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,300,000 will be applied to— 
Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area ... $1, 100, 000 


Initiate construction of embankment, spillway, and outlet works_-__- 600, 000 
Complete construction of access road 158, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of temporary office buildings 10, OOO 
Engineering and design . , Sci ie Lae ice z 300, 000 
Supervision and administration ‘ ; bess 102, 000 
(io: ae ee ee en eee see 5 2, 300, 000 

The amount requested for construction of the embankment, spillway, and outlet 
work is the minimum requirement to meet the scheduled closure date. The 


mount requested for land acquisition is the minimum requirement to maintain an 
orderly schedule of acquisition prior to closure. 

Von-Federal costs.—Reimbursement of costs allocated for irrigation storage. 
See “Status of local cooperation.’’) 

Status of local cooperation.— None required for construction; however, reimburse- 
ment will be made for costs allocated for irrigation storage. Arrangements for 
reimbursements will be made by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$18,800,000 is an increase of $700,000 over the latest estimate ($18,100,000) 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels and reanalysis of requirements on 
onstruction features resulted in an increase of $658,000. The cost of relocations 
increased $42,000 due to price level increase. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 














Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 
l 2 3 4 5 (6 
and damages u $4, 850, 000 $6, 500 $383, 000 $1, 100, 000 $3, 360, 500 
itions 2 SS, O00 &S, O00 
eTVOIrs 2 225, OOO 295, O00 
10, O75, 000 600, OOK 9, 475, 000 
facilities 12, 000 12, 000 
] 224, 000 20, OOO 158, 000 46, 000 
Kn facilities 228, OOO 228, 000 
1 , grounds, and utilities 106, OOO 196. 000 
Permanent operating equipment 100, 000 100, 000 
Preauthorization studies 19, 200 19, 200 
LT ind design 990, OOO 204, 500 239, 200 (00, O00 246, 300 
Supervision and administration 992, SOO 11, 900 18, GOK 102, 000 860. 000 
otal applied cost Fed- 
eral funds only 1s, SOO, O00 24? 100 661, 100 2, 260, 000 15, 636, 800 
- 1 ; 2,2 15, 0 
tributed costs 4), O00 40), OOK 10, 000 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds only 2 1s, S00, 000 242,100 661, 100 2 300. 000 15, 596, 800 
rending adjustments 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 3 ; 18, S00, 000 242, 100 661, 100 2. 300, 000 15, 596, 800 
Ur lelivered orders 14, 900 14, 900 
Total nahi ‘ ort e 
1Otal obligations 257, OOO 646, 200 » 390, 000 ] #6, SOO 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
‘Ppropriations ; 259, 200 644, 000 - ae 
nobligated carryover from 
prior year - . 2, 200 
Total funds available for 
obligation ce : . 2A9, 200 646, 200 eZ is 
Appropriations required a Re a iets P aie 2, 300, 000 15, 596, 80K 
| 


! ' 
— __ ' 








Mr. Cannon. Here you have a project which is not actually started 
What is the reason for the delay and what is the status of vour desig, 
memorandum? 

General Barney. The basic reason for our delay, sir, is the econom) 
report which was required by act of Congress in, I believe, 1956, whey 
this project was assigned to the Corps of Engineers. We were directe 
to make an economic feasibility report prior to any construction, Thy 
economic feasibility report has been prepared and will reach th 
Congress 

Mr. Cannon. Have you had ample time to complete it in this 
interval? 

General Barney. As I say, the economic report has been complet 


sir, and is being reviewed in the Chief’s Office now. I anticipate jj 
will reac ‘h the Congress perhaps as carly as next month. 
Mr. Cannon. It is hardly likely that you will need the full amount 


for this vear. 

What is the minimum that you could get along with? 

General BakNney. Assuming a reasonably prompt action on thy 
economic report, we could use the entire sum we have requested, thi 
$2.3 million. If there is delay, it would depend on the length of th 
delay. 

Engineeringwise, sir, we are capable of using the funds we requested 

Mr. Cannon. Really, is it possible you could get along with less 
money? 

General Barney. Yes, su 

Mr. Cannon. What amount could be subtracted from this sun 
without any serious deterioration of the project? 

General Barney. Depending on the action that is taken on the 
Economic Report, sir, 1 believe that a $300,000 reduction would not 
handicap us greatly. All our actions depend on the action on that 
report. 

Mr. Pituiox. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pirtiton. Is conservation an item that is nonreimbursable 
under our laws? The general term ‘conservation’ which is more 
inclusive than fish and wildlife and more inclusive than recreation; 
what is conservation? Is that strictly a permissible item? 

General Barney. As used in this case, sir, it involves irrigation, 
sedimentation reserve, augmentation of low water flows, and things 
of that nature. 

Mr. Pituion. Isn’t that a coverall, overall covering word that 
sounds good, but is not strictly definable and is not strictly a meas 
urable situation? You might say conservation could take in prac 
tically anything. It is a loose language, not definable and it is no! 
the purpose for which this is being built. What is the purpose for 
that additional 245,000 acre-feet capacity? 


General BARNEY. 225,000 of that, Mr. Pillion, is contemplated for 


irrigation. 
Mr. Pittion. Why isn’t that in there so this committee could know 


what you are doing? It is a word that hides the true intent of your 


project, and I would like ve ry much to request that this word ought 
to be deleted and the project objectives be clearly defined. 


The 225,000 acre-feet, General—do you have a firm contract for 


the repayment of that? 


General Barney. No, sir. The Bureau of Reclamation plan to g° 
into their detailed planning this coming fiscal year. At that time the 
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Bureau will take steps to obtain contracts with the prospective users 
of the water. 

Mr. Prtuion. We have the same situation here, Mr. Chairman, we 
have in the other. We are adding a 50 pereent capac ity, 50 percent 
of cost to the taxpayers, based upon an indefinite, prospective con- 
tract by the Bureau of Reclamation for this water. If the 225,000 
acre-feet were taken out of this, it would not be a feasible project. 

\ir. CAnNoN. In consonance with what Mr. Pillion said the ecom- 
mittee would appreciate it if vou would get a definite repayment 
contract for these costs as early as opportunity affords. 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, MO. 


\ir. CANNON. Pomme de Terre Reservoir, $3,600,000. 
Insert pages 101 through 106. 
The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


POMME DBE TERRE, RESERVOIR, Mo. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location On the Pomme de Terre River, 43.8 miles above the mouth, about 3 
les south of Hermitage, Mo., and about 20 miles north of Bolivar, Mo. 
Authorization.—1938, 1944, and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1 without power and 1.3 to 1 with power. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost (without power) -._._--- caer $16, 100, 000 
Non-Federal cost : a ; 0 
Cash contributions... -- ai eat iat eda ee. i : st Sale 0 
a Os “ a ) 
i ed project cost ‘ : ; 16, 100, 000 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation with power ‘ 23, 400, 000 
ppropriations to June 30, 1959______._.____- . - 5 6, 533, 000 
priations for fiscal year 1960 ’ ; =a 3, 600, 000 . 
priations to date 2 10, 133, 000 63 
ppropr requested for fiscal year 1961 3, 600, 000 85 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1961____- Coa 4 ‘ silk 2, 367, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Typ : Earth and rock fill. 
Heigl . 155 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 4,630 feet. 
Dike section: 
Height: 25 feet (maximum). 
Leneth: 2 790 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled overflow chute. 
Capacity: Maximum pool, 73,300 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir c apacity: icre-feet 
Flood control _ - oo 107, OOO 
Conservation 230, 000 
Sedimentation eo 13, OOO 

Total. re ae — be : 650, OOO 


Future power installation: 
Initial and ultimate: 2 units at 8,400 kilowatts: and 16,800 kilowatts (de- 
ferred). 
Presently planned: None. 
Nominal head: 77 ft. 
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The an 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
>the ml! 


$$$ g contr 












Percent Completion schedy; t advan 
eee . . . “ - 1ation ol 
Entire project - = ‘ : 51 | December 1961. } reser 
Acquisition of reservoir area - @5 June 1961. iested { 
Relocation of State highw ivs 0 December 1961 mt 7 
Relocation of county roads 0 Septem ber 1961 : ae 
First stage construction, including exca tion for outlet wor} place tablishme 
ment of portion of embankment, access road to project from county ecessary 
road, and clearing administrative area 100 July 1958 Von-F 
Completion of embankment, outlet works, and spillway 56 Septem ber 196] Cin 
Permanent office building . LU May 1059, we 
Clearing reservoir area 0 | June 1961 Compa 
Dam closure July 1260 $16. L000 
Power facilitic Deferred 
supmitte: 
—— juction 1 
eased 
JUSTIFICATION " 
_ : es : : ; ve 813 0) 
The Osage River, which rises in east-central Kansas and is known there as{ 1340 
Marais des Cygnes River, flows into Missouri and through the Ozark Hills toi a 
confluence with the Missouri River. Disastrous floods have occurred during rec a 
z io ~ ; ' try 
years, such as the floods of July 1951 and May 19438. In addition to the aboy lat 
numerous other floods have occurred throughout the Osage River Basin. | 
example, flood records at Hermitage, Mo., on the Pomme de Terre River, whi s 


is a major tributary of the Osage River, indicate that flood stage has been exceed 

or equaled 62 times during the past 39 vears, which is a frequency of almost } 
floods per vear. The Pomme de Terre Reservoir is one of the principal units 

the Osage River flood-protection plan, and ir conjunction with the other unit 
will contribute substantially to protection of 160,000 acres of highly develope 
agricultural land along the Missouri River and 26,600 acres along the Osage Rive 
The Pomme de Terre project alone will provide protection to 5,500 acres of lat 
along the Pomme de Terre River immediately below the dam 

In adeition to flood control, this reservoir provides conservation storage to be 
used to s'ipplement low waterflows for abatement of stream pollution, navigatia 
on the Missouri and Mississippi tivers, and for relief from droughts. The 
supplemental flows will also pass through the Bagnell power dam, located on the 
Osage River, and thereby supplement streamflows available for generation o 
private power. Provision will be made for installation of power in the Pomme d 
Terre Dam at some future date when the demand therefor justifies the expenditur 
for power facilities. 

As a result of complaints due to frequent and intense flooding on the Osag 
River below Bagnell Dam, the Congress authorized that an investigation be mad 
by the Federal Power Commission to determine whether the operation of tha 
dam was responsible for the damages incurred. In its report, that agency stat 
that ‘“‘the only realistic solution of the flood problems in the Osage River Bas 
lies in the provision of flood control storage upstream from the Bagnell project 
and recommended that ‘‘Congress take action to complete an effective a 
feasible svstem of flood control reservoirs upstream from Bagnell Dam.’ TI 
Pomme de Terre Reservoir project is strategically located for withholding floo¢ 
flows from Pomme de Terre River that enter the power pool formed by Bagne 


Dam. The current estimate of annual benefits for flood control, by ie 
and navigation only is $1,180,800. Tot 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,600,000 will be applied to: 
Complete acquisition of land and flowage easements $429, OU 
Continue relocation of Missouri State highways $26, OU 
Continue relocation of county roads , 260, 00 
Complete relocation of powerlines 100, 00 
Initiate and complete relocation of telephone lines : 4, OU 
Complete reservoir clearing 150, 00 
Continue construction of outlet works and embankment _. 1, 510,W 
Continue recreation facilities 100, 0U 
Continue purchase and installation of permanent operating equip- 

ment__- , Cee 20, 0 
Engineering and design 60, UU 
Supervision and administration 241, OW 


I a i a. Sete ie 3. 600, OU! Inse} 
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241, 000 | 


600, 00! 


875 


The 
sthe minimum requirement to meet the scheduled closure date on the continu- 


amount requested for construction of the outlet works and embankment 


ng contract now underway. The amount requested for relocations is required 


to advance the work to status that flooding after closure would minimize inun- 


lation of privately owned facilities. The amount requested for land acquisition 
md reservoir clearing would complete these features of work. The amount re- 
ested for recreation facilities is for provision of basic public use facilities. The 
ynount requested for permanent operating equipment is for continuation of es- 


tablishment of sedimentation and retrogression ranges and for purchase of items 


ecessary for operation of the project. 
Non-Federal costs.—None. 
Status of local cooperation. 
of 


None required. 

Comparison Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,100,000 is a reduction of $600,000 from the latest estimate of $16,700,000 
submitted to Congress. Lands and damages were decreased $450,000 due to re- 
juction in total acreage required and reduction in contingencies. Relocations were 
nereased $142,000 based on more detailed studies of requirements for alteration 
f county roads, cemeteries, and powerlines. 
$134,000 due to design modification. Contingencies for the completion of the 
lam were reduced $414,000. Addition of sedimentation and retrogression ranges 
ind reanalysis of project requirements for engineering and design and supervision 
ind administration resulted in an increase of $256,000. 


teservoir clearing was decreased 


Summary construction program (PB-—1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Iten Project cost Total to June |Current fiscal} Budget fiseal complete 
estimate 30, 1959 year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
| (2 (3) (4) 5) (6) 
d f $2, 400, 000 $1, 221, 5% $759, 000 $428, 5) aiid 
1, 955, 000 77, 600 91,090 846, 40 $940, 000 
8), OOO - 359, OOO $59.00 it 
7, 534, 100 3, 109, 000 2, 332, 290 1, 510, 090 652, 900 
ind wildlife facilities 26, 50) Boa ai 26, 500 
221, 700 63, 700 |__ = 4 152, 000 
s i 115, 000 iS é ‘ 115, 000 
ym iacilities F . 3D0, O30 i...- 37, OOO 109, 000 213, 000 
nds, and utilities 249, 090 154, 700 1, 000 . ss 88, 300 
perating eyuipment 129, 000 2, 990 30), 609 20), OOF 75, 500 
tion stdies 20), 890 20, 890 on ss ma 
nd design 1, 091, 500 SSU, 490 115, 000 6), 000 27, 100 
nd administration 1, 187, 400 518, 900 301, 50) 240, 600 127, 300 
Total applied cost (Fed | 
ral finds only 16, 100, 090 6, 068, 60) 4, O08, 300 3, 655, SOK 2, 367, 600 
ited cost P 2,10) 50 —1, 100 
project cost (Federal 
is only 16, 100, 090 | 6, 070, 700 4, OO7, 806 3, 655, 000 2, 366. 500 
ents a am 
fotal cost (Federal funds 
! 16, 100, 090 | 6, 070, 700 4, 007, 800 3, 555, 000 2, 366, 500 
( ra 142, 700 87, 700 55, 000 
Total obligations 6, 213, 490 3, 929, 100 3, 690, 000 2, 366, 500 
. | = 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
deral f nds | | 
Ap rovriations ; eee 6, 533, 500 3, 600, 000 
nobligated carryover from | 
prior pee > 320, 14 a 
otal finds available for 
obligatior eens Se 6, 533, 5% 3, 920, 190 
Appropriations required_ Sie delice a 3, 600, 000 2, 366, 500 





GERING VALLEY, NEBR. 


| Mr. Cannon. Gering Valley, Nebr., $530,000. 


Insert pages 108 through 112. 
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(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LocaL PROTECTION PRoJEcTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
GERING VALLEY, NEBR. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—-Gering Valley is located in the western extremity of the Nebraska 
panhandle near Scottsbluff, Nebr. 


{uthorization.—1958 F lood Control Act. 
8. nefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost . oe Es se ‘ $1, 470, 000 
Kstimated non-Federal cost : Sikic . 5 66, 000 
Other contributed funds_ oe ’ ; . () 
Other costs _- — Se - 66, 000 
Total___- ca ime e ——— ‘ 1, 536, 000 
Appropri: itions to June 30, 1959 patae 15, 000 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ta ce 341, 000 
Appropriations to date Pe : 386, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 530, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ae oe 554, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Reloeation: Union Pacific Railroad bridge. 
Dams: Four earthfill detention dams: 
Crest width: All 15 feet. 
Maximum heights: 40 feet, 70 feet, 76 feet, and 77 feet. 
Channels: Five drop structures. 
Floodway control and diversion structures: Ostenberg chute and levees. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent | Completion scheduk 


Relocations_-.....---- die iateesniortirghit eis . ick 0 | March 1961, 
Dams. : : sissies ine ped 0 | June 1962 
Channels r 0 | June 1961. 
Floodway control and diversion structures 0 Do 
Entire project _-—_---- 5 | June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is required to prevent flood damages in the Gering Valley from small 
floods and materially reduce damages from major floods. The land subject t 
flooding in the Gering Valley below the Fort Laramie Canal is irrigated, highly 
productive farmland and includes approximately 4,000 acres of cultivated land, 
30 farmhouses and buildings, 3 railroad bridges, 10 county bridges, 2 State 
highway bridges, and the irrigation system and structures of ms 3 irrigation dis- 
tricts. In addition, the project would check degradation in the Gering drain, 
thereby prevent threatened loss of a critical irrigation ae on the Goring 
irrigation canal and lessen erosion damages to bridges and railroad facilities 
In 1947, a record flood caused damages estimated at $1,245,000 which could have 
been reduced to $372,000 had the authorized facilities been completed. In June 
and July 1958, severe floods in the lower watershed destroyed the Ostenberg chut 
and approximately 60 acres of land; severely eroded the main Gering drain for 
distance of approximately 5 miles; destroyed 15 flumes across the drain and th 
approaches to four county bridges; and washed out approximately 1 mile 
railroad track. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $530,000 will be applied to— 


[Initiate and complete relocation of Union Pacific R.R Bridge_________ $56, 000 
Initiate construction of 4 detention dams__________ oe ee | 
Initiate and complete che annel work _______. NSARM nal se : 229, 000 
Complete construction in Ostenberg chute area_________ 43, 000 
IL ngineeripg and design_ 7, 000 


Supervision and administration __ so ede ene ae __. 40, 000 


Total_ _. 530, 000 


The requested funds are required to alleviate the serious flood damage and allay 
the extensive erosion caused by floods particularly in the Ostenberg chute area. 
Due to the severe damages caused by floods occurring in June and July 1958, the 
amount of work required over that contemplated in the authorized plan has been 
increased substantially, and it is known the cost of these features will increase. 
Although further studies are required to establish the amount of the increase, 
some adjustment in the application of the requested funds will be required. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required by local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $66,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages__________- Pete ia th tN . _ $52. 000 


Relocations . ees ; 8, JOO 
Supervision and administration____ OB Sica cee . 6,000 


Total_-—- Pte ius eee : : _ 66, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon completion. 
It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and opera- 
tion is $4,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Gering Irrigation District and Gering-Fort 
Laramie Irrigation District furnished resolutions indorsing the plan of improve- 
ment and expressing willingness and ability of local agencies to cooperate in the 


construction of the project. Local interests have spent or have obligated them 
selves for over $350,000 for Complementary construction measures outlined in 
the authorizing document. As a result of the recent floods, local interests have 


} 


been urgently requesting assistance and have indicated their willingness to 
provide the necessary local cooperation as soon as construction can be initiated. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——-The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,470,000 is an increase of $70,000 from the latest estimate of $1,400,000 sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase is due to price level advances. The current 
estimate reflects price level increases since authorization, addition of the cost of 
preauthorization studies and adjustments in engineering and design and super- 
vision and administration. However, due to severe floods occurring in June 
ind July 1958, the amount of work required over that contemplated in the 
authorized plan has increased substantially and it is known that the Federal 
cost estimate will also increase. The magnitude of this increase cannot be 
determined pending further advancement of actual detailed design studies now 
underway. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | | 
Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959! cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196] 





(1) (2 3) (4 (5) (6) 

Relocations a a a $56, 000 |. “< ‘i siieraerte aibon $56, 000 |... i ecaale 
I re en ee eo Be 672, 000 an a eahdeal axonal easel 155, 000 17, 000 
Channels... ._-. eae 229, 000 sscaeiniaba imate nance eabdics ate ND I vceiuisteaaakee 
Floodway control and ‘diversion 

NN os cn tdcwetanece a SOU GSS to. cacau cio iacideies aa 284, 000 
Preauthorization studie Diitéaphibtes 45, 000 $45, 000 |...-.- eR icesaatcasde den ~ 
Engineering and design _....-..- UC Dg ke $98, 000 7, 000 


Supervision and administration 79, 000 


2, 000 40, 000 37, 000 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only wasps 1, 470, 000 45, 000 100, 000 771, 000 554, 000 
Undistributed cost . A z . 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only . 1, 470, 000 45, 000 100, OOO 771, 000 554, 000 
Pending adjustment_.._...-.--- 


Total cost (Federal funds 
only)..-- pout sianeis 1, 470, 000 45 
Unde livered orders 


, 000 100, 000 771, 000 554, 000 


Total obligation _---- eS mach 45, OOO 100, 000 


771, 000 554, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds 
Appropriations-.-.........--.- 
Unobligated c arryover from 

NE onan candaee mie 


piilocade besa a 45, 000 341, 000 


Wikhienes eae ee —_ a cknied ait 241, 000 


Total funds available for 
obligation mains Wsaiadse ues boumaniasie s 45, 000 341,000 |...- dicuipioatn tise d sina 
Appropriation We Coe So eae Be ea 530, 000 554, 000 


Mr. Cannon. You haven’t started this project and you say that 
costs will be increased. Explain that. 

General Barney. This Gering Valley situation, sir, is a most urgent 
one In the sense that a heavy flood will do tremendous ds amage there. 

There was a large flood in 1958 which very considerably changed the 
amount of work that was nec essary to be done to solve the proble m in 
that area. 

We got our first planning money in the appropriation for the current 
year and we are pursuing our planning just as fast as we possibly can, 
Mr. Chairman. 

I know of no project I feel is as urgent. 

Our planning has got to the point where | am satisfied that the 
cost will go up greatly. 

I do not know yet about what the economies of the project will show 
it to be and it is certainly possible, and I emphasize possible, that 
additional authorization may be required, in which case we of course 
will have to consult the Public Works Committees. 

Mr. Cannon. Under those circumstances, the question of providing 
more construction funds rather puzzles the committee. You are 
carrying over $241,000. That ought to be enough to complete your 
definite design memorandum. If you could use that $241,000 now 
and then later on come up with a firm estimate on the cost, then we 
would be in position to go ahead. 

General Barney. That, of course, Mr. Chairman, would be one 
method of doing it. 
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This a group of farmers. Another flood may destroy their way of 
life and have a profound effect on the community of Gering itself. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not seem to have been pushing it very 
energetically. 

General Barney. Mr. Chairman, we have gone just as hard as we 
physically could the minute we had a dollar to work on. We did 
not get planning money until the current fiscal year. 

Mr. Taber. There was $45,000 back in 1959 according to the book. 

General BarRNrey. That was preauthorization study, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If you have changed this project sufficiently to need 
more money, wouldn’t that require a new authorization? 

General BarNey. We are not certain yet whether it will or not, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad before we go ahead any further 
with this to know definitely whether or not further authorization is 
required. 

General Barney. I cannot answer that at this time. 


LOWER HEART RIVER, N. DAK. 


Mr. Cannon. Lower Heart River, N. Dak., $836,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 114 through 118. 
The pages referred to are as follows:) 


FLoop ContTrot (LocaL PRoTECTION PROJECT) 
Lower Heart River, N. Dak. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Heart River in the vicinity of Mandan, N. Dak. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Es ted Federal cost... 4 ee ere ; $2, 200, OOK 
Lstumated non-Federal cost : 310, OOO 
Cash contributions- ‘ ; ‘ ‘ is 0 
Other costs 310, 000 
Estimated project cost : 2, 510, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 714. 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ; 650, 000 , 
Appropriations to date. - : 1, 364, 006 62 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 ig 836, OO 100 
balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ie ( 
PHYSICAL DATA 

) . . r 
Reloeations—Railroads: Feet 

Construct new railroad bridge at higher elevation 300 

Construct new bridge and opening in South Branch RR, line__- 300 
_ Raise main-line track. _..........--- eee - 8, 550 
Channel improvement Seed ends patterns 10, O00 
Levees: 

SE) ee Scie date aha — 4, OOO 

Ge SNE EP RIN a nein ae sa ait ; 14, 500 

Construct new levee... —....-... census. 1 at ch lhe Sa 20, 300 


v2882 60 56 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Mandan unit_- ee : a itan ibe Giods Doves . 21 percent. 
Unit below Mandan ! Bs 6 percent. 
Sunny unit ! ; : Ese Not started. 


1 Contracts awarded Oct. 27, 1959. 


Completion schedule 


Entire project_ nities hia atin se i ; rs Dec. 31, 1960 
Mandan unit Sac eer eS sa a al ae Do. 
Unit below Mandan_ - -. or . 5G Oct. 31, 1960 
Sunny unit—_- a peek e eais ‘ae — Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing levees and structures were proved inadequate by reason of over- 
topping in the flood of 1952. The present project will increase the degree of 
protection afforded the city of Mandan, N. Dak., and provide protection for 
approximately 4,400 acres of land, of which 2,500 are irrigable; 550 residences; 
210 business establishments; the North Dakota State Training School; the 
Northern Pacific Railway; and U.S. Highway 10. Partial flood protection was 
afforded the project area with completion of Heart Butte Reservoir and _ the 
originally authorized Mandan flood-control project in 1950. In 1950 and 1952, 
with these projects in operation, damages of $465,000 and $922,000, respectively, 
were sustained in unprotected or in inadequately protected areas in the Mandar 
vicinity. Considering current conditions of development and _ price levels, 
recurrence of these floods would cause damages of $618,000 and $1,103,000, 
respectively. Completion of the lower Heart River project would eliminate these 
damages. Protection will also be provided for a large number of house trailers, 
publie grounds, streets, and utilities. Annual benefits of the flood-control project 
are estimated at $142,700. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The $836,000 requested will be applied to 


Complete construction of Mandan unit railroad relocations $623, 000 
Complete construction of levees and channels for the unit below 
Mandan_-_ 2 : 155, 000 
engineering and design . 5, 000 
Supervision and administration 53, 00 
Total_ Oh oe : E 836, 000 


To preclude the possibility of future flood damages from floods equaling or 
exceeding the magnitude of the 1952 flood, this project should be completed as 
soon as possible. Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will complete the project 


Non-Federal costs. The initial investment rec uired of local interests in cone | 
{ 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $310,000, which is broken dow 
as follows: 


Lands and damages i $110, 200 
Relocation—roads 164, 700 
Relocation—utilities 1, 000 
Contingencies and engineering 31, 100 

Total __- ee ; : _ 310, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $5,800. 

Status of local cvoperalion. The Joard of Commissioners of the Lower Heart 
Water Conservation and Flood Control Project of Morton County, sponsor of the 
project, have furnished the necessary assurances of local cooperation, All rights- 
of-way necessary for construction of the project have been acquired. The raising 
of U.S. Highway 10 Bridge, one of the requirements of local cooperation, has been 
completed. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate.-The current Federal cost estimate of 


$2,200,000 is an increase of $100,000 over the latest estimate ($2,100,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimate for levees and channel improvements has bee! 
increased $28,000, based on receipt of bids. Relocations have been increased 
$26,000, based on final negotiations for relocation of the Northern Pacifie Railway 
Co.’s bridge and receipt of bids for the highway raising in the Mandan unit 
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Engineering and design and supervision and administration have been increased 
$46,000, based on reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | } Balance to 





1960 Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fisca complete 
Jv | estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
06 
1960 (1) (2) (3) 1) 5 (6) 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | | 
only ee ee eee Bc ede 2, 200, 000 | $274,900 | $1,020, 500 0006: 008 FSS 
. IOI aE UII oe ee ncn daaaumaceeeces acai aes ie i inte Sarin ocahes tisdale 
over- ace a cadioghceiaai aa : cant ee 
ree of — cost (Federal funds | 
| REESE wail 2, 20, 000 274, 900 1, 020, 500 ee eet 
on for Undelivered orders__......-__- a st 387, 400 —318, 800 —fHS, 600 
nces: le Jaci bataa needs Anas 7 : 
the otal obligations. ...._..__| 2, 200, 000 662, 300 701, 700 896000 |... c52s 555, 
n Was i 
1 th METHOD OP PINANCING 
( e 
1952. Federal funds 
Bale PSII WON ns ess 6 Ss eda ener ew a vis sr me ‘ oe 714, 000 UU Se: 5 nice ac bea ee 
ively, Unobligated carryover prior 
indan year ee pera te oe 7 ei 51, 700 a 
levels, — . 
2 Total funds available for 
3,000, obligation soe es 714, 000 701, 700 — waldo 
these (Appropriation required aie 2 aS a es uisink ea tcbed ais ; 836, 000 ei 
ailers, Non- Federal contributions s aba = 
rojec Sunny unit: Levees............. 30, 000 aT Poe 20, 000 10, 000 a ht 
Mandan unit 
| ee ES 1, 460, 000 32, 700 745, 300 682, 000 |_ ee 
Levees : ae 116, SOO 78, 600 38, 200 s ate Shoe 
3, 000 Unit below Mandan: 
Ctr innels — a ad 220, 000 mm ale 128, 000 Ot oe ee er a 
i Levees e x 82, SOO . soa a 20, 000 62, SOO gs te a 
0D, OOO Preauthorization studies : 40, 000 40, 000 gaechrit o 
5, O00 Engineering and design ee 125, 000 | 106, 300 14, OO 4, 700 ae S 
3, OOO Supervision and administration__} 125, 400 17, 300 55, 000 53, 100 at 
— Total applied cost (Fed- 
36, O00 eral funds only) ~~ -....-.- 2, 200, 000 274, 900 1, 020, 500 | |) oe 
: Undistributed cost........-..-.. a nibiaeeae Chace a ciciemebanal 
ing or 
‘ted as 
roject. | SHERIDAN, WYO. 
nn cone | 
, down | ee . = ne 
Mr. Cannon. Sheridan, Wyo., $340,000. 
ia aa Insert pages 120 through 124. 
64° 700 (The pages referred to are as follows:) 
1, 000 é 
31° 100 FLoop ContrRoL (LocaL PROTECTION 
10 noo | SHERIDAN, Wyo. 
omple- (CONTINUING) 
“os a Location.—Sheridan, Sheridan County, Wyo., on Goose and Little Goose ¢ reeks, 
ett 12 miles above the junction of that stream with the Tongue River. 
r Of It 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 


rights | Benefit-cost ratio.—1.04 to 1 


raising 
as been 


nate of 
0) sub- 
AS bee! 
creased 
Railway 
hn unit 








882 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost £ $1, 800, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 245, COO 
Cash contribut.ons 0 = 
Other costs 245, 000 
Potal estimated project cost 2, 045, 001 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 540, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ¥ 200, 000 
Appropriations to dat ; 740, 000 41 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 196] 340, O00 60 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 720, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Length: 33,400 feet. 
Average height: 3 to 4 feet 
Channels: Length, 31,675 feet (includes concrete chute 1,590 feet) 
Floodwalls: Length, 1,185 feet. 
Relocations: 
Chicago, Bu.lington & Quiney Railroad bridge, replace. 
Works Street Bridge, modify. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent 
Ientire project None. 

Stage I! 7 Not started. 
Stage IT Do 
Stage III . Do. 
Railroad bridge Bice Do. 


ntire project__- Nov. 30, 1963. 
Stage I : Nov. 30, 1961. 
Stage II Fe June 30, 1963. 
Stege IIT a tee . oe . Nov. 30, 1963. 
Railroad bridge Nov. 30, 1960. 


1 Tnitial construction contract scheduled for award March 1960. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Under existing conditions a large portion of the business establishments, resi- 
dences, public buildings, streets and roads in Sheridan are subject to flood damage. 
During the period from 1883 to 1956 the city suffered damage from 25 floods, 
with the last serious flood occurring in 1956. The most serious flooding occurred 
in 1923, with damages estimated at $397,100 based on 1923 prices and develop- 
ment. It is estimated that recurrence of the 1923 floods under present develop- 
ment and prices would result in damages of $935,000. Construction of the 
Sheridan, Wyo., project will provide full protection for this city of approximately 
11,500. people for a flood equaling that of record. In addition, important in- 
tangible benefits such as the elimination of a hazard to life and improvement of 
sanitation would result from the project. Average annual benefits to the project 
are estimated to be $77,900. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $340,000 will be applied as follows: 


Continue construction of channels, levees, and floodwalls below and 


including paved chute and mill cutoff (stage I1)_________----- _... $294, 000 
Engineering and design Bea ea TO ER SN Sa sii Ss 5, 000 
Supervision and administration.__...........------- eee Lebo he 41, 000 

NN Osea I oe en ac a ES sin Nae 340, 000 


Local interests are vitally concerned in obtaining protection from recurring 
floods on Goose and Little Goose Creeks. The amount requested for fiscal year 
1961 is required to meet scheduled progress and completion dates. Construction 
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work programed through fiscal vear 1961 will essentially complete stage I con- 
struction covering the lower reaches of the project and thus provide almost full 
flood protection for that part of the city. 

Non-Federal costs —The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $245,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages $53, 100 

Relocations : ‘ - ; ; 146, 600 

Contingencies __ ae ‘ 22. S00 

Enginee ring and des ‘sign ; 14, 300 

Supervision and administration_. 8, 200 
Total 


Seat si . : 245, 000 

Local interests are spending between $3,000 and $4,000 yearly in maintenance 
of existing channels. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Sheridan has furnished assurances of 
local cooperation by adopting resolutions on May 23 and September 22, 1958, 
that requirements of local cooperation would be fulfilled. On December 3, 1959 
local officials advised that stage I construction rights-of-way will be furnished in 
January 1960 and that rights-of-way for construction of stages II and III will be 
furnished by December 1961 and December 1962, respectively. 

Comparisons of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,800,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 
minor adjustments have been made between features within the overall estimate. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1968 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 

] (2 (3 4 5) (6) 

Relocations.-_....---- ee ee $112, 100 Pomaeneseon $46, 000 $52, 100 $14, 000 
CRMINON ono annaneea ne ae 1, 118, 900 ~_ 280, 000 365, 000 473, 900 
Levees and floodwalls = 242, 400 : = 20, 000 50. 000 172, 400 

Preauthorization studies____.-- 23, 000 $23, 000 iilis Stitches aca na ahs <r gee Stee CE see ; 
Engineering and design ue 170, 800 122, 300 36, 800 5, 000 | 6, 700 
Supervision and administr: ition 132, 800 9, 100 30, 000 40, 700 53, 000 

otal applied cost (Fed- 

eral funds only Bea: 1, 800, 000 154, 400 $12, 800 512, 800 720, 000 


Undistributed cost 
Total project cost (Federal 

funds only) _-- : : 1, 800, 000 154, 400 412, 800 512, 800 720, 000 

‘ending adjustment 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only ee 1, 800, 000 154, 400 112, R00 512, 800 720, 000 
elivered orders. _...-.--.- . s ~ 172, 800 172. 800 
lotal obligations. -.....--.- 1, 800, 000 154, 400 585, 600 340, 000 720. 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


eral funds 


Appropriation oe ee 540, 000 200, 000 
Unobligated carryover prior 
veal la a ee i = i <2 385, 600 


Total funds available for 
obligation ee a 540, 000 585, 600 = 
\ppropriation required a : 340, 006 720, 000 
n-lFederal contributions 


Mr. Cannon. We have been nursing this project for 3 years now 
and it still isn’t started. What is the excuse this year? 

General Barney. In the case of Sheridan, there has been consider- 
able revision in design required. This is a project which will most 
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CO 


economically do the best it can for the local protection of the down- 
town part of this city. 

We are satisfied that we have a sound project now. Incidentally, 
in the course of this redesign, the cost has come down from the original 
estimate of 2 vears ago. 

Mr. Cannon. That is one favorable feature of the situation but 
vour carryover in 1960, this current fiscal vear, is almost twice the 
amount of the appropriation that we gave you. What assurances can 
you give us that you will be able to use any of the 1961 funds 
requested? 

General Barney. Mr. Ch: “a8 an, We expect to enter into our first 
contract, and it is a me jor one for the stage | part of the job, in M: ay of 
this year, 2 months from now. The city ae ady has all of the rights- 
of-way for this first stage except one piece which they have already 
filed condemnation on. 

Mr. Cannon. Still vou cannot at this time tell us definitely what 
can be done. You still have not secured complete right-of-way. 

General Barney. We have the right-of-way for the stage 1 job we 
are contemplating doing this year, as I say, except for one plat which 
the city has already filed conde mnation on, and they expect to get 
possession about March 15. 

Mr. Cannon. Have proceedings been instituted? 

General Barney. Yes, sir; they are filed. 

Mr. Cannon. You have to secure the remainder of the right-of-way? 

General Barney. Yes, su 

Mr. Taper. On that last one, why should we be going ahead and 
providing money for a project that has not vet been started when we 
do not know what it is going to cost and they have not got through the 
planning? 

General Barney. Mr. Taber, I consider the cost estimate on this 
job as a solid estimate. 

Mr. Taper. You have got a benefit-cost ratio of 1.04 to 1, or almost 
none. 

Mr. Cannon. In other words, this is a very sick project, and has 
been for some time, and shows a very narrow margin of benefits. 

General Barney. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.04, according to my 
calculations. 

Mr. Cannon. You still think conditions warrant our going ahead 
with it? 

General Barney. Yes, sir 

FORT PECK DAM, MONT. (SECOND POWERPLANT) 

Mr. Cannon. Fort Peck Dam, $4,500,000. 

Insert pages 126 through 131. 

(The pages referred to are as follows: 

MovutirLe PurpPose Prosects INCLUDING POWER 
Fort Peck Dam, Mont. (SECOND POWERPLANT) 
(CONTINUING 

Location.—At mile 1,868.7 on the Missouri River in northeastern Montana, 
17 miles southeast of Glasgow, Mont., and 9 miles south of Nashua, Mont. 

Authorization —River and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935; Fort Peck 
Power Act approved May 18, 1938; Flood Control Act approved December 22, 


1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1 (second powerplant). 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Est ted Federal cost (2d powerplant oS Seaama as aa ei 1 $26, 000, 000 ‘ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
( h contributions - - 0 - 
Other costs 0 


timated project cost... 


- 26, BOO, GOO 





| 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 : 9, 979, OOO 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_.- ; 8, 000, 000 peta 
Appropriations to date_-. - - 17, 979, COO 69 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1961. ~~ 4, 500, 000 db 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 3, 521, 000 


iuthorized work at Fort Peck exclusive of the 2d powerplant has an estimated cost of $134,200,000. 


l work is essentially complete except for a permanent housing development and additional recreation 
f ties, and includes a powerplant with an installed capacity of 85,000 kilowatts The estimated cost 
shown is for the 2d powerplant which will provide an additional 80,600 kilowatts. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dat is 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 250.5 feet. 
Length: 21,026 feet. 





Reservoir capacity: ! Acre-feet 
kxclusive flood control zs 960, OOO 
Annual flood control and multiple use 2. 540, OOO 
Carryover multiple use 11, 400, 000 
Inactive storage 7 : . t 500, 000 


Total 


Spillway: ! 


erat sd _. 19, 400, 000 


ype: Gate-controlled, concrete piers mounting 16 vertical-lift gates. 
Capacity (Maximum pool): 250,000 cubie feet per second. 
Power and discharge tunnels: ! 
Type: 4 concrete-lined, 24 feet 8 inches in diameter (1 lined with steel plate 
for powel use). 
Length: 5,386 to 7,240 feet. 
Gates: 4 vertical-lift type emergency-control gates and 2 cylindrical main 
contro! gates. 
Additional power installation: 
Ultimate: 2 units, at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 2 units, at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 205 feet. 


! Physical data is applicable to existing Fort Peck project. To provide for the 2d powerplant, lining of 
asecond tunnel with steel plate and removal of the cylindrical main control gate in that tunnel, construction 
{the new powerhouse and installation of power generating and switchyard facilities w be required. 


Will De 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 
Entire project (2d powerplant) __--- : 59 May 31, 1962. 
Control shaft and powerhouse foundation___. 100 | Dee. 31, 1958 
5B rfly valves 100 Nov. 30, 1959. 





runnel liner, penstocks and surge tanks 


- . 50 Dec. 31, 1961 
Gate modification, tunnel No. 4 


June 30, 1961, 


Construction of powerhouse and switchyard 47 | May 31, 1962. 
Procurement of accessory, electrical and miscellaneous equipment 41 | May 31, 1962. Power 
on line: Ist unit, 
AT 


Viarch 1961; 2d unit, 
June 1961. 
Procurement of 2 55,000 hors« power turbines, 2 40,000 kilowatt genera- 7( June 30, 1961. 
tors, and governors for 2 units, including installation. 





Not started 
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JUSTIFICATION 
The Fort Peck project is a multiple-purpose reservoir for navigation, flood 
control, power, and irrigation. Two units at 55,000 kilowatts each and one unit 
at 15,000 kilowatts are installed in the existing powerplant. Power from the 
existing Fort Peck first powerplant is presently furnished to areas in eastern, 
central, and western Montana; and to areas in western North Dakota and South 
Dakota; over transmission lines constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
REA distribution lines, and transmission networks of private power companies 
The construction of the 80,000-kilowatt capacity Fort Peck second powerplant 
will provide additional power to the area served by Fort Peck and will further 
augment the benefits presently obtained from the power function of the project 
The plant now in service has been used to full capacity during the past few years 
Forecasts of the Federal Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation 
indicate that predicted load growth is more than sufficient to absorb the Federal 
output and that there will be a definite requirement for the 80,000 kilowatts of 
firm power which the two units will produce before these units are completed. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,500,000 will be applied as follows 


Complete contracts for fabrication of turbines and generators $230, 000 
Continue contract for tunnel liner, penstocks and surge tanks 1, 520, 000 
Continue contract for powerhouse and switchyard 2, 220, 000 
Initiate and complete gate modification, tunnel No. 4 120, 000 
Initiate and complete contract for removal of trash racks 


and stop- 
logs 


leak ai ct Gs : 25, 000 
15, 000 
370, 000 


Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total ie rae al a gcd lls ta a ae bea 4, 500, 000 


With the funds recuested for fiscal year 1961, work on the project will be 
advanced at scheduled rates required to assure delivery of power on the dates 
programed. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate of $26 
million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, there 


have been minor adjustments in feature costs within the overall estimate. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Iter Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complet 
estimate Tune 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ufter fiscal 
year 1961 
l 2 3 4) 6 
Reloeations $57, 800 $57, 800 
Dam 7, 479, 800 2, 070, 800 $2, 575, 700 $1, 708, 600 $1, 124, 70 
Powerplant 14, 897, 400 $. 646, 500 5. 450. 000 2 377.900 2 293, OM 
Roads 95, 000 13, 900 33, 500 8 500 19. 10 
toad : 2 
Engineering and desig 1, 470, 000 1, 404, 500 48, 500 15, 000 2. 00K 
Supervision and adminsitration 2, 000, 000 777, 700 700, 000 370, 000 152, 30 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
” eral funds only 26, 000, 000 8.971, 200 9. 007. 700 4, 500, 000 3. 521, 10 
listributed cost 
Total proiect cost (Fed- oe 
eral funds onl 26, 000, 000 8 971, 200 9, 007, 700 4, 500, 000 3, 521, 10 
Pending adjustment 
Total cost (Federal funds _ ; 
only 26, 000, 000 8.971, 200 », 007, 700 4, 500, 000 3, 521, 000 
lelivered orders 7 948, 600 948, 600 ie 
Total obligations 9.919. 800 8, 059, 100 +. 500, 000 3. 521. 10 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 
Federal funds 
Approvriation 1, 978, 900 §, 000, OOK 
Unobligated carryover prior 
vear 59, 100 
Total funds available for . 
obligations 9, 978, 900 &. 059, 100 s 
Appropr ition required 4, 500, OOO 3, p21, 1K 
Non- Federal contributions | 0 
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GARRISON RESERVOIR, N. DA 
Mir. CANNON. Garrison Reservoir, $4 million 
Insert pages 133 through 139. 


lhe pages referred to are as follows:) 


MULTIPLE 


PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
GARRISON RESERVOIR, N- Dak. 
(CONTINUING 
Location.—On the Missouri River in central North Dakota, about 77 miles 
northwest of Bismarck, N. Dak., and 11 miles south of Garrison, N. Dak. 
Luthorizatlion. 1944 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio. 1.4 to l. 
Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
An ! | ent of 
estimated 
Federal co 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation 1 $294, 000, 000 
Est ted non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 0) 
Other costs v0 
i ited project cost 294, 000, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 28L, 210, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1960 4, 300, 000 
Appropriations to date_- - 284, 510, OOF 7 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961. 4, 000, 000 8 
Balar to complete after fiscal year 1961 5, 490, 000 
Under terms of project authorization, costs allocated to irrigation will be reimbursed under arrangement 
ide by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam 


Type: Rolled earthfill. 

Height: 210 feet (height above streambed). 

Length: 11,200 feet (at crest). 

Reservoir capacity: 

Flood control - 7 = 

Multiple purpose, including flood control, power, 
navigation, and other purposes_. 

Inactive storage 


Total 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilli 


kK. 


Bp. 

irrigation, 
Ls; 
t, 
24, 


ng basin. 


Capacity: (Maximum pool) 827,000 cubic feet per second 


Power installation: 

Initial: 5 units at 80,000 kilwatts__ 
Ultimate: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts_________- 
Presently planned: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts - - - 
Head: 

Maximum: 174 feet. 

Minimum: 100 feet. 

Average: 154 feet. 


icre-feet 


750, OOO 


850, OOO 
900, VOO 


500, OOO 


Kilowatts 
100, OOO 
100, OOO 
100, OOO 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 
Entire project 96 | June 30, 1962. 
Acquisition of reservoir area 99 | June 30, 1960 
Relocations, including the completed Snake Creek embankment 92 | June 30, 1962 
subimpoundment 
Dam, including embankment and closure; nee of intake, 99 | Dam closure, Apr. 15, 1953, 
outlet and spillway channels and stilling basin; tunnels; intake Sept. 30, 1961 
structure, including regulating gates, hoists and other necessary 
equipment ind construction of spillway including stilling 
basin, spillway gates, hoists and necessary operating ma 
chinery 
Penstocks and surge tanks - 98 | July 31, 1960 
Powerhouse, including construction of powerhouse and switch- 90 | Powerhouse and switchyard, 
yard, procurement of necessary accessory electrical and misce June 30, 1962 
laneous equipment. Power on line 
Ist unit, January 1956, 
2d unit, Mareh 1956 
3d unit, August 1956. 
4th unit, January 1960, 
5th unit, July 1960 
Procurement of 5 88,000-horsepower turbines, 5 80,000-kilowatt 98 | Installation of turbines and 
generators and governors for 5 units, including installation generators, July 31, 1960 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities, including completed construc- 94 | June 30, 1962. 
tion of the town of Riverdale, school, heating and powerplant, 
utilities and administration buildings; also construction of 
boatyard, and consolidation of buildings 
Reservoirs, including clearing of reservoir area of trees, shrubs, 100 | Jan. 31, 1958 
and other items detrimental to reservoir operation 
Fish and wildlife (habitat replacement 92 | Sept. 30, 1961 
Construction of roads and bridges-_. 100 Aug. 31, 1957 
Planting of trees, construction of access roads, parking areas, and 83 | Sept. 30, 1961. 
other necessary facilities for recreational use, health, and safety. 
Frocupemens Of permancs 1t operating equipment : 97 Dee. 31, 1959 
Erosion control, Buford-Trenton area___- . 30 June 30, 1962 
USTIFICATION 


The reservoir is being operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control, navigation, power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin. The comprehensive plan provides protection for the 
urban and rural areas in the Missouri Valley downstream from the main stem dams 
from floods such as the recordbreaking flood of 1952, the great floods of 1844 and 
1881, the numerous severe floods in the first half of the 20th century, and the 
many small floods originating upstream from the dams and occurring practically 
every vear. Flood damages along the main stem of the Missouri River between 
the Garrison Dam site and the mouth, from 1942 through 1953, inclusive, were in 
excess of $550 million. 

The Federal Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation have found an 
immediate need for installation of additional electrical power in that area that 
can be served by the Garrison powerplant. The Bureau of Reclamation stated 
in 1954 that the fourth and fifth units of the ultimate installation would be 
economically justified by March 1959. The Federal Power Commission advised 
in 1955 that the fourth and fifth units should be in service by 1960. The large 
block of electrical power which will be produced by the Garrison powerplant will 
be an important asset in the development of the industrial resources of North 
Dakota, northern South Dakota, and portions of Minnesota and Montana. 

The availability of water for irrigation together with availability of electrical 
energy for pumping it will provide the necessary means for agriculture, now the 
primary industry of the region, to keep pace with the increasing industrial de- 
velopment occasioned by the discovery and development of oilfields in North 
Dakota. 

In addition to flood control, power production, and irrigation benefits, the stor- 
age of previously disastrous flood peaks will provide aid to navigation and for 
pollution abatement. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4 million will be applied to: 


Complete construction of penstocks and surge tanks _ - $45, 000 
Complete procurement and installation of generators 140, 000 
Continue oil and gas impairment settlements and minor additional land 


acquisitions 70, 000 


Continue relocations 1, 850, OOO 
Continue seeding and mulching of slope areas on dam 25, OOO 
Continue construction of powerhouse, switchyard, and accessory 
equipment oie os Bo ba er ao 940, 000 
Continue recreation development 20, 000 
Continue erosion control (Buford-Trenton area LSO, COO 
Continue fish and wildlife facilities (replacement of habitat 15, 000 
Continue work on buildings, grounds, and utilities 330, OOO 
Initiate and complete modification of downstream drainage 100, 000 
Engineering and design 80, OOO 
Supervision and administration 205, OCO 
Total t, OOO, OOO 
With funds requested for fiseal vear 1961, relocations in the upper reaches of 
the reservoir will be advanced to near completion. Units four and five are 
scheduled to be in service in fiseal year 1960. The powerhouse strueture which 
houses these units will be completed with budgeted funds. Construction of 


additional terminal facilities to meet USBR requirements will be initiated. 
Erosion control (Buford-Trenton area) will be continued to the extent that the 
irrently known affected areas will be protected. Consolidation of buildings 
will be initiated, whieh, when completed, will produce a savings in the annual 
costs of operating and maintaining the project. 


Von-Federal costs. Reimbursement of costs allocated for irrigation storage. 
See Status of Loeal Cooperation.) 

Status of local cooperation.— None required for construetion, however, reimburse- 
ment will be made for costs allocated for irrigation storage \rrangements for 

ibursement will be made by the Bureau of Reclamation 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate of 
$294 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress However, 
there have been minor adjustments in feature costs within the overall estimate, 
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Preauthorizatio 
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Total applied cost 

Undistributed costs 

Temporary facilities_-- a 
Total project cost (Federal 

Pending adjustments 

(Federal funds 

Undelivered orders 
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METHOD OF FINANCING 

Federal funds 

Appropriation. 

Unobligated carryover prior 
Total funds available for 


Appropriation required _---- 
n- Federal contributions 


Summary construction program (PE 
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Mr. Cannon. “Big Bend Reservoir,”’ $10 million. 
Insert pages 141 through 145. 

(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 
Prosects INCLUDING 


DAK. 


004. 7 


fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


iget, f 
ear ‘ 
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1, SYY, 200 
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lH. ¢ 
1s. 100 
23, SUK 
180. At 
$33, FO 
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5, 638, 40 


60, 7K 
—S7, 3K 


5, 490, 404 


5, 490, 40 


5, 490, 401 


“5, 490, 400 


On the Missouri River, 1,033 miles above the mouth, about 21 
miles upstream from Chamberlain, 8. Dak., and about 84 miles downstream from 
Pierre, 8. 
Authorization. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 
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jimated non-Federal cost ; = fee 0 
Other contributed funds a : 0 
Other costs = a a ee nae ‘ 0 
tal estimated project cost a ; 7 2 : 137, 500, 000 
ppropriations to June 30, 1959 . are 1, 185, 000 
propriations for fiscal year 1960 1, 800, 000 
ypriations to date. _ ba 2, 985, 000 2 
ypriations requested for fiscal year 1961 10, 000, 000 9 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


ited Federal cost $137, 500, 000 


» complete after fiscal vear 1961 


124, 515, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Tyne: Rolled earthfill embankment. 
Height: 93 feet. 
10.570 feet includes structures 

[vnoe: Conerete-lined chute with gated overflow weir. 
obs.0U00 CublIE Teet per x4 cond. 


Capacily: 1 





sive flood control area - 175, OOO 
Power and conservatio1 ; 260. 000 
ve capacity tO5. OOO 
I t y 4 1 OOO 
ris } Tall 
I nd nate: S units it 58,500 kilowatts (namepl 168,000 
P} ntty plat ned: S units, at 58,500 kilowatts nani plate 1O8.000 kilo- 
lead: 67 feet 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent ( plet edul 
ee | Tune 1966. 
temy : eee 11 | July 1960 
( , . ee . | 10 Do. 
a eS ee aT | S November 1963 
- eee i a ae ae 0 | Do 
nt : as Ba ae oka ad ‘. + 0 November 1963—clo 
| | sure—July 1963 
way so nc al rating A tls Sea OT ee 0 November 1903. 
ne al eherators fae Pi ee A a eee | 0 April 1966 
\ ] eye See mite Ra aie oe a | 0 June 1967 
! wece ry and miscellaneous equipment and tailrae 0 | Do. 
facilities, reservoir clearing, and permanent operating 0 | June 1964. 
lipment | 
I Nr a | 1 | June 1967. 


58 ,500-kilowatt unit: 1 


line tunit, July 1964; 2d unit, October 1964; 3d unit, January 1955 
nit, April 1965; Sth unit, Judy 1965; 6t! 5 


unit, October 1965; 7th unit, January 1966; Sth unit, April 1956 
Justification —The reservoir will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive 
plan for flood control, navigation, power development, conservation, and other 
purposes in the Missouri River Basin. Unrestricted peaking operation up to 
115 percent of the nameplate capacity of the installation will be feasible the year 
round; thus the project will contribute materially in supplying the rapidly 
growing power needs in the area. Also, coordinated power operations of Big 
Bend and Fort Randall will provide nearly constant peaking capability for most 
tonditions and Fort Randall will accomplish its important flood control functions 
vithout affecting svstem power generation significantly. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to: 


Complete construction, bridge and temporary administrative fa- 
cilities atiacucooewes a $28, 900 
Continue access road : ; 200, 000 


Continue land acquisition ‘ 1, 200, 000 
Continue earthwork, stage I : 3, 300, 000 
Continue turbine and generator contracts 400, 000 
Initiate relocation, Indian reservation roads, U.S. Highway 34 and 

Chicago & North Western Railroad 110, 000 


Initiate relocation, Lower Brule Village, S. Dak., and Pierre, and 
Fort Pierre, 8. Dak., sewer facilities Boke 130, 000 


Initiate powerhouse substructure - ; : : . 2, 800, 000 
Initiate intake gates and guides______ : k ae 200, 000 
Engineering and design Stes : : ; 1, 000, 000 


Supervision and administration___- 600, 000 
Construction facilities and operation and maintenance expense during 
Dom So. ce eee baa iat eae . 31, 100 


Ae 6 ee 2 ee t= 2h 10, 000, 000 


The funds requested are the minimum required for execution of a coordinated 
construction schedule, which will insure meeting the date of July 1964 for placing 
the first power unit on the line. : 

Non-Federal costs—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$137,500,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted by special letter i1 
April 1959 to the Public Works and Appropriations Committees of the Congress 
However, adjustments have been made in feature costs within the overall estimat 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
l 2 (3 } 5 6 
Lands and damage mene $7, 000, 000 $137, 200 $45, 000 $1, 200, 000 $5, 617, 8 
Relocations 3. 552, 000 500) 500 240, OOO 3, 312, 
Reservoir 675, O0O 0 0 0 675, OM 
Dams 23, O95, OOO 600 20), OOO 2, 300, 000 0), 774, 40 
Fish and wildlife facilities. _.- ~~~ SO, 000 0 0 0 80, OO 
Powerplant &3, 920, OOO 0 50, OOO 4. 400, 000 79. 470.00 
Rouds 1, 700, OOO 0 300, OOO 200, OOO 1, 200, 00 
Recreation facilities 525, 000 0 0 0 525, 00 
Bank stabilization 1, 570, 000 0) 0 0 1, 570, 0 
Permanent operating facilities 783, OOO 41) 0 (0) 782, Ai) 
Engineering and design 6, 800, 000 1, 012, 800 840, 209 1, 000, 000 3, 947, 00 
Supervision and administration 7, 800, 000 20, 600 42, 000) 600, OOO 7, 137, 49 
Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds only ' 137, 500, 000 1, 172, 100 1, 296, 700 9, 940, 000 125, 091, 20 
Undistributed costs __- 0 300 515, goo 60, 000 — 576, 2 
Construction facilities - ; 300 513, 900 50, 000 564, 2 
Operation and maintenance 
during construction . 2, 000 10, 000 — 12,0 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only 137, 500, 000 1, 172, 400 1, 812, 600 10, 000, 000 124, 515, 0 
Pending adjustment 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only) 137, 500, 009 1, 172, 400 1, 812, 600 10. 000. 000 124. 515, 00 
Undelivered orders 11. 700 11. 700 
Total obligations 137, 500, 000 1, 184, LOO 1, 800, 900 10. 000. 000 124. 515, 00 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Appropriations 1, 185, 000 1, 800, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year YOU 
Total funds available for 
obligation 1, 185, 000 1, 800, 900 
Appropriation required 10. 000. 000 124. 515, 
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FORT RANDALL RESERVOIR, 8S. DAK, 


Mr. Cannon. “Fort Randall Reservoir,”’ $400,000. 
Insert pages 147 through 151. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


MuLtTiepLE PurRPoseE PrRoJEcTs INCLUDING POWER 


Fort RANDALL REsERVOTIR,. S. DAK. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Missouri River, 921.9 miles above the mouth, about 162 
miles above Sioux City, lowa, and 6 miles south of Lake Andes, S. Dak. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benetit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate) _- $193, 000, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost ee J 0 : a 
Other contributed funds_ -- es ‘ : ; — 0 ‘siesta 
Other costs e . ; v 

Potal estimated project cost 193, 000, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 187, 721, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 


aS ae te oN Sl ee ee 
Appropriations to date Bn 7 188, 471, 000 98 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 400, OOO YS 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_- 4, 129, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill embankment. 
Height: 160 feet. 
Length: 10,700 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete-lined chute with gated overflow weir. 
Capacity: 620,000 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feel 
Exclusive flood control________- 7 ps & - fo 900, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use 1, 400, 000 


Carryover multiple use_________- erie sigh _. 2, 400, 000 
inACHI Ve CAPACILY .....5-.-..4-2<.. Nee aaa a Nae 1, 400, 000 


SRNR ey arene i tay ea = ae en, O, SOO OOP 
Power installation: 

Initial and ultimate: 8 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 320,000 kilowatts. 

Installed capacity: 8 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 320,000 kilowatts. 

Head: 112 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent 




















A uisition of reservoir area si god p 99 June 1961. 
Relocations x 2 a9 June 1963 
Power}! ind spillway 99 Do 
Recreat I 4 Do. 
Switchy id electr equipment : 78 Do, 
Earthwork Xs 100 
Buildings, ground nad utilities SO Do 
I n line (40,000 kilowatts per unit 100 | Ist unit, Mar. 15, 1954; 
1 unit, May 18 
9 ’ 
54; 3d unit, Oct. 30, 
1954" 4th unit, Oct, 
30, 1954; fifth unit, 
Feb. 4, 1955; 6th unit, 
Ju 5; 7th unit 
S 1955; 8th 
in 10, 1956 
97 | Ju 19¢ 
USTIFICATION 
+ } ] 4 } ‘4 . ( } t 
| oO} \ I ce niull operatior I - i year 1996 and is b g opera ed 
Ss 2 it « ymp nsive plan for 0d control, navigation, « SCTVATIOI 
‘ purp the Missouri River Basin Engineering studies during 
Witial poas of operation have indiente i the nee j ior minor construction 
ror | onal reereational facilities for the growing visiting public, 
j re ) - vard bavs and nu rv « Ipmer requested by the Bureau 
, ile 4 = 1 } ) 

1 R ! oO! oO mmodn Transmission il 5 7 previously SCI auled. 
nan facilities to be built by the Bureau of Reelamation and publie 
ver interests will increase the power market srea ry bv n nm stem svstem 
j 1 source of revenue f mere ng svstem g ration 

j Th ( 1 sare f S400. ) plied to 
Complete lands and damages S56, OOO 

Complete consolidation of Pickstown facilities 181, 000 

Cintas scellaneous items required f i 12, 200 

Continur nstruction of sw hvard fre 5&8, 000 

Continues ere onal ‘ilities 32. S00 

( ue hydrologic network 10. 000 

hy g and desig 106, 000 

Ser na } 


ipervision and ad istratiol : 30, 000 


Total ; , : 400, 000 


The funds requested for fiseal year 1961 will be utilized to complete land 
juisition, and consolidation of Pickstown facilities; continue hydrologic net- 
work and recreation facilities; continue construction of switchyard facilities in 
order that these facilities will be available at the time required by the marketing 
izency; and continue engineering and design and supervision and administration. 
Von-F ederal costs. None 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$193 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
minor adjustments have been made between the features within the overall 
estimate. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiseal years 1960 and 1961 










































-~ | | . | Balance to 
, Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
e estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 


— year 1961 


(1) | (2) (3) (4) | (5 (6) 

: - a * |——-- ——— 

Lands and damages Skccececes) “SRO $8, ORS, 600 $55, 000 | $36, 400 0 
Relocations Bows aA ans es 16, 638, 900 | 16, 383, 400 90, 400 140, 000 | 25, 100 
Reservoirs ‘ S aeabl 1, 105, 000 } 1, 105 000 | 0 | 0 0 

a Dams : 93,952,100 | 93, 800,000 74, 100 8, 100 69, 900 
4; Fish and wildlife facilities - a 93, 400 | 93, 400 | 0 0 | 0 
18, Demerinnt _| 50, 564, 600 46, 537, 100 | 324, 400 59,000 | 3, 644, 100 
wv, Roads ____- ; : 23, 500 | 23, 500 | 0 0 0 
et, Recreation facilities we 237. 700 152, 600 | 48, 200 | 32, 800 | 4,100 
nit, Buildings, grounds and utilities_| 2, 193, 800 1, 682, 900 | 261, 000 | 235, 000 | 14, 900 
nit, Permanent operating equipment 777, 400 541, 800 33, 400 10, 000 | 192, 200 
nut, Preauthorization studies___- = 138, 000 138, 000 | 0 0 0 
8th Engineering and design a 9, 790, 000 | 9, 590. 100 100, 000 | 40, 000 59, 900 
Supervision and administration 9, 616, 800 9, 425, 700 36, 000 30, 000 125, 100 


cual Total applied cost (Fed- 





eral funds only)____- 193, 311, 200 187, 562, 100 1, 022, 500 591, 300 4, 135, 300 
Undistributed cost ees : 0 3, 000 3, 000 | —6, 000 
Construction facilities ae ‘ (0) (0 (0) (0) 
Operation and mainte- 
nance during construc- 
tion See ee ee " = = (0) (3, 000) (3, 000 (—6, 000) 
Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only)-_-_- 193, 311, 200 187, 562, 100 1, 025, 500 594, 300 | 4, 129, 300 
Pending adjustment : ee oad . etal ai tome sisstaanasek 
Transfers of cost and property. —311, 200 —311, 200 0 0 0 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
only) : 193, 000, 000 187, 250, 900 1, 025, 500 594, 300 4, 129, 300 
Undelivered orders : z 343, 800 —149, 500 — 194, 300 0 
Total obligations _...| 193, 000, 000 187, 594. 700 876, 000 400, OOO 4, 129, 300 
nan METHOD OP FINANCING 
O00 Federal funds 
200 Appropriations oe wih 187, 720, 700 750, 000 


O00 Unobligated carryover from 


prior year 126, 000 


S00 = tees 
O00 Total funds available for | 
OOO obligation aacmeneseaieacta . esmane 187, 720, 700 876, 000 . ; 
000 Appropriations required______- |--- -| we --| ae 400, O00 4, 129, 300 
000 
OAHE RESERVOIR, S. DAK. AND N. DAK, 
ane 
1et- ‘ ° pes - 
a Mr. Cannon. Oahe Reservoir, $53,500,000. 
ting Insert pages 513 through 158. 
ion. (The pages referred to are as follows:) 
of MULTIPLE PuRPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
B 
yell OaHE Reservoir, 8. Dak. AND N. Dak, 
ors 


(CONTINUING) 


_ Locotion.—Mile 1,123.4 Missouri River; in Hughes and Stanley Counties 
5. Dak.; about 6 miles northwest of Pierre, S. Dak. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1 for ultimate installation. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federa) cost (initial and ultimate installation 1 $380, 000, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost : 0 f 
Cash contribution ..........6...<..- sccaonail i Kb oda 10 . 
Other costs oe i ea - E re 0 

Total estimated project cost . ao 380, 000, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 : ve ‘ cha 164, 273. 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 . eile 3 39, 600, 000 | 

Appropriations to date . = 203. 873, 000 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 53, 500, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 . 122, 627, 000 


1 Under terms of project authorization, costs allocated to irrigation will be reimbursed under arrange- 


ments made by the Bureau of Reclamation 


PuysicaL Data 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill embankment. 
Height: 242 feet. 
Length: 9,300 feet 
Spillwayv: 
Type: Gated with concrete control structure with unlined channel. 
Designed capacity: 287,000 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: 
Exclusive flood control 


Annual flood control and multiple use Q 
Carrvover multiple use 14. 
Inactive capacity 5. 

Total a . eR 


Power installation: 


Acre-feet 
‘ poco 1, 100, 000 
100, 000 
600, 000 
500, 000 


600, 000 


Initial and ultimate: 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts: 595,000 kilowatts. 


Presently planned: 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 595,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 191 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 
Acquisition of reservoir area 73 June 1965 
Relocations 62 November 1963 
Access road and railroad to the right abutment 100 
Embankment as a whole tages I through VI com- 96 | June 1961 (closure, August 1958 
plete, stage VII 79 percent complet« 
Spillway excavation : 100 
Spillway structure 0 December 1962. 
Outlet work 100 


Turbines and 


generators 





watts per unit 
Powerhouse 41 July 1964, Ist unit, July 1962 
Power intakes, tunnels, penstocks and surge tanks 23 September 1963, 2d unit, November 
1962 
Switchyard, accessory and miscellaneous equipment 9 | June 1965, 3d unit, March 1963; 
and tailrace unit, July 1963 
Recreation facilities, reservoir clearing and permanent ] June 1964, 5th unit, November 1963 
operating equipment 
Entire project : 49 | June 1965, 6th unit, March 1964; 7 


unit, Julv 1964 


JUSTIFICATION 


The reservoir will be ope rated as a unit in the compre hensive plan for flood 
control; navigation, power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 


Missouri River Basin. The comprehensive plan will protect Sioux City 


Council Bluffs, lowa; Omaha, Nebr.; and the Kansas Citys, Kans., and 
} 


well as other urban and rural areas in the valley below the dams from 
floods such as those ef 1844, 1881, 19038, 1909, 1915, 1935, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1945, 


Mo.: as 


severe 





7 July 1964, power on line, 85,000 ki 


4} 
4 
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1947, 1950, 1951, and the recordbreaking flood of 1952, and from smaller floods 
originating upstream and occurring practically every year. Flood damages 
along the main stem of the Missouri River between the damsite and the mouth, 


ulated 


nt ay : : oe ae 
ode fom 1942 through 1953, inclusive, amounted to approximately $550 million. 
al cost The plan will provide flood protection to 1,875,000 acres of land subject to flooding 


—~ | between Fort Randall Dam and the mouth of the river. The Oahe Reservoir has 
one of the largest storace capacities of the proposed multiple-purpose reservoirs 
nthe Missouri River. The capacity is sufficient to effect substantial reduction 
in flood discharges from the 59,600 square miles of drainage area Fetween Oahe 
Dam and Garrison Dam. At the time the capacity of the Fort Randall spillway 
was established, construction of the Oahe project had been initiated and was 
scheduled for completion within a few vears following completion of the Fort 
Randall project. Accordin’ly, the Fort Randall spillway capacity was established 
ieee | with consideration of the protection by the Oahe Reservoir against major floods 
Le f unprecedented magnitude. Oahe provides the necessary storage capacity for 
arrange. | Sediment which would otherwise be deposited in the Fort Randall Reservoir to 
‘ause depletion of the limited stora ‘e available in that reservoir and is essential 
to the full realization of multiple-purpose benefits from Fort Randall and Gavins 
Point. The project will produce a large amount of hydroelectric power to supply 
a growing market in the adjacent area and will also benefit navigation, irrigation, 
recreation, and low flow regulation. Adoitional important benefits will result 
fom a vreater devree of system flood control, increase in system conservation 
storage for navication and other beneficial downstream uses, increased power 
generation at Fort Randall and Garrison due to reduction cf flood control require- 
ments at those projects, and fish and wildlife and recreational developments. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $53,500,000 will be applied to: 








cre-feet Complete earthwork stage VII, riprap_-_- ....-- $1, 200, 000 

0,000 | Complete upstream power tunnels, Intake substructure and equip- 

10, 000 ment eae - : _. 3, 140, 000 

0, 000 Continue powerhouse superstructure and surge tank bases . §, 850, 000 

10, 000 Continue downstream tunnels and liners 9 700, 000 
ach Continue turbines, generators, and governors . 5,540; 000 

0, 000 Continue acquisition of land in reservoir area 2, 000, 000 


Continue relocations peeces 7, 521, 400 
Continue service roads and embankment seeding 1, 240, 000 
Continue power intake superstructure and equipment 1, 020, 000 
Continue switchyard and accessory electrical equipment 3, 730, 000 
Continue surge tanks and penstocks 3, 100, OOO 
Continue shale drainage, miscellaneous hired labor and Government- 


furnished materials _ _ - 150, 000 
Continue recreational seeding and planting 23, OOO 
Continue procurement of permanent operating equipment and port- 
able serviee elevator 245, OOO 
Initiate remaining tailrace earthwork and relief wells SOU, OOO 
Initiate spillway structure 1, 500, 000 
B Initiate recreational area approach roads and parking areas and 
public use facilities 42, 000 
Initiate and complete reservoir clearing and well sealing in the 
000 kilo res rvolr_- 248, 600 
Initiate extension of west access road 350, OOO 
0. & M. during construction and construction facilities 250, 000 
ovember Engineering and design 850, OOO 
1963: 4th Supervision and administration 2, 000, OOO 
r 1968 Total 53, 500, 000 
1964; 7t The funds requested are required for execution of an orderly 


constructior 


hedule and to insure that the first power unit will be placed on line in July 1962 
with subsequent units to be placed on the line at 4-month intervals as scheduled 


Von-Federal costs Reimbursement of costs allocated for Irrigation storage 


Ser Status of local cooperation.’ 
r flood Slatus of local cooperation None required for construction, however, reimburse- 
; in the ment will be made for costs allocated for irrigation storage. Arrangements for 
ty and} Telmbursement will be made by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Vio.; a8 Comparison of Federal cost estimates..—The current Federal cost estimate of 
severe} 380 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress: however. 


1. 1945, there have been adjustments in feature costs within the overall estimate. Higher 
price levels resulted in an inerease of $2,102,000. {elocations have been increased 
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in other relocations items. The estimate for the dam has been decreased 
$4,802,000 based on more detailed design, reduction of contingencies, and receipt 
of favorable bids. The estimate for the powerplant has been increased $1,533,000 
to cover the cost of additional terminal facilities, for anticipated future needs 
partially offset by savings due to turbine design modifications and minor revisions 
in other powerplant items. A decrease of $33,000 has resulted from other minor 
adjustments. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project. cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseal| complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| year 1961 

(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5 | (6) 

Lands and damages $25, 900, 000 $18, 017, 200 $1, 835, 000 $2, 000, 000 $4, 047, 800 
Relocations 59, 313, 700 30, 767, 700 9, 016, 900 | 7, 540, 400 | 11, 988, 700 
Reservoirs 258, 100 2, 600 | 0} 248, 600 6, 900 
Dams 194, 772, 100 86, 356, 200 20, 351, 700 27, 152, 400 60, 91 1, 800 
Fish and wildlife facilities 305, 000 0 0) 0 305, 000 
Powerplant 60, 973, 500 7, 143, 100 5, 376, 200 12, 923, 600 35, 530, 600 
Roads i 1, 459, 600 822, 100 0 350, 000 | 287, 500 
Recreation facilities 436, 600 35, 700 15, 000 65, 000 320, 900 
Bank stabilization 3, 350, 000 0 0 | 0 3, 350, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| 608, 000 2, 000 0 | 0 | 606, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 1, 117, 500 6, 700 116, 500 | 170, 000 824, 300 
Preauthorization costs 60, 000 60, 000 0} 0 0 
Engineering and design 16, 500, 000 12, 814, 100 1, 150, 000 850, 000 1, 685, 900 
Supervision and administration 14, 978, 400 6, 266, 000 1, 750, 000 2, 000, 000 4, 962, 400 


Total applied costs (Fed- 


eral funds only 380, 032, 500 162, 293, 400 39, 611, 300 53, 300, 000 124, 827, 800 
Undistributed costs | 0 1, 701, 800 | 248, 200 250, 000 —2, 200, 000 
Travel advances (0 (1, 800) | (—1, 800 (0 (0) 
Construction facilities (0 (1, 700, 000) (150, 000 (150, 000)| (—2, 000, 000) 
Operation and maintenance 

during construction (0 (0) (100, 000) (100, 000)! (—200, 000) 
Total project cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only 380, 032, 500 163, 995, 200 | 39, 859, 500 | 53, 550, 000 122, 627, 800 


Transfers of property -32, 500 31, 700 | 0 0 | —s0 
Pending adjustment | 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only 380, 000, 000 163, 963. 500 | 39, 859, 500 53, 540, 000 122, 627, 000 
Undelivered orders 295, 400 245, 400 — 50, 000 0 
} | ‘ 

Total obligations 380, 000, 000 164, 258, 900 39, 614, 100 53, 500, 000 122, 627, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCIN 


Federal funds 


Appropriations 164, 273, 000 39, 600, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 14, 100 ; 
Total funds available for | 
obligation 39, 614, 100 | ‘ 
Appropriation required 53, 500,000 | 122, 627, 000 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Missourr Basin 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and Maintenance, $8,772,000. 
Insert pages 159 through 162. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


Missourr BASIN 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1961 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $5,700,000 provides for 
stabilization of the banks of the Missouri River in order to afford protection 
to the agricultural levees and locally owned farm levees, permit the construction 
of levees in the interest of flood control and navigation and the protection of valua- 
ble properties from loss by erosion. The work to be accomplished under this 
activity consists of maintenance of dikes and revetment works for control of the 
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channel and channel dredging, all as authorized in the laws adopting river and 
harbor projects. 
Obligations 


Fiseal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiseal 
Fiseal year 1960 Recurring main- 
Project vear 1959 (esti- tenance Tot il, Remark 
mated : 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1U61 
Annual Peri 
odic 
IOWA 
Missourl River —Kansas |$2, 594, 5380 $2, 583, 770 $2, 750, 000 $150, 000) __ $2, 900,000, Dredging and 
City to Sioux City repair channel 
stabilization 
works, 
MISSOURI 
Missouri River—Kansas | 3, 415, 529; 2, 930, 460) 2, SOO, 000 = S 2, 800, OOO Do. 
City to mouth, 
otal, channels and | 6,010, 059, 5, 514, 230 5, 700, 000 
harbors 
i 
| 
Potal navigation 6, 010, 059) 5, 514, 230 5. 700, 000 


b) Locks, dams, and canals.—N one 


2. Flood control 


a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $429,000 provides for the operation 
and maintenance of four flood control reservoirs, and for the scheduling of flood 
control reservoir operations, and studies on flood control storage allocations and 
benefits at operating and scheduled Bureau of Reclamation projects in the Mis- 
souri Basin during fiscal vear 1961. The Corps of Engineers is also responsible 
for the collection, transmission, and analysis of hydrologic and weather data. 
The amount requested in fiscal vear 1961 is necessary for minimum operation 
and maintenance and flood control scheduling. The amount requested for main- 
tenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenanet 
of project facilities—labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day- 
by-day functioning of the project. Periodic requirements are indicated under 
remarks. 

Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiseal ' 
Fiscal year 1960) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 esti tenance Total, Remarks 
mated l-time fiscal 


repairs year 1961 
Annual Peri 


odic 
COLORADO 
Cherry Creek Reservoir... 38, 524 37. 200 40, OOO 2,000 _. 12,000 | Reservoir pac- 
ity surve 
KANSAS 
Kanopolis Reservoir 91, 820 91, 440 95, 000 | 18, 000 113, OO Project facilities 
repairs 
NEBRASKA 
Harlan County Reservoir 197,773 | 103,310 | 107,000 ; 107, OOK 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Cold Brook Dam (Fall 4, 237 , 750 5, 000 5, OOM 
River Basin 
Scheduling of flood control 145, 987 128, 340 162, OOO 162, OOF 
reservoir operations 
lotal reservoirs- 478, 341 365, 040 420, OOO 








900 


(b) Channel work, inspections and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
estimate of $130,000 provides for the minimum annual and periodic maintenance 
requirement of the local flood protection project and the inspection of 38 completed 
works within the basin during the budget year. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


Fiscal | | | 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- | tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) initia Oe) Tae 4 
| repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- | 
odic | 
eaiplcinlcecoplitacied cies ia me encase | send Sao manne 
IOWA | 
| | 
Missouri River, Kenslers $76, 549 | $117, 480 $84, 000 ($30, 000 |_- | $114,000 | Repair dikes and 
Bend to Sioux City. | revetments, 
Inspection of completed 13, 650 | 17, 430 Ofc ececls ew 16, 000 | 
works. | | 
Total, flood control | 90,199 134, 910 eee hes a ; 130, 000 | 
channel work, in- | 
spections, and mis- 
cellaneous mainte- 
nance, 
Total, flood control. 568,540 | 499,950 |__ _-------| 559, 000 


3. Multiple purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $2,513,000 for the operation and maintenance of five 
multiple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
tional requirements. The amount requested recurring annually is the necessary 
operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, 
and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic 
requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiscal 
| Fiseal | year 1960! Recurring main- | 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) ae 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
| } Annual Peri- 
| odie 
! 
MONTANA 
Fort Peck Reservoir $484, 884 | $571,680 | $353, 000 ($50, 000 .| $403,000 | Replace gate 
| cables. 
NEBRASKA 
Gavins Point Reservoir 409, 756 421, OSO 441, 000 os 441, 000 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Garrison Reservoir 469, 739 568, 760 696, 000 696, 000 
| 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Fort Randall Reservoir. 690, 031 713, 630 786, 000 786, 000 | 
Oahe Reservoir ; — 96, 644 149, 930 187, 000 187, 000 | 
| 
Total, multiple-pur- | 
pose projects. 2, 151, 054 |2, 425, O80 2, 513, 000 | 
| 
Grand total, Mis- | 
souri Basin_.-__- 8, 729, 653 '8, 439, 260 |. ..|8, 772, 000 | 
a = iia ati seiniaitin ‘ on Le ae staat anata 
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GARRISON RESERVOIR—-SNAKE CREEK ARM 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. On the Garrison Reservoir, what is the Snake Creek 
embankment impoundment and what storage facilities are provided? 
What is the estimated cost of this item? 

General BARNEY. Snake Creek, Doctor, is an arm of the reservoir, 
When the reservoir is at its higher levels it backs up Snake Creek 
quite a long way. A highway crosses the base of it and there is an 
embankment all along there, except for an opening to permit the 
water to flow in and out. 

Mr. Fenron. What is the estimated cost? 

Mr. Jounson. The estimated cost of the Snake Creek embankment, 
sir? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. We do not have the estimated cost here. That was 
done as a relocation of the railroad and the highway at that point. 

In other words, the embankment was provided as a: relocation. 
We could supply the cost of the embankment for the record. 

Mr. Fenron. You are going to put in the outlet control works or 
will the Bureau of Reclamation do that? 

Mr. Jounson. Dr. Fenton, we provided a culvert through the 
embankment and the gates on the culvert, but any pumping plant 
facilities required in connection with the diversion would be provided 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Prution. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 


GARRISON RESERVOIR—IRRIGATION 


Mr. Pinuion. In this Garrison project, how much of the costs are 
allocated to irrigation and how many acre-feet are allocated to irriga- 
tion? I notice the flood control there is only 5. 750,000 acre-feet, 
whereas the multiple-purpose flood control power, irrigation, naviga- 
tion, and other purposes is the very high sum of 13,850,000 acre- feet. 
You have an inactive storage of 4,900,000 acre-feet, which is almost 
that of the flood control. 

Would you care to comment about that and tell us what the irri- 
gation costs are and how much is to be reimbursed? 

Mr. Jounson. Our current estimate of the allocation to irrigation 
is $58,100,000. There is no specific storage allocation to irrigation. 
The conservation pool is operated for irrigation, navigation, and 
power. 

Mr. Taner. Do you expect navigation up in that section? 

Mr. Jonnson. There is no navigation project up in that section, 
Mr. Taber. 

The releases of the reservoir and the other main stem reservoirs, 
however, do maintain the navigable flow on the lower Missouri. 

Mr. Pintron. You have no irrigation contracts yet? 

Mr. Jonnson. The Bureau of Reclamation does not have. 

Mr. Prntton. We have already appropriated $280 million. When 
will the irrigation contracts become effective? Do you know? 
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Mr. Jounson. Mr. Pillion, it is my understanding that the Bureay 
of Reclamation’s report on this project, based on this restudy has just 
gone to the Congress. 

Mr. Fenron. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Pitii0on. Yes. 

Mr. Fenron. I understand they are coming in for authorization 
for irrigation of a million acres for this facility. 

Mr. Jounson. | understand they have come in for reauthorization, 
Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Pintion. What is the purpose of the inactive storage? That is 
almost as much as flood control. Who pays for that? 

Mr. Jounson. That storage is a part of the jomt facilities, Mr, 
Pillion, and it forms the basic power head and pumping head for the 
reservoir. 

MISSOURI RIVER PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. What percent of the channel work is now done from 
Sioux City to the mouth? I refer to the digging of the 9-foot channel 
and what part of the levee system is completed percentagewise? 

General Barney. Answering on the channel first, with your per- 
mission, sir, the channel, Sioux City to Omaha, as of the Ist of January, 
this year, we estimate was 57 percent complete. 

Omaha to Kansas City, we estimated was 88 percent complete on 


the same date and Kansas City to the mouth, we estimate was 93| 


percent complete on that same date. 
Now, turning to the levees, and by that I assume vou mean th 
agricultural levees, sir 


MISSOURI RIVER AGRICULTURAL LEVEES 


Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

General BArNrey. The levee system as originally contemplated 1s 
perhaps one-sixth complete. 

Mr. Jensen. From Omaha to Sioux City, what percent is completed 
on the levees? 

General BarNrey. We have no levee construction between Omaha 
and Sioux City. 

Mr. JENSEN. No levee construction? 

General Barney. Under the Federal project, once you get upstream 
from the airport at Omaha and in that area 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. What is the condition of the levees between the eit) 
limits of Council Bluffs, lowa, and Sioux City, lowa? As I understan 
it, you have not built any agricultural levees with Federal funds t 
date; is that correct? 

General Barney. In that stretch, that is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You have strengthened existing levees that wer 
built by the farmers themselves? 

General BarNry. Yes, sir. We have repaired flood damage an 
assisted in flood fights. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you completely satisfied that those levees ar 


high enough and strong enough to handle any heavy rainfall that 


might fall upstream? 
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General Barney. No, I am not, Mr. Jensen. I would anticipate 
that a great many of them would not meet the Federal standard of 
construction or height when and if we did build levees, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you are holding such a great quantity of 
water upstream in all these dams, both on the main stream and 
tributaries, can we feel reasonably safe and secure in the belief that 
those levees are able to handle most any size rainfall that might oceur 
upstream? 

General Barney. The local levees upstream are, 1 would say, more 
valuable now than they were before the days of the great dams because 
they W ill not be faced with the quantities of discharge they had before 
then. 

I could not make a categoric statement as to what their situation is, 
Mr. Jensen, that | believe would be helpful to you. 

Mr. Jensen. What percent of the levees are completed from Omaha 
to Kansas City? 

General Barney. | would say about half. 

Mr. Jensen. And Kansas City to the mouth? 

General Barney. Almost none, sir, with the same remarks that 
would apply above Sioux City. There are a good many local levees 
that we have gotten into at one time or another. 

Mr. Jensen. All I can say is I am awful glad and | know the 
people along the lower reaches from Sioux City to the mouth are glad 
so much water is being held upstream. 

We do not want to go through another flood like we had in 1952 

| hope and pray that we never will, and I don’t think we ever will. 

General Barney. Sir, I cannot picture circumstances that would 
result in a flood above Omaha comparable to the 1952 flood. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank vou. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fenron. As a point of information, may I ask the General how 
far is Big Bend from Fort Randall Reservoir? What is the distance 
between them? 

General BakNrY. About 111 miles. 

Mr. Fenton. The ‘vVare two pretty large bodies of water. 

General Barney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Thank you, gentlemen. 


WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1960. 


OHIO RIVER BASIN 
WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. W. W. LAPSLEY, DIVISION ENGINEER 

J. W. BRUCE, CHIEF, PLANNING AND REPORTS BRANCH 

PAUL E. BROOKE, ASSISTANT CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 
BRANCH 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Ohio River Basin, general investigations, $691,000. 
We will insert at this point pages 4 and 5 of the justifications. 
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1. Surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.— None. 

(b) Flood control studies.—The amount of $291,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 14 studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 5 
reports anc progress on 9 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocation | Tentative |Additional to 
| 





Study estimated prior to | allocation, |complete after 
Federal | fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
cost | 1961 | 1961 1961 

Illinois: Wabash River, Mount Carmel, IIl_- -- $33, 000 | $8, 000 | $10, 000 | $15, 000 
Indiana: 

Wabash River, Ind. and Il_............-.- 550, 000 209, 200 | 30, 000 | 310, 800 

White River, Ind 256, 000 | 80, 100 20, 000 155, 900 
Kentucky: 

Cumberland River-Bunches Creek, Ky__--| 55, 000 | 9, 100 | 15,000 | 30, 900 

Licking River, Ky cette gaee teeta 85, 000 | 19, 000 20, 000 46, 000 

Panther Creek, Ky om 47, 500 32, 500 | 15, 000 0 
Ohio: } | 

Scioto River, Ohio_- Mien Rabie tis 130,000 | 108, 600 21, 400 | 0 

White Oak Creek, Ohio_- . 44, 000 9, 800 10, 000 | 24, 200 
Pennsylvania | 

Chartiers Creek, Allegheny County, Pa--_- 205, 000 152, 000 53, 000 0 

Sandy Lick Creek, DuBois, Pa_--- 55, 400 | 6, 100 | 20, 000 | 29, 300 


West Virginia: 


Big Sandy River, Ky., W. Va. and Va 217, 600 | 147, 400 10, 000 60, 200 
(neat River: W. Va_......... 210, 000 54, 600 30, 000 125, 400 
Deckers Creek, W. Va_- ee ; 41, 000 14, 600 26, 400 0 
Twelvepole Creek, W. Va____-- e 20, 000 9, 800 10, 200 0 

Total _-. oo 3 - 1, 949, 500 860, 800 291, 000 797. 700 


(c) Special studies—The amount of $400,000 is requested for prosecution of 
the following study during fiscal year 1961: 


Total Allocation Tentative | Additional to 
Study | estimated | prior to allocation, (complete after 
Federal | fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 | 1961 
Ohio River review ___----- : ; .--| $1,710,000 $1, 056, 000 $400, 000 1 $254, 000 
Grand total _- cine ; 3, 659, 500 1, 916, 800 691, 000 1,051, 700 








1 Cost increase anticipated. 


General Lapsley, I hope that the accuracy of our guns in battle is 
much better than the accuracy of the Corps of Engineers in esti- 
mating the cost of these projects. 


WABASH RIVER SURVEY 


Last year the Wabash River, Ind.-IIll., study was estimated to cost 
$292,000. This year we find it estimated at $550,000. 

Why this remarkable discrepancy in the 2 years on the same 
project? 

General Lapstey. It is not the same project. Mr. Chairman, last 
year when we testified on this we were testifying for a survey on the 
Wabash River from the mouth of the White up above and not includ- 
ing 15 other investigations which have been adopted or were being 
studied under different resolutions. There was another resolution 
introduced for a complete study of the Wabash and we already had 
one, as you know, on the White, which is the main tributary of the 
Wabash, so since last year’s presentation we have combined the 
other 15 studies with the one on the Wabash and carry it all as one. 
They were excluded in the estimate that we gave you last year, sir. 
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OHIO RIVER REVIEW 


Mr. Cannon. Have you any idea how much the Ohio River review 
study will cost in total? 

General Lapsiey. As I testified last year, sir; we will not be able 
to give vou a good estimate for part IT of the final phase until possibly 
1963, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why the delay? 

General Lapstey. This one, we will not know what is involved in 
that phase until we have completed part I of the final phase, sir. 
Part I of the final phase will take us up to the point where we have 
developed all the hydrology, and have studied all the existing au- 
thorized projects and the alternates for those projects. Then what- 
ever remains to control the project flood will come after the amount 
that is in this budget now, sir. We will be at the point where we can 
estimate that with some degree of certainty in about 2 years. 


Onto River Lock AND Dam REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 


Mr. Cannon. Before getting into the planning and construction 
item, we shall be glad if you will review the overall lock re placement 
program for the entire Ohio system. Do you have a map? If you 
have, we would be glad to have you show us the location of each major 
projec t on the map. 

The committee would like to have an opportunity to get a picture 
of the whole system. There is quite a number of locks in location and 
to be built sooner or later. 

General Lapsley will give us a review at this time. 

General LAapsLey. Sir, referring to the chart to my rear, you will 
notice the small black steps on the chart, which are the e xisting locks 
and dams. ‘The steps show a rise at every one of them. There are 
46 existing. The ultimate plan is to reduce this number to 19, which is 
shown by the larger steps on the map to the rear. That will consist 
of 14 completely new structures and a modification of 5 existing 
structures. 

Mr. Cannon. And the betterment of certain structures. 

General Lapstey. Betterment of five existing structures. For the 
four upstream, three just below Pittsburgh and Gallipolis, it will be 
the inclusion of another 1,200-foot lock. At Louisville, it will be the 
inclusion of a lock and rebuilding of a dam, but retaining the same 
pool height. As you know, the unusual feature at Louisville is the 
falls of the Ohio, so with a relatively low head dam we get quite a lift, 
about 37 feet. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the longest and most precipitous drop? 

General Laps_ey. Yes, sir. That is the actual falls. You can see 
it from the chart. We have six of these projects under construction 
now. At Greenup the funds that are requested in this 1961 budget 
will complete the project. At New Cumberland the funds will com- 
plete the project. At Markland the funds will bring the project to 
73 percent of completion, at Louisville to 61 percent of completion, 
at Captain Anthony Meldahl to 37 percent, and at Pike Island to 22 
percent. There is one other of these projects in the advance planning 
stage, Belleville. Preconstruction planning will be 80 percent com- 
plete with the funds in this budget. 
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Two other projects are authorized, for which we have no funds, 
That is the Uniontown and the Cannelton projects. We are making 
preauthorization studies on four other projects, Opossum Creek, 
Racine, Willow Island, and Newburg. 

Mr. Taper. Are there dams or locks at the present time at those 
places? 

General Lapstey. No, sir. The only place there is a lock at the 
present time, that I have discussed so far, sir, is at Louisville, where 
we are putting in one extra lock; and at Markland, the new lock goes 
through an old movable damsite. 

Mr. Taper. You told us an extra lock was being put in at Pitts- 
burgh. 

General Lapstey. I am sorry, sir. At the three, Dashields, Ems- 
worth, and Montgomery Island, we will put in an extra lock. 

Mr. Cannon. These locks are similar in structure and funetion to 
the locks in the Mississippi River? 

General Lapstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We have 26 locks and dams in the Mississippi River, 
This practically serves the same purpose in the Ohio River? 

General Lapstey. Yes, sir. 

That completes, sir, the program for the Ohio River as we see it 
how. 

Mr. Kirwan. General, what river hauls more tonnage than the 
Ohio River, as vou see it? 

General Lapstey. The Mississippi has a little more tonnage but if 
vou will recall, they have deep water up to Baton Rouge. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is below Cairo. 

General Lapsutey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Only the Rhine River outdoes the Ohio. 

General Lapstey. Just about. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Ohio River has more water going into the Mis- 
sissippi where they meet at Cairo than is in the Mississippi itself? 

General Lapstey. For the project flood, sir, the water that comes 
in at Cairo is practically all out of the Ohio. 

Mr. Kirwan. More water from the Ohio enters the Mississippi at 
Cairo than is in the Mississippi itself where they meet. 

General Lapstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It isa bigger river than the Mississippi until the Ohio 
joins the Mississippi. 

General LApsiey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Ohio River is 40 miles from where I live. Nearly 
three-fourths of America benefits from the Ohio River, whether it be 
through Kentucky, or up in the heart through Pittsburgh. The same 
thing applies down through Illinois, up and down the Mississippi. 
You could not call it a river just for Ohio, Indiana, West Virginia, 
Kentucky, or Illinois. It is truly an. gaint river; is that correct? 

General Lapsitey. That is correct, 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank vou. 

Mr. Rirey. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Riney. How much additional capacity, General, do these 19 
locks give you in handling traffic over the 46 locks that were in 
existence before? How much additional capacity will they give you? 
I imagine they will carry larger tonnage? 
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General Lapstey. Yes, sir. It will more than double the capacity, 
sir. 

Mr. Ritey. Would you give us a pretty accurate picture of how 
much additional capac itv they will give 

General Larstey. The present is about 40 and it would go up about 
80 million tons, sir. That is, 80 million tons more past a particular 
lock. That would make more than that on the river as a whole. 

Mr. Cannon. The river Rhine probably carries more traffie than 
any other river in the world. How does the Ohio River compare with 
the river Rhine, first in volume? 

General Lapsitry. I would have to supply that for the record, sit 
| do not have the latest figures on that. 

Mr. Cannon. On the Rhine do they use any such improvements 
for the improvement of navigation as we are providing on the Ohio 
River? 

General Lapsitey. IT am actually not sure. What part of the Rhine 
| have seen, | have never seen locks in it. | would like to supply that 
for the record also. 

Mr. Cannon. If vou will. 

| suppose all members of this committee have seen the river Rhine, 
but of course only at a few points, and none of us recall seeing any 
locks in the river Rhine. 

General Lapstey. | don’t. 

The information requested is as follows:) ; 

Tonnage on the Rhine River during calendar year 1958 was 66 million tons. 
However, 1958 was a low water vear on the Rhine River. During 1955, which is 
considered a normal vear, the Rhine River carried 99 million tons. The Ohio 
River carried 73,477,000 tons during 1958, the last vear of record. 


Locks and dams on the Rhine are confined to that part of the upper river 


between Strasbourg and Basle. In that area there sre four completed canal 
sections paralleling the river, with four locks compl ted. Four additional canal 
sections and locks are expected to be completed by 1967. The part of the Rhine 
below Strasbourg is not analized but has been improved for open river navigation 


by training dikes and other regulatory works. 
PRIORITY ORDER OF PROJECTS 


Mr. Cannon. Looking this over and summarizing it, General, in 
what sequence do you think these locks should be installed? Are 
there some that ought to be emphasized and given priority? Are 
there some that ought to be de ‘laved, retarded? Give us a ceneral 
outline on your personal views of the situation. 

General Larstey. We feel, sir, that Uniontown should be the next 
project that we would like to see started and Cannelton following 
Uniontown. Let me correct that, sir. Then Opossum Creek 

Mr. Taner. If vou are going to correct it 

General Lapstey. Thank vou, sir, Uniontown, Opossum Creek and 
Cannelton, Racine, Willow Island, Newburg, Emsworth, Gallipolis, 
Dog Island, Mound City, Dashields, and Montgomery Island. That 
is the priority in which we would like to see them, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that the one view of the corps? 

General LApstey. Yes, si 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. C cies 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 
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TONNAGES AT LOCKS 


Mr. Fenton. General, I wonder whether you could furnish for the 
record the latest annual tonnage passing each lock on the Ohio River 
system? 

General LapsLey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. That is up to the head of navigation, showing it 
separately for upstream and downstream traffic. 

General Lapstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. Also furnish this for the record. It would be of 
interest to Dr. Fenton. This river carries more coal than any river 
in the country. It carries it out of Pennsylvania on down the river. 
I wish you would furnish the statistics of how much coal this river 
carries a year. 

Mr. Fenton. That would be fine. 

(The information to be supplied is as follows:) 


{House hearings, p. 1374] 


The tonnage passing through existing Ohio River locks in calendar year 1958 
ix tabulated below: 
{In thousands of tons] 


T 
| 


Locks Down Up- Total Locks Down Up- Total 
bound | bound bound | bound 

Siaeainarieelion ine 
Emsworth 11, 200 5, 400 16, 600 |) 29 13, 400 7, 600 21, 000 
Dashields 11, 300 5, 800 17, 100 30 11, 800 7, 400 19, 200 
M ontgomery 7, 500 6, 800 14, 300 |) 31 11, 600 7, 500 19, 100 
7 6, 900 7,100 14, 000 32 11, 600 7, HOO 19, 100 
8 . 6, 900 7, 100 14, 000 33 11, 600 7, 500 19, 100 
9 _ 7, 100 5, 600 12, 700 34 11, 600 7, 500 19, 100 
10 6, 000 6, 200 12, 200 35 11, 600 7. 500 19, 100 
11 . 4, 700 6, 200 10, 900 36 11, 100 8, 000 19, 100 
12 ij 4, 800 6, 200 11, O00 37 6, 700 & 700 15, 400 
13 4, 700 6, 500 11, 200 38 5. 600 8, S00 14, 400 
14 6, 700 6, 300 13, 000 39 5, 700 8, 700 14, 400 
15 | 6,200 6, 700 12, 900 4] 6, 400 11, 700 18, 100 
16 6, 300 6, 600 12, 960 43 4,900 | 15,000 19, 900 
17 6, 400 6, 400 12, 800 44 4, 900 14, 500 19, 400 
18 : 6, 400 6, 500 12, 900 45 5, AM) 14, HOO 20, 100 
19 E 6, 200 6, 800 13, 000 4 6, 100 14, 700 20), 800 
20 6, 300 6, 700 13, 000 47 5. 700 10, 300 16, 000 
21 6, 500 6, 800 13, 300 48 7, 100 7, 900 15, 000 
22 6, 500 6, 800 13, 300 40 7, 700 5, 800 13, 500 
23 6, 700 6, 700 13, 400 BO 9, 400 5, 700 15, 100 
Gallipolis 7. 500 7. 700 15, 200 51 9. 600 5, 600 15, 200 
97 7.700 7, 600 15, 300 52 9, 100 9. 500 18, 600 
28 13, 400 7. 600 21, 000 53 oi 6, 400 9, HO 15, 900 


In the same year 38,000,000 tons of coal moved throughout the Ohio River, of 
which 27,300,000 tons were downbound and 10,700,000 tons were upbound. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
BELLEVILLE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO AND WEST VIRGINIA 
\Ir. Cannon. Belleville locks and dam, $250,000. 


Insert pages 7 and 8. 
(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGN—Locks, Dams, AND CANALS (NAVIGATION) 


BELLEVILLE Locks aNp Dam, Onto RivER—OunIo AND West VIRGINIA 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 
Location and description.—The site of the Belleville project is tentatively located 
in Meigs County, Ohio, and Wood County, W. Va., on the Ohio River 203.9 
miles below Pittsburgh, Pa., at the lower end of Belleville Island. The structure 
would consist of dual locks 110 by 1,200 feet and 110 by 600 feet and a nonnavigable 
gated dam. 


Authorization.—Section 6, 1909 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost ee 


soe $57, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 750, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 1, 750, 000 
Total estimated project cost 59, 350, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 525, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 174, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 250, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal ye 
1961 


ar 
a 101, 000 
Includes $52,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


Justification.—The Belleville locks and dam will replace the old and outmoded 
structures at locks and dams 18, 19, and 20 which will have reached the end of 
their economic life by the time the Belleville project can be completed. Due to 
the rapid industrial expansion now taking place on the Ohio River, the old struc- 
tures are not capable of efficiently handling the modern type tows and the large 
volume of traffic now using the river. A great percentage of total traffic time 
required in moving cargo along the reach of the river served by locks 18, 19, and 
20 is consumed in passing through the locks and in waiting for other tows to clear 
the locks. With the proposed new facilities, almost all such delays will be elim- 
inated. The trend of traffic growth is such that the physical capacity of the 
existing locks could be exceeded by the time the Belleville project is completed. 
This demand upon existing facilities will accelerate their deterioration to the 
point that breakdowns will create intolerable conditions unless replaced. 

Non-Federal costs.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were constructed under Department of the Army permit 
pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 1899. The 
owners will adapt these facilities to new project conditions at an estimated cost 
of $1,750,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, owners of affected pri- 
vate facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify such facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$57,600,000 reflects an increase of $3,200,000 in the latest estimate ($54,400,000) 
submitted to Congress. The change results from a price level increase of $2,665,- 
000, inclusion of recreation facilities of $100,000, additional requirements for 
ands, $135,000, and provisions for Federal payment for remedial work at 
State-owned bridges pursuant to section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 
1998, $300,000. 

Mr. Cannon. What obligation does the Federal Government have 
with respect to State-owned bridges for which you ask $300,000 on 
page &? 

General Lapstey. That, sir, is a permissive, I mean a discretionary, 
obligation. It was contained in the River and Harbor Act of 1958 
that the Federal Government could assume the responsibility to restore 











910 


or make remedial works for any State or publicly owned facility that 
was adversely affected. : 

Mr. Cannon. But that is optional. That is permissive. 

General Lapstey. That is permissive. 

Mr. Cannon. We are under no direct statutory or contractual 
obligation of any kind? 

General Lapstey. That is correct, sir, but in these estimates we 
have taken the structures that we think would qualify for that and 
have put it in as a Federal cost so you can see what is the upper limit. 
Each of these cases would have to go to the Chief of Engineers to be 
approved but we felt that we should put them in, if we felt they quali- 
fied, so you could see what the ultimate cost of this might be. 


RECONSTRUCTION OF DAM 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. Reconstruction of Dam 4, Monongahela, Pa., and 
W. Va., $130,000. 

Insert pages 10 and 11. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—LOCKS AND DAMS ( NAVIGATION ) 


RECONSTRUCTION OF Dam 4, MONONGAHELA River, Pa. AND W. Va, 
INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—Existing locks and dam 4 are located in Westmore- 
land and Washington Counties, Pa., on the Monongahela River, about 41.5 miles 
above the mouth of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. The project will consist of re- 
construction of the existing fixed crest dam to raise pool 4 by 6 feet, by construe- 
tion of a new gated dam on the upstream side of the existing dam. 

Authorization. 1909 River and Harbor Act (see. 6). 

Benefit-cost ratio 3.5 to 1 (for construction of Maxwell locks and dam and 


reconstruction of dam 4 


Sumn arized financia data 

Estimated Federal cost $9, 480, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 53, 000 
Cash contributions () 
Other costs 53, 000 
Total estimated project cost 9 533. 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 290, 000 
\pprop! iations to June 30, 1960 1 20, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 130, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 140, 000 

Preauthorization studies costs only. 
Justification The reconstruction of dam 4 is an integral part of the improve- 


ment of the middle Monongahela River, involving replacement of locks and dams 
5 and 6 by the proposed Maxwell locks and dam. Dam 4 must be completed 
concurrent With completion of Maxwell locks and dam in order to provide ade- 
quate channel depth between existing dam 5 and Maxwell, and to permit the re- 
moval of lock and dam 5. Traffic through lock 5 increased from 8,600,000 tons 
in 1935 to a record high of 25,330,000 tons in 1957. While traffie through the 
locks declined to 18,600,000 tons in 1958, all indications are that traffie will in- 
crease due primarily to depletion of metallurgical coal along the lower river, 
resulting in the continued development of upriver sources of this coal. Locks 
and dam 5, now 50 vears old, and locks and dam 6, partially reconstructed 48 
vears ago, are obsolete and rapidly approaching the end of their useful physical 
life. 

Non-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing private facilities which were originally constructed under Department 
of the Army permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved 
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hat March 3, 1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions 
at an estimated cost of $53,000. 

Status of local cooperation None required. However, owners of affected pri- 

vate facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal juris- 

diction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in accord- 


ual ance With the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally con- 
structed 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate of 
we $9,480,000 reflects an increase of $890,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
and Congress of $8,590,000. This increase is due to price level rise in the amount ot 
mit $501,400 and transfer to $388,600 from non-Federal costs under provisions of 
section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 1958. 
» be 
lali- EE oa 
HUNTINGTON RESERVOIR, IND. 
Mr. Cannon. Huntington Reservoir, $125,000. 
Insert pages 13 and 14. 
a The pages referred to are as follows: ) 
< 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIR (FLOOD CONTROL) 
HuntTincton ReEsERVOIR, WapasH River Basin, INp. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 
Location and description.—The proposed damsite for the Huntington Reservoir 
s located at mile 411.4, Wabash River near Huntington, Ind. The proposed 
reservoir lies in Iluntington and Wells Counties, Ind., and the drainage area 
above the damsite is about 708 square miles. The plan prov ides for construction 
7 ’ of a dam and concrete spillway and levee protection of a small community. 
aie luthorization. 1958 Flood Control Act. 
MUeS he neftl-cost ratio. 1.3 tr. 3: 
of re- : 
struc- Summarized finane ial data 
Estimated Federal cost S15, 100, 000 
1 and Estimated non-Federal cost 152, 000 
Cash contributions 152, 000 
Other costs () 
Total estimated project cost : 15. 252. 000 
0, 000 Preconstruction planning estimate : 2230. OOO 
3, 000 Appropriations to June 30, 1960 152, OOO 
0 Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 125, 000 
. Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 53, 000 
3, Of 
1). 000 I ides $28,000 preauthorization studies costs. 
0, 000 ’ 5 ; , E 
. 000 Justification.—UWuntington Reservoir, a unit of a three-reservoir system author- 
} 


ized for construction in the upper Wabash Basin, will provide a substantial degree 
of flood protection to agricultural areas and to the communities of Logansport, 
Peru, and Wabash, Ind., located along the upper Wabash River below the dam, 
This reservoir, in combination with the five other authorized reservoir units in 
the Wabash Basin, one of which is completed and another is under construction, 


10, 000 


prov Ce 


| dams Will aid in the reduction of flood stages along the Wabash River, and will con- 
pleted tribute to a lesser degree to the reduction of major floodflows on the Ohio and 
le ade- Mississippi Pivers. Property in the Wabash flood plain between the White and 
the re- Salamonie Rivers is worth over $225 million. Reeurrence of the 1913 (maximum 
tons | of record), 1943 and 1950 floods in that area would cause damages of about $38.2. 
gh the $27.2, and $7.3 million, respectively. Average annual damages amount to about 
will me | $6,900,000. It is estimated that the Huntington Reservoir will reduce these 

river, damages by $708,000. 

Locks Von-Federal costs—Loeal interests will be required to provide | percent of the 
‘ted 43 first cost, currently estimated at $152,000. 


hysical Status of local cooperation.—The Indiana General Assembly, on March 10, 1955, 


; appropriated $50,000, and on February 28, 1959, appropriated $250,000 toward 
tion of the required loeal contribution for construction of the three reservoirs in the uppe! 
rtment Wabash Basin. 
proved 

52S882—60 5S 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The present Federal cost estimate of 
$15,100,000 is an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($14,200,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is the result of price level changes. 


MISSISSINEWA RESERVOIR, IND. 


Mr. Cannon. Mississinewa Reservoir, $156,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 16 and 17. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIR (FLOOD CONTROL) 
MISSISSINEWA RESERVOIR, WABASH RIVER Bastn, IND. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The proposed damsite for the Mississinewa Reservoir 
is located 7.1 miles above the mouth of the Mississinewa River. The Mississinewa 
enters the Wabash River about | mile upstream from Peru, Ind. The proposed 
reservoir lies in Wabash, Miami, and Grant Counties, Ind., and the drainage area 
above the damsite is about 801 square miles. The plan provides for construction 
of an earth dam, outlet works, and saddle spillway. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio 2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost $23, 300. 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 235, 000 

Cash contributions 235, 000 

Other costs 0) 
Total estimated project cost 23, 535, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 330, 000 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1960 1 174, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 156, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 0 


1 Includes $28,000 preauthorization studies costs 


Justification.— Mississinewa Reservoir, a unit of a three-reservoir system au- 
thorized for construction in the upper Wabash Basin, will provide a substantial 
degree of flood protection to agricutural areas and to the communities of Logans- 
port and Peru, Ind., located along the upper Wabash River below the dam. This 
reservoir, in combination with the five other authorized reservoir units in the 
Wabash Basin, one of which is completed and another is under construction, will 
aid in the reduction of flood stages along the Wabash River, and will contribute to 
a lesser degree to the reduction of floodflows on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. 
Property in the Wabash flood plain hetween White and Salamonie Rivers is worth 
over $225 million. Recurrence of the 1913 (maximum of record), 1943 and 1950 
floods in that area would cause damages of about $38.2, $27.3, and $7.3 million, 
respectively. Average annual damages amount to about $6.9 million. It is esti- 
mated that the Mississinewa Reservoir will reduce these damages by an average 
amount of $1 million annually. 

Non-Federal cost.— Local interests will be required to provide 1 percent of the 
first cost, currently estimated at $235,000. 

Status of local cooperation.— The Indiana General Assembly, on March 10, 1955, 
appropriated $50,000, and on February 28, 1959, appropriated $250,000 toward 
the recuired local contribution for construction of the three reservoirs in the upper 


Watlash Basin. 


Com parison of Federal cost estimate. The present Federal cost estimate of 
$23,200,000 is an increase of $1,300,000 over the latest estimate (S22 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is the result of price level changes. 


Mr. Cannon. That will complete it? 

General Lapstey. This will complete the preconstruction planning 
for the reservoir. We are in planning and advance design. 

Mr. Cannon. You won’t return for more money next year to 
complete planning? 
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General Lapsirey. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. Referring to the Mississinewa Reservoir and the 
map on page 15 of your ‘justific ations, it shows a permanent pool, a 
reservoir pool of considerable size. W hat is the area of this pool and 
what is the purpose of it? 

General Lapstey. The area of the permanent pool, sir, is 1,300 
acres, and it would be used for recreation purposes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Your justifications do not say that it is for anything 
other than for flood control. 

General Larstey. We have not taken a credit for recreation in the 
benefit, sir. 

Mr. Taner. How much is it costing you to put in the recreation 
facilities? 

General Lapstey. I would say for the recreation purpose, sir, it 
would not cost us anything because we must have some room for sil- 
tation in these projects, so we have left that much area for eventual sil- 
tation and it has a capacity in acre-feet and an area in size that 
we have shown which would undoubtedly be used for recreation. 

Mr. Fenron. You do not provide any other facilities for recreation? 

General Lapstey. We haven’t come to that point here. I would 
assume when we get further into the planning, we would provide access 
facilities to the area, as is normal in these cases. 

Mr. Fenron. Thank you. 


SALAMONIE RESERVOIR, IND. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item, Salamonie Reservoir, $56,000 to 
complete. 

Insert pages 19 and 20. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


SALAMONIE RESERVOIR, WABASH RIVER BASIN, IND. 


(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The proposed damsite for the Salamonie Reservoir 
s located on the Salamonie River, 3.5 miles above its outlet into the Wabash 
River. The mouth of the Salamonie River is about 6 river-miles above Wabash 
Ind. The proposed reservoir lies in Wabash and Huntington Counties, Ind., and 
the drainage area above the damsite is 552 square miles. The plan provides for 
the construction of an earth dam, outlet works, and saddle spillway. 

luthorization 1958 Flood Control Act 

Be) efit-cost ratio lL.6to l. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost S16, 400, OOO 
Estimated non-Federal cost 166, OOO 

Cash contributions 166, OOO 

Other 0 
Total estimated project cost 16, 566, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 230, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 1 174, OOO 
Planning allocations for fiseal year 1961 56, OOO 
Balance to complete preeonstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961 0) 


ides $28,000 preauthorization studies cost 
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Justification.—Salamonie Reservoir, a unit of a 3-reservoir system authorized 
or construction in the upper Wabash Basin, will provide a substantial degree of 
flood protection to agricultural areas and to the communities of Logansport, Peru 
and Wabash, Ind ; located along the upper Wabash River and below the dam 
This reservoir, in combination with the five other authorized reservoir units in 
the Wabash Basin, one of which is completed and another is under construction, 
will aid ir 1c reduction of flood stages along the Wabash River, and will con- 
tribute to a lesser degree to the reduction of major floodflows on the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers Property in the Wabash flood plain between White and 


_ 


i 
+} 
tl 


Salamonie Rivers is worth $225 million. fecurrence of the 1913 (maximum of 
record), 1943, and 1950 floods in that area would cause damages of about $38.2, 
$27.3, and $7.3 million, respectively Average annual damages amount to $6.9 
million It is estimated that the Salamonie Reservoir will reduce these damages 
by an average of $920,000 annually 

’ Non-Federal costs Local oe rests will be required to provide 1 percent of th 
first cost, currently estimated at $166,000. 

Status of local cooperation. T he Indiana General Assembly, on March 10, 1955, 


appropriated $50,000, and on February 28, 1959, appropriated $250,000 toward 
the required local contribution for construction of the three reservoirs in the 
upper Wabash Basin. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The present Federal cost estimate of 
$16,400,000 is an inerease of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($15,500,000 
submitted to Congress This inerease is the result of price level changes. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenron. That particular project map also shows a conserva- 
tion pool but no mention is made in the justifications relative to 
such a pool, or its use or of local contribution toward the cost. Why 
is this? 

General Lapstey. That is the same answer as for ~ previous one, 
sir. The area of this pool would be 950 acres and it ts provided for 
siltation purposes and no benefits are attributed to ioe ae except 
flood control and higher land utilization. 

Mr. Fenton. Why don’t vou insert something in the justifications 
about that and explain that in vour justifications? 

Mr. Taser. If you provide higher land utilization, the folks whose 
land is benefited particularly that wav ought to pay for it. 

General Lapstey. They do in this. There is $166,000 cash con- 
tribution, which is payment for the increased land utilization. 


SUGAR CREEK LEVEE, INDIANA 


Mr. Cannon. “Sugar Creek levee,” $15,000 to complete. That 
will complete it? 

General Lapstey. Yes, sir. It will complete planning. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert page 22. 

(The page referred to is as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, LOCAL PROTECTION (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SuGAR CREEK LEVEE, WABASH RIvER, INp. 
(CONTINUATION OF} PLANNING) 


Location and dese? ption. TI e Sugar Cree : le vee 1s located on the I ht bank 
of the Wabash River, south and east of the town of West Terre Haute in Vigo 
County, Ind. The project would consist of the enlargement and lmprovement of 
earth levee and the provision of necessary drainage structures. 

Authorization. 1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 1.5 to l. 
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Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost S398, OOO 
Estimated non-Federal cost 29, OOO 


Cash contribution 0 


29. O00 


Other costs 


Total estimated project cost $127, OOO 
Preconstruction planning estimate 33, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_. 118, OOO 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1961 15, OOO 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961 (0) 


Includes $3,000 preauthorization studies costs 

Justification The project would provide protection to about 1,500 acres of 
ericultural land against a flood which could be expected to cecur on an average 
of seven times in a 100-vear period. The flood of February 1959 inundated 
approximately 1,330 acres in the Sugar Creek area. 

Von-Federal costs.—Lands and damages to be furnished by local interests in 

ection with the flood protection works, are estimated at $29,000 

Status of local COO pe ration, A new levee distriet is being formed to assume local 
responsibility for this project. 

Con parison of Fe leral cost estimate. The ecurrent Federal cost estimate of 
$398,000 is an increase of $43,000 over the latest estimate ($355,000) submitted 
to Congress This increase is based on a rise in price level amounting to $37,500, 
nclusion of preauthorization studies totaling $3,000, and an increase in engineer- 

ind design requirements amounting to $2,500. 


FISHTRAP RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. “Fishtrap Reservoir,”’ $349,000 to complete. That 
will complete it? 

General Lapstey. Preconstruction planning; ves, sir 

Mr. Cannon. There will be no request for funds for this purpose 
next vear? 

General Larsitey. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 24 and 25. 

The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS, FLOOD CONTROL 
FIsHTRAP RESERVOIR, KENTUCKY 


CONTINUATION OF PLANNING 





Location and description. The project is located on Levisa Fork of Big Sandy 
fiver in Pike County, Ky., 2.5 miles upstream from the confluence of Russell 
1 Levisa Forks The reservoir would be created by construction of a con- 
te gravity dam to provide for flood control and conservation purposes 
luthorization 1938 Flood Control Act. 
Bey fit-cost ratio. 1.6 to 1 
Summarized financial data 
Est ited Federal cost S41, 700, 000 
Est ted non-Federal cost () 
Cash contributions 
Other costs () 
Tolel cxtinintod project cost 11, 700, OOO 
Preconstruction planning estimate 675, OOO 
\py riations to June 30, 1960 326, 000 
P| allocation for fiscal vear 1961 349, OOO 
nee to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 196 () 


Includes $40,700 preauthorization studies costs 
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Justification. Fishtrap Reservoir, funetioning as a unit of a three-reservoir 
system in the Big Sandy Basin, will reduce crest stages of floods along Levisa 
Fork and the Big Sandy River, and in conjunction with other reservoirs of the 
Ohio River basin system will reduce flooding along the Ohio and Mississippi 
tivers. Downstream of Fishtrap Reservoir the system will provide nearly 
complete protection for all floods of record from the confluence of Russell and 
Levisa Forks to approximately 20 miles below the city of Pikeville, Ky. Major 
floods along Levisa Fork are of a rapid-rising and swift-flowing nature resulting 
in widespread and highly destructive damages and paralysis of the economic 
activities of the region. The affected areas are transshipping points and supply 
administrative, and residential centers for a large surrounding area that is a major 
coal production center and a minor center for oil and gas production. The 
greater floods also result in extended interruptions of arterial traffic between the 
Midwest and Southeast on U.S. Highway 23 and of railroad freight transfers be- 
tween these regions by flooding of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railway. The proposed 
reservoir system will afford virtually complete: pretection to the city of Pikeville 
which is located 15 miles below the proposed Fishtrap damsite and which suffered 
an estimated $8,500,000 damage in the disastrous flood of January 1957; and 
together with the local protection project completed in August 1959 at Prestons- 
burg, Ky., under Public Law 685, 84th Coneress, 2d session, will also protect the 
main business distriet of that city from floods equivalent to the maximum of ree- 
ord. The system acting with the completed Dewey Reservoir will result in sub- 
stantial flood reductions at Paintsville and the lower reach of Levisa Fork and 
materially reduced headwater flooding along the Big Sandy River. Both States 
bordering the Big Sandy, Ky., and W. Va., are presently engaged in construction 
pointed toward trunk highways running the entire length of the Big Sandy 
The general development trends for the area indicate that during the economi 
life of the proposed projects the areas bordering the entire length of the Big 
Sandy will become highly developed industrial and urban reaches. Indicative 
of this trend is the existence of large industries such as the Ashland Oil & Refining 
Co. plant (periodically expanded since World War II) and an extraction plant of 
the Union Carbide & Carbon Corp. Construction of two $10 million chemical 
plants has been initiated by Montecatini (an Italian chemical manufacturer) and 
by the Ohio River Chemical Co.; and the United Fuel Gas Co. has announced 
plans for an $8 million extraction plant in the area. The general trend of post 
World War II development of the Ohio River Valley indicates that the 30-mile 
reach from the mouth of the Big Sandy River, near the center of the Huntington- 
Ashland metropolitan area (1950 population of 245,795), to Portsmouth, Ohio 
(1950 population 36,798), will become a continuous chain of industrial and urbat 
development in the near future. Growth at a more moderate rate has occurred 
and is expected to continue in the 100-mile reach from Portsmouth to Cineinnati 
Ohio. The proposed reservoirs, acting as units of the Ohio River comprehensive 
system, will effect significant reductions of all Ohio River floods in the 30-mile 
reach. The storage provided by the system will be effective to a lesser extent in 
reducing flood stages in other downstream areas along the Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local coo pe ration. Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$41,700,000 is an increase of $2,300,000 over the latest estimate ($39,400,000 
submitted to Congress. The increase is based on price level rise. 


NO. 2 GREEN RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. No. 2 Green Reservoir, $100,000. 
Insert pages 27 and 28. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


| 


plan 
wher 
flood 
will : 
as a 
in th 
197 1 
The 
wildl 
Vo 
Ste 
Co 
d3,U8 
mitte 





Trvoir 
evisa 
rf the 
ssippi 
early 
1 and 
Major 
alting 
nomic 
ipply 
major 
The 
‘n the 
rs be- 
posed 
seville 
ffered 
* and, 
Stons- 
cet the 
of ree- 
n sub- 
‘kK and 
States 
uction 
Sandy 
MoM 
ne Big 
icative 
efining 
lant of 
emical 
Tr) and 
ounced 
of post 
30-mile 
ing ton- 
1, Ohio 
1 urban 
ccurred 
cinnati, 


hensive 


30-mile 
ctent in 


Sissippl 


nate of 
LOO O00 


917 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIR (FLOOD CONTROL) 


No. 2 GREEN REsERVoOTIR, Ky. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The proposed damsite for the No. 2 Green Reservoir 
is located on Green River approximately 5 miles east of Greensburg in Green 
County, Ky., and about 284 miles above the mouth of Green River. The proposed 
reservoir lies in Green, Taylor, and Adair Counties and the drainage area above 
the damsite is about 707 square miles. The dam, as proposed, will be of concrete 
with outlet works and uncontrolled spillway. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost_ $8, 980, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_- 0 

Cash contribution - Fe 0 

Other costs _ - 0 
Total estimated project cost 8, 980, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 280, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 1 66, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 114, 000 


1 Includes $17,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


Justification —The No. 2 Green Reservoir project is a unit of the authorized 
plan for flood control and other purposes in the Ohio River Basin. The project, 
when completed, will control a drainage area in excess of 700 square miles. The 
flood plain area of Green River is devoted primarily to agriculture. The project 
will afford substantial benefits to agriculture in the Green Valley and, functionin” 
as a unit of the general comprehensive plan for flood control and allied purposes 
in the Ohio River Basin, will contribute to reduction of flood damages along the 
197 miles of the Ohio River below Green River and along the Mississippi River. 
The conservation pool will provide recreational opportunities and serve as a 
wildlife refuge. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,980,000 is an increase of $510,000 over the latest estimate ($8,470,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is the result of price level rise. 


TURTLE CREEK, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. Turtle Creek, Pa., $150,000. 
Insert pages 30 and 31. 
(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(F Loop CONTROL) 


TURTLE CREEK, PA. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located in Allegheny and Westmore- 
land Counties, contiguous to Pittsburgh, Pa., along the lower reaches of Turtle 
Creek and Thompson Run, a tributary of Turtle Creek. The plan of improvement 
consists of widening, deepening, and streamlining the channels of lower Turtle 
Creek and lower Thompson Run for distances of about 6.3 miles and 1.0 mile, 
respectively. Appurtenant work will consist of channel stream bed and side 
slope protection, drop structures in Thompson Run, debris basins, lowering of 
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the sill of existing backwater floodgates, alteration of restrictive structures and 
adjustment of utilities 

{uthorization. 1958 Flood Control Act. 

Be Vie fil cost rat 0 2 3 to ! 


S dpimari ze ad Jinan ral data 


Estimated Federal cost $15, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 920, 000 

Cash contributions () 

Other costs 1, 920, 000 
Total estimated project cost 17, 220, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 119, 000 
Planning allocation for fiseal vear 196] 150, O00 
Balance to complete preconstruetion planning after fiscal vear 1961 531, OOO 


Includes $95,000 preauthorization studies costs 


J istificalion In times of flood, the entire economy of the Turtle Creek area is 
paralyzed. Although permanent residents of the flood area number only about 
3,000, in excess of 30,000 industrial and commercial employees are affeeted by 
work stoppages in this heavily industrialized area which is a portion of Metro- 


politan Pittsburgh Under current conditions, the value of lands, buildings, and 
building contents in the flood area, exclusive of utilities, is estimated in excess of 
$100 million. Numerous floods have occurred in the area. The maximum flood 
of record on lower Thompson Run occurred in July 1950 and on lower Turtle 
Creek in October 1954 and covered 513 acres Direct damages resulting from a 


recurrence of the October 1954 flood are estimated at $15,182,000. The project 
will provide protection against floods substantially greater than the maximum of 
record from North Braddock to Wall, Pa., and protection against floods of record 
from Wall to Trafford, Pa. 

Non-F ederal costs. —The initial invest ment required of local interests in construe- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $1,920,000 broken down as follows 


Lands and damages $411, 900 

Relocations: 
Highways 526, 300 
Railroads 30, 100 
Utilities 951, 700 
Total 1, 920, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $49,700. 

In addition, local interests have been active in helping to solve the flood probl n 
and have accomplished channel improvements at an estimated cost of $353,400 

Status of local coo pe ration The Turtle Creek Flood Control Authority, the 
responsible local cooperation agency, by resolution adopted 22 May 1957, 
expressed willingness to provide the necessary local cooperation 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15.300.000 refleets an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress of $14,400,000. This increase is due to price level rise 


Mr. Cannon. Why is the preconstruction planning cost so high? 

General Lapsiey. This is a large project, sir, and a very complicated 
one. It is a channel improvement through a highly industrialized 
area where we have to go in and shore up existing buildings. 

In other words, you are taking a stream down through a highly 
built up area and it costs a considerable amount to study the founda- 
tions of the buildings that you are going to cut the stream down 
alongside of, and to run the model studies to determine this. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not require right-of-way? 

General Lapstey. The local people acquire the right-of-way. 

Mr. Cannon. Shoring up a building due possibly to age would 
naturally require attention in the course of time. Isn’t that an 
obligation of the owner of the building? 
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General Lapsiey. I do not believe I made myself clear, sir. Assume 
we have a channel here and we are going to move it back to here. 
We are now cutting down. Sometimes the building is absolutely the 
limit of where we can go. Other places we will have to take buildings 
out so we are exposing a foundation that previously had not been. 

Mr. Cannon. And which otherwise would be completely sound? 

General Lapsiey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is not the main works of Westinghouse right there? 

General LApsLey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is one of the biggest in the world and it was 
under a heavy flood a couple of years ago. 

General Lapsitey. Yes, sir. Westinghouse has installed floodgates, 
sir, at a reported cost of about $700,000 that keeps the backwater of 
the Monongahela out, but it does not keep the Turtle Creek floods out. 

Mr. Kirwan. They did that and paid for the cost themselves? 

General LapsLtey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. I have crossed by there many times going over the 
bridge. I have looked down and I have seen the huge plant there. 
[have thought what a flood would do to that. 


CONSTRUCTION 
MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, KENTUCKY, INDIANA, AND OHIO 


\ir. CANNon. Construction, Markland locks and dam, $12,600,000. 


Insert pages 33 through 38. 
The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


LOCKS AND DAM (NAVIGATION ) 


MaRKLAND Locks AND Dam, Onto River, KentTUCcKY, INDIANA, AND OHIO 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in the vicinity of Markland, Ind., 61 miles 
below Cincinnati, Ohio, and 531.5 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (see. 6). 

Be nefil-cost ratio. 4.6 to l. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $65, 300, 000 
Estimated non Federal cost 110, 000 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs . 110, 000 
Total estimated project cost 65, 410, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 26, 907, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 8, 027,000 
Appropriations to date 34, 934, 000 
Appropriations requested, fiscal year 1961] 12, 600, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 17, 766, 000 


—_—_ 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: nonnavigable, gate controlled. 
Length: Feet, 1,416 
Gate: Number, 12. 
Length: Clear span in feet, 100. 
Damming height’ Feet, 40. 
Locks* 
Number: 2. 
Size of chamber, feet: 
Main lock, 110 feet by 1,200 feet 
Auxiliary lock, 110 feet by 600 feet. 
Normal lift, feet, 35. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 
complete 


Lands and damages | 24 | March 1962. 
Relocations a 2 | June 1962. 
Reservoir, pool preparation i cies | 0 Do 
Dam i | 13 Do 
Locks . 91 Do 
Locks placed in operation May 1959 
Channels 56 | June 1962 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 56 | March 1962. 
Recreation facilities 0 | June 1962 
Entire project . 42 Do 


J ustification.—The proje ct will replace five existing Ohio River locks and dams 
(Nos. 35, 36, 37, 38, and 39), incorporating modern lock facilities comprising two 
parallel chambers 110 feet wide by 1,200 feet long and 110 feet wide by 600 feet 
long in lieu of the single 110-foot by 600-foot obsolescent locks now in service at 
each of the existing structures to be eliminated. By the time the Markland 
project can be completed, three of the existing structures will have been in service 
from 40 to 50 years and the other two about 35 years. The existing structures 
were designed and built principally for downstream coal movement. During the 
period since their construction, the character of the traffic has changed consider- 
ably until now the upstream and downstream tonnage is approaching equality. 
Moreover, the existing locks are not adequate to handle efficiently the modern 
type of tows and the volume of traffic now using the river. Many tows exceed 
the 600-foot length of the existing locks and must be broken and put through in 
sections. This situation results in substantial delays and causes difficulties when 
other tows arrive at the locks and have to wait their turn. 

The Markland Pool will combine five existing pools into one unbroken reach of 
river some 95 miles long. In this reach is located the Cincinnati harbor area, with 
terminals and rail transfer points distributed along some 25 miles of riverfront. 
Also in this area, are four large steam-electric plants which receive their coal 
supplies by river. 

Traffic on the Ohio River has doubled on an average of once every 11 years 
since completion of the present system and at an even faster rate in the Markland 


Pool area. All indications are that the growth in traffie will continue for many 
years and may be accelerated by the rapid industrial expansion now taking place 
in the valley. However, construction and maintenance of adequate navigation 


structures to accommodate modern towing equipment is essential to the continued 
development of the area and to meet the growing need for economical transporta- 
tion of the bulk-and finished products of the area. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $12,600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue work on reservoir $275, 000 
Continue construction of locks _ _ - 500, 000 
Continue work on channet 300, 000 
Continue acquisition of lands _ _ - 1, 700, 000 
Continue construction of dam 6, 523, 600 
Continue relocation of roads, railroads, and utilities 2, 555, 700 
Continue work on permanent operating equipment 20, 000 
i ngineering and design 3 150, 000 


Supervision and administration. 575, 700 


Total __ - 12 600, 000 
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The continued acquisition of lands is required prior to the completion of the 
dam construction. Continuation of work on relocations is required in order to 
meet the closure date of the dam. Continued work on the dam is required to 
permit the completion of the project as scheduled. 

Non-Federal cost.—Constiuction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were oiginally constructed under Department of the 
Army permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved 
March 3, 1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions 
at an estimated cost of $110,000. In addition, the States of Kentucky and 
Indiana have requested modification of st:uctures to permit the future construc- 
tion of a highway bridge over the locks and dam. An agreement has been entered 
into with the States to make the necessary modifications at an estimated cost to 
the States of $35,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of river under Federal juris- 
diction will be expected to modify these facilities at their own expense in accord- 
ance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$65,300,000 reflects a decrease of $8,360,000 from the latest estimate of $73,600,000 
submitted to Congress. Reductions of $3,847,400 were effected in reiocation 
requirements based on more detailed studies: $7,575,200 due to favorable bid for 
construction of the dam and removal of structures, and a reduction of $876,200 in 
supervision and administration requirements. These reductions were partially 
offset by an increase in price level of $1,012,900 on uncommitted work, $2,235,000 
increase in the cost of lands and damages, recreational facilities, and engineering 
and design based. upon more detailed studies and analysis of requirements, and 
an increase of $750,900 in the cost of channel dredging, construction lock emer- 
gency dam and ciosure based on contract award and final costs for construction 
of the locks and initial channel dredging. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 





Item Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| year 1961 

(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) | (6) 
Lands and damages. _ - ‘ a $4, 500, 000 770, 900 $1,025,000 | $1, 700,000 $1, 004, 100 
Relocations i 9, 468, 600 7, 200 943, 500 | : 5, 122, 200 
Reservoir s 1, 179, 600 i 904, 600 
Dam 20, 781, 100 956, 200 6, 172, 600 7, 024, 800 
Locks 20,922,900 | 18, 888, 800 290, 700 1, 243, 400 
RN a eee 1, 761, 000 990, 300 70, 500 400, 200 
Recreational facilities_- 600, 000 x ; ; ; : 600, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_ 264, 000 : 159, 600 : 104, 400 
Permanent operating equipment 68, 100 19, 600 5, 000 20, 000 23, 500 
Preauthorization studies _- Boe 102, 000 | 102, 000 = ; 
Engineering and design 2, 075, 900 1, 524, 600 300, 000 150, 000 101, 300 
Supervision and administration. 3, 576, 800 1, 287, 600 450, 000 575, 700 1, 263, 500 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only). : 65, 300, 000 24, 547, 200 9, 416, 900 13, 543, 900 17, 792, 000 
Undistributed cost: Construc- 

tion facilities. ae Fee a. oo +18, 900 +3, 000 +4, 100 — 26, 000 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) -_ ---- ; 65, 300, 000 24, 566, 100 9,419,900 | 13, 548, 000 17, 766, 000 
Pending adjustments 2 


Total cost (Federal funds 


, only) 65, 300, 000 24, 566, 100 9, 419, 900 13. 548. 000 17, 766, 000 
Undelivered orders =o +918. 700 +29 300 948, 000 | 
Total obligations __. ; : 25, 484, 800 9, 449, 200 12, 600, 000 17, 766, 000 
Method of financing: 
Appropriation i. . 26, 907, 000 8, 027, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year eis - ‘ ae 1, 422, 200 
Total funds available for 
obligation. _- 9, 449, 200 
Appropriation required 12, 600, 000 17, 766, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. General, you have a sizable carryover of $1,422,200 
into fiscal 1960. Why the delay? 

General Lapstey. We have been delayed somewhat on the reloca- 
tions. As you know, when we are making the relocations it involves 
agreements with other people and many times in this type of work the 
damages are speculative nee 4 actually while we carry it under re- 
locations, we are not in many cases relocating the railroad. We are 
blocking their drainage. Then it will come to a point that we must do 
remedial work—the line will stay the same, but it will give them drain- 
age so the people that their roadbed is cutting off won’t sue them for 
backing up water on them. 

Some times we are trying to get the best speculation for the Govern- 
ment’s side and they are trying to get the worst to protect themselves 
so these things go slow. We did have, of course, bad weather last 
year. That also delaved us on this project. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not think you can cut the request this year 
in view of this carryover? 

General Laps.tey. No, sir; 1 do not. 


WEST BRANCH RESERVOIR, MAHONING RIVER, OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. West Branch Reservoir, Mahoning River, $2,200,000. 
Insert pages 110 through 116. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


West Brancu RESERVOIR, MAHONING RIVER, OHIO 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The reservoir is located in Portage County, eastern Ohio. The 
damsite is located on the west branch of the Mahoning River about 11 miles 
above the mouth of the branch and about 15 miles upstream from Warren, Ohio. 

Authorization._-1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.3 to 1. 


Summarized flnancial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $9, 320, 000 > 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1 5, 200, 000 

Cash contributions 5, 200, 000 

Other costs : 0 
Total estimated project cost 14, 520, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 248, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ‘ 512, 000 : 
Appropriations to date 7 760, 000 . 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 2, 200, 000 32 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 6, 360, 000 * 


1 In addition, local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for that part of the costs 
allocated to water supply storage not contributed during construction, over a period not to exceed 50 years 


after use of this storage is initiated. This reimbursement is presently estimated at $1,970,000, exclusive of 


interest. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth embankment. 
Height: 83 feet (above streambed). 
Length: 9,900 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled, concrete lined in left abutment. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 38,500 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 
Type: Control tower with gated, 3 barrel conduit. 
Size of barrels: 5 feet by 8 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Permanent.storage_...._.__-- a Beck ree cares eee eersretak este ee > 3, 800 
Low flow regulation: 

Minimum, winter aes Ree oe sets 41, 700 

Maximum, summer sb yaa a err cay a sy 5g Soetoro, A 
Flood control: 

Pasa. SUIDINE?. 6 ooo oa etc ankncdeoniweanene _ 22,000 

Maximum, winter ; ; ae ». 8a 200 
Total capacity ; : z ; 78, 700 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 
Completion schedule 

Lands and damages__- December 1962. 

telocations Do. 

Pool preparation (reservoirs) - June 1963. 

Dam Do. 

Roads 3 Do. 

Recreation facilities Do. 

Buildings, grounds, and utilities Do. 

Permanent operating equipment__ Do. 

Entire project Do. 


Justification The Mahoning River Valley contains a heavy concentration of 
population as well as heavy industrial and commercial development which flanks 
the river on both banks. The industrial development of the valley is based pri- 
marily upon the manufacture of iron and steel and their products. The steel 
production and metal fabrication industries provide employment for about 70,000 
persons. The Mahoning River Valley and Peaver River Valley downstream re- 
ceive flood protection from the existing federally owned Berlin and Mosquito 
Creek Reservoirs, and from the Milton Reservoir which is owned and operated 
by the city of Youngstown, Ohio. In addition, these reservoirs augment low-flow 
discharges in the Mahoning River. However, flood damages occur from residual 
flood stages and dry weather discharges are inadequate. The West Branch Reser- 
voir will supplement the effect of the existing reservoirs by providing additional 
flood protection. Under extreme dry weather conditions, the Mahoning River 
discharge, as augmented by existing reservoir releases, is inadequate to support 
maximum rate steel production. The West Branch Reservoir will provide needed 
additional low-flow aucmentation. Supplementation of dry weather discharges 
from the West Branch Reservoir will also reduce the otherwise required treatment 
of sewage and industrial wastes which now pollute the rivers. The average 
annual benefits, July 1959 values, that would accrue to the project are estimated 
at $487,000 for flood control and $285,000 for low-flow augmentation. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,200,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of land $256, 000 
Continue relocations 995, 500 
Initiate construction of dam__- me 704, 000 
Engineering and design 92, 800 
Supervision and administration 151, 700 

Total bos 2. 200, 000 


The work programed for the budget year provides for completion of utility 
relocations in the vicinity of the damsite so that construction of the dam can be 
uuitisted in the same year, and for orderly advancement of land acquisition and 

highway relocations in the reservoir area in relation to scheduled progress on 
construction of the dam, 
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Non-Federal cost.—Local interests are required to bear the full first cost of 
providing low-flow augmentation, estimated at $6,581,000, plus one-half of the 
proportional part of the flood control cost assignable to land enhancement benefits 
in the Mahoning Basin, estimated at $87,000, and the capitalized cost of that part 
of the average annual operation and maintenance costs applicable to low-flow 
augmentation estimated at $502,000. 

During construction of the project it is expected that local interests will con- 
tribute an estimated $5,200,000. This portion of the total estimated contribution 
of $7,170,000 applies to pollution abatement and land enhancement benefits and 
Spprestes itely 57 percent of water supply benefits. An estimated remaining 

$1,970,000, exclusive of interest, for water supply storage is payable over a period 
not to exceed 50 years after use of this storage is initiated. 

Status of local cooperation..- Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, Ohio, are the 
counties most directly concerned with the beneficial effects of the project. The 
boards of county commissioners of these counties have adopted resolutions 
expressing recognition of need for, and benefits from, additional flood control 
and low-flow regulation and expressing willingness and intention to furnish such 
local cooperation as may be required by placing before the people of the counties 
at the appropriate time a bond issue for the purpose. On November 3, 1959, the 
electors of Mahoning and Trumbull Counties voted on bond issues with the former 
county approving and the latter disapproving by a small margin. The Board of 
County Commissioners of Trumbull County again propose to place the bond issue 
before the electors of tha county at either a special election or the May 1960 
primaries. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9,320,000 reflects an increase of $2,380,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress at $6,940,000. The increase is due to a pric: level rise of $410,000 on 
the Federal portion of the cost and to inclusion of that part of the non-Federal 
costs allocated to water supply storage not contributed during construction, which 
will be reimbursed by local interests over a period not to exceed 50 years after use 
of the storage is initiated. This reimbursement is presently estimated at 
$1,970,000 exclusive of interest. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Balance ti 
Item Project cost Total te Current fis- Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1¥61 
l 2 ; 4 5 fi 
L inds and demages $1, ALA, OOO $200, O00 SAK) OM 
R ‘locatior 4, 709, 000 75. 000 1. 69. 000 
R servoir 542, 000) 
D wi 6, 822, 000 1. 100, O06 
R nds 74, 000 
R creation facilitic 101, 000 
B ildings, grounds, and ntilities 119), 000 
P rmanent operatit uipment_| 23, 000 
uthorization studie 61.000 $h1, 000 ; 
E igineering and desier 602, 000 167, 600 mV TOK) 145. (MK 87, 3% 
S$ :pervision and administration _| 961, 000 6 500 27, 300 937 O00 690, 20 
Total applied cost (1 a. | 
eral funds end non-f ed 
eral contributions | 14, 520, 000 235, 100 Ad. 400 §, 851, 000 9. 929, 500 
Un listributed costs ate 
Fotal project “ost Fed 
eral funds and non-Fed 
eral contrib: tions 14, 520, 000 935. 100 54. 100 3. 851, 000 9, 929, 5M 


Pen ling :djustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 
ind non-Federal con 
tributions) ‘ 14. 520, 000 235. 100 HOA, 400 3 S51. ( © 620, Ai 
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Sunvmary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 


| | Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 


} estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960] year 1961 after fiscal 
year 196] 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) 5) (6) 
Federal funds: } 
Total applied cost__.....- a $9, 320, 000 $172, 400 $322, 900 $2, 464, 700 $6, 360, 000 
Undistributed costs aoe en i = eee san ‘ : 
‘Total project cost stot 9, 320, 000 | 172, 400 | 322, 900 2, 464, 700 6, 360, 000 
Pending adjustments sake | ces a 
ER nee 9, 320, 000 172, 400 | 322, 900 2 464, 700 6, 360, 000 
Undelivered orders._......__|- == &, 800 16, 200 —25, 000 
Total obligations. ._..__.. - 181, 200 339, 100 2, 439, 700 | 6, 300, 000 


x = 


Non-Federal contributions: 


Total applied cost.....-.... 1 §, 200, 000 2 62, 700 181, 500 1, 386, 300 | 3, 569, 500 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost a : 1 5, 200, 000 2 62, 700 181, 500 1, 386, 300 3, 569, 500 
Pending adjustments _......|.....-- 


Total cost 1 5, 200, 000 2 62, 700 


rch ah ade sims | 181, 500 1, 386, 300 3, 569, 500 
Undelivered orders. .......- — along cums Ses siebin heat huh Seb aked  aateaoroace 
Total obligations ‘ ache 2 62, 700 181, 500 1, 386, 300 3, 569, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations ; inaslhieialion i 248, 000 512, 000 wie 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year : ae ea oe reas bax 4, 100 239, 700 
Total funds available for 
obligation Re ee 2 248, 000 516, 100 
Appropriations required______.- : 2, 200, 000 6, 360, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions x ee ee A ae oe BE Be Vacnntiiecinada 6 
Unobligated ¢ wryover from 
prior year ae 
Total funds available for 
obligation ins aa hk =a Die teil 244, 200 |......- = 
Contributions required_- x a fs SEA SSE 1, 386, 300 3, 569, 500 
In addition, local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for that part of the costs 


allocated to water supply storage not contributed during construction, over a pe 
after use of this storage is initiated. 
interest 


2 Initially 


riod not to exceed 50 years 
This reimbursement is presently estimated at $1,970,000, exclusive of 


financed by Federal Government to be repaid first construction year. 


Mr. Cannon. This penne is not vet started. 

General Lapstrey. No, si 

Mr. CaANNon. What is the cause of the delay? 

General Lapsuey. Sir, we are having some trouble with the local 
cooperation on this project. As you know, this is one where the local 
people are paving virtually half of the amount in cash. 

Mr. Cannon. Isn’t that a rather large proportion of the cost for 
to local sponsors to be taxed? 

General Lapstey. Half the cost; ves, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it due to the fact that they are just people « 
generous disposition or due to the fact that the benefits are such as to 
justify 50 percent contribution? 

General Lapstey. The benefits on ‘vy are paving for, sir, are for the 
low flow augmentation which will in part be water supply and in part 
be pollution abatement; and ti the authorizing act they are re- 
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quired to pay this amount. While] say we have had trouble with the 
local cooperation, the local people overwhelmingly are in favor of this 
but the two counties that must make the payments both had elections 
on this recently. But, under the terms of a special election, they had 
to have 65 percent of the voting people pass it. It passed in one 
county and 59 percent of the other county. There is going to be 
another election in May and I believe they are putting a little more 
emphasis behind it, but with 59 percent 

Mr. Kirwan. I asked the county commissioners in both counties 
to put this on the ballots to be voted on in the last election. In the 
county where I live it passed 71 pereent. It required 65 percent. 
Seventy-one is a huge percentage. They were satisfied to pay their 
portion of it. In the other county it did not get quite 60 percent. 
Here is what confused them. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kirwan. I am in favor of this project, and I mean this with 
sincerity. In reference to the local contribution the county auditor 
who figures up the taxes, said it will cost each taxpayer the equivalent 
of a pack of cigarettes a year, or $4.80 at the end of 20 years. Con- 
sidering the local benefits from this project, this is a very small burden 
on each taxpayer. That is the way I look at this local contribution. 
We are going to get $6 million worth of benefit out of this reservoir 
and dam. According to the State of Ohio, the damage amounted to 
$16 million from there down to New Castle, in the recent flood a 
year ago this month. If ever there was a dam that could be justified 
on flood control alone, it is this dam. We have talked about esti- 
mated savings on projects in other areas. Here is one that has 
already proved itself. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kirwan. Back on the record. 

[ am thankful to have had this time to explain this project. It 1s 
a worthwhile project, one of the best in the country, and the local 
people will pay half the cost because of the benefits they will receive. 
That is the way it should be on all projects. 

Mr. Cannon. It is to be regretted that the example shown there 
cannot be followed throughout the country. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM 


Mr. Cannon. This committee looks askance at these recreation 
facilities. We realize they may be justified under certain circum- 
stances and warranted to a certain extent on some of these projects, 
but here you have an increased cost of recreation facilities from 
$52,200 to $600,000. What is the nature of those recreation facilities 
and why should we increase the cost of them 12 times? 

General Lapsiey. Sir, last year when we testified we proposed to 
have a site on either side of the dam, with the facilities for visitors to 
come and look at the dam and to picnic. However, in this river there 
is so much pleasure boat traffic—and as you know, it is not like a lake. 
The stream rises and falls and these boats all along, particularly in this 
pool, are tied up alongside the bank in the river—you know the 
marinas they have. So looking at this project after we got our detailed 
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land maps and seeing that we would back the water up into numerous 
embayments, we felt if we could buy a little land alongside of these 
embayments—and there are eight in this case—and then put access 
to them and develop them, and if a State, county or some public body 
would take them over, then we would bring off of the river, we would 
hope, a number of these boat harbors. This would aid navigation as 
well as aid the pleasure boats because tows have to slow down as they 
go past these places to keep from washing and causing a good deal of 
damage. It is in an effort to give the people who use the river a 
chance to, if the local community or governing body will come in and 
operate the place. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, KENTUCKY AND OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. Greenup locks and dam, $9,959,000 to complete. 
That will complete it? 

General Laps.iey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 40 through 45. 

(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


Locks, DAMS, RESERVOIRS, AND CANALS (NAVIGATION ) 


GREENUP Locks AND Dam, Onto River, Ky. ann Onto 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Ohio River, 341 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa., in Greenup County, 
Ky., and Scioto County, Ohio, and near the municipality of Greenup, Ky. [ 

Authorization.—Section 6, 1909 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 


$54, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


1, 295, 000 
Cash contributions - _- 0 
SIGINT WON s cinta ivi mmnasccnne 1, 295, 000 
Total estimated project cost____- : Jena 55, 895, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 - emiesiend . . 35, 608, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 his Does 9, 033, 000 
Appropriations to date sees as : 44, 641, 000 82 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_._.....____- ae ; : 9, 959, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 Kicedeaaaepecaweil 0 


Physical data 
Dam: 
Type: Nonnavigable, gate controlled. 
Length: 1,287 feet. 
Gates: Number, 9. 
Length: Clear span, 100 feet. 
Damming height: 35 feet. 
Locks: 
Number: 2. 
Main lock: 110 by 1,200 feet. 
Auxiliary lock: 110 by 600 feet. 
Normal lift: 32 feet. 


9288260 59 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Lands and damages 22 | December 1960. 
Relocations-__- : kickin nk nt aie side 78 Do. 
Locks 92 
Temporary operation ‘ November 1959. 
Permanent operation = , desiviinin iat a —~ksuwet ASE ROG. 
Ist stage cofferdam for dam__.-- : 100 
Dam . 34 Do, 
Reservoir: Clearing pool and removing existing structures - 0 Do. 
Channel dredging 7 100 
Recreation facilities oan : . 0 | January 1961. 


Entire project ae : 71 | May 1961 


Justification The project will provide for the replacement of four existing 
locks and dams on the Ohio River and one on the Big Sandy River, all of which 
will have reached or approached the end of t he ir useful economic life by the 
time the Greenup project can be completed. The existing facilities are not 
adapted to accommodate large modern tows which must be separated for each 
lockag then reassembled. Forty percent of the total traffic time required in 

i cargo along the reach of the river served by locks 27 through 30, a distance 
of 60 miles, is consumed in passing through the four locks. Of the time required 
to pass the four locks, approximately 25 percent represents time lost waiting for 
other tows to clear the locks. With the proposed new facilities, almost all such 
traffic delays will be eliminated and locking time for modern transportation equip- 
ment will be reduced from approximately 6 hours to about 20 minutes. 

The reach of the Ohio River which is affected by the construction of 
Greenup-Captain Anthony Meldahl (formerly New Richmond) projects is 
busiest on the Ohio River and one of the busiest on the entire inland waterway 
svstem The efficient and uninterrupte d river transportation ol such commodities 





ie 


t 
the 


is coal, petrol um, steel products, and chemicals, to, from and through this area 
is highly important in normal times and the importance is greatly increased in 
times of national emergenev. 


Traffic on the Ohio River has doubled on the average of once ¢ very 1] vears 


since completion of the present system. The rate of growth was even faster in 
the area of the Greenup and Captain Anthony Meldahl projects All indications 
are that the growth in traffie will continue for many vears and will be necelerated 
by the rapid industrial expansion now taking place in the Ohio River Basin, 


Construction and maintenance of adequate navigation structures to acconimodate 
modern towing ecauipment is essential to the continued development of the area 
and to meet the growing need for economical transportation of bulk and finished 
products 

Fiscal year 1961 The requested amount of $9,959,000 will complete all work 
on the project and will be applied to the following features: 





Complete construction of the locks . , OO 
Complete construction of the dam 3, 300 
Complete clearing pool and removing old structures . OO0 
Complete acquisition of lands , 200 
Complete relocation program O00 
Complete access road 24, 900 
Complete construction of recreational facilities 76, 800 
Complete grounds and permanent operating equipment 51, 400 
engineering and design 35, 900 
Supervision and administration 544, 400 

Total 9, 959, 000 


Completion of the project at the earliest practicable date is highly desirable. 
The four existing structures to be replaced by the Greenup locks and dam are not 
adequate to handle efficiently the modern types of tows and the large volume ol 


traffic now using the river. They are also in need of major repairs which are being 
held to a minimum necessary to maintain traffic pending completion of the new 
facility. The Greenup project will virtually eliminate existing delays to naviga- 


tion in the affected reach of the Ohio River and, in addition, will avoid the diffi- 
culties and hazards involved in operating the existing wicket-type dams under 
ice conditions, and will insure against the serious interruption to traffie which 
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would attend a failure of one of the old structures. The expenditure of these 
funds will complete the project during the fiscal vear. 

Non-Federal costs.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an 
estimated cost of $1,295,000. In addition, the State of Kentucky has requested 
modification of the structures to permit the future construction of a highway 
bridge over the locks and dam. An agreement has been entered into with the 
State for such modifications and they have contributed $100,000, the estimated 
cost of the modification. 

Status of local cooperation—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 


Comparison of Federa cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate, 
$54,600,000 reflects a decrease of $3,000,000 from the latest estimate $57,600,000 
submitted to Congress. Reductions of $4,499,000 are due to favorable bids and 





iwreements on reloec: tior s work: favorable bids on bulkl eads and bulkhead crane, 
ind reanalysis of requirements for supervision and administration. These de- 
creases are partially offset by an increase of $1,499,000 which includes $139,000 
for the price level rise on uncommitted work and $1,360,000 due to an increase 
f 


in the cost of locks, guard walls, minor construction items and engineering and 


Summary coustruction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








I ince to 
I ( ( Ir t ( f budge f mm plete 
es Jun ‘ YH 1961 fisc 
196] 
2 ; t { 
Land i dar oe . $3, 315, OOK $570, 700 $805, OOO $1. 939, 300 
Re ition + 450, 000 6, 289, 300 1, G17, 3 1, 543, 400 
Reserv 668, OOO 150, 0OO 1S, OOO 
Da 12, 150, 000 2, 456, 700 4, 200, OOO $103, 300 
Lock 22 870, 000 18, 335, 100 3, 775, 600 759. 300 
Road 146, 000 91, 100 30, 000 24, 900 
Chant 303. OOO 236, 000 67, 000 4 
mal facilities 103, OOO 26, 200 76, SOO 
grounds, and utilities 184, 000 2 800 60, 000 121, 200 
Pe inent operating equipment 73, 700 5, TOO 3, 300 66, 700 
Preauthorization studies 5 27, 300 27, 300 
Engineering ind design__.. ? 470, 000 2, 300, 100 134. 000 35, GOO 
Supery on and administration. 2, 840, 000 1, 675, 600 620, 000 44, 400 
Total ipplied cost Fed- 
eral funds only 54, 600, 000 31, 988, 400 11, 488, 400 11, 123, 200 0 
stributed costs s 83, 900 49, 700 34, 200 
lotal project cost Fed- 
eral funds only 54, 600, 000 32, 072, 300 11, 438, 700 11. O89. 000 = 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 54, 600, 000 32, 072, 300 11, 438, 700 11, O89, 000 * 
Undelivered orders ‘ . 3, 468, 700 2 338, 700 1, 130, 000 
lotal obligations ra 35, 541, 000 9, 100, 000 9, 959. 000 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds 
Appropriation > ve 5 35, 608, 000 9, 033, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year - 67, 000 
lotal funds available for 
obligations a 35, 608, 000 9, 100, 000 . a 
Appropriation required i . a 9, 959, 000 0 
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LOUISVILLE LOCKS AND 


Mr. Cannon. Louisville locks and dam, $9,215,000. 


Insert pages 47 through 51 


DAM, 


KENTUCKY AND 


(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LocKs AND DAMS ( NAVIGATION ) 


LoviIsvILLE Locks AND Dam (Lock 


AND 


Dam No. 


INDIANA 


(CONTINUING 


Location. 
Ohio River at Louisville, Ky 
Authorization. 


Benefit-cost ratio. $3 to lL. 


Lock and dam No. 41, which will be reconstructed, 
, 606 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa 
1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 aoe 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


PHYSICAL 


Dam: 


Type: Nonnavigable, gate controlled. 


Length: 6,160 feet. 

Gate: Number, 8. 

Length: Clear span 100. 

Damming height: 37 feet 
Locks: 

Number: 3. 


Amount 


$1), KENTUCKY 


INDIANA 


AND 


is located on the 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


$48, 000, 000 
1, 140, 000 


1 


0 


140, 000 


49, 140, 000 
9, 854, 000 
10, 043, 000 
19, 897, 000 4] 
9, 215, 000 61 
18, S88, OOO 


DATA 


Size of chamber: 110 by 1,200 feet, new lock; 110 by 600 


56 by 360 feet, existing lock. 
Normal lift: 37 feet. 


Status (Jan. 


Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Reservoir 

Dam 

Locks 


Channels-- 
Roads - 
Entire project 


i 1960) 


Percent 


100 
9 

0 

0 
59 


35 
0 
36 


feet, existing lock 


Completion schedule 


June 1963 
Do. 
Do 
December 1962 
pletion 
May 1961 (new lock in 
operation) 
June 1961 
Do. 
June 1963 
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Justification.— Reconstruction of lock and dam 41, upon completion, will 
continue and extend the benefits derived from existing navigation facilities. The 
proposed 1,200-foot lock will eliminate the necessity for making double lockages 
now required by about 25 percent of present tows with the existing 600-foot 
lock and will thereby reduce the present locakge time. Additional delay will be 
eliminated by the proposed increase in width of the upstream channel approach, 
which is too narrow to permit the large tows now in vogue to pass one another 
inder present conditions. The proposed modifications will eliminate the bottle- 
neck in the Ohio River navigation system which already exists at this site and 
which is rapidly becoming worse. 

Tonnage passing through the locks during 1958 exceeded 18 million tons and 
continuing increases are indicated by industrial development in the region. 
Traffic on the Ohio River has doubled on an average of once every 11 years since 
completion of the present system and at an even faster rate in the dam 41 area. 
This growth will continue, provided adequate facilities resulting from the improve- 
ments underway are completed in the near future, since the practical locking 
capacity of the existing works is estimated at only some 19 million tons. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $9,215,000 will be applied to 


Initiate construction of dam $100, 000 
Continue relocations 307, 300 
Continue construction of locks : 5. O88. 600 
Complete construction of roads : 87, 800 
Complete channel dredging 2, 682, 400 
Continue permanent operating equipment 50, 000 
Engineering and design 250, 000 
Supervision and administration 648, 900 

Total 5 : FE : 9, 215, 000 


The funds requested in the fiscal vear 1961 are required to continue construction 
on the lock for which a continuing contract was awarded May 28, 1958, initiate 
construction of dam, continue relocation work, and continue channel dredging. 
This work is required to meet the scheduled date for placing the new lock in oper- 
ation. 

Von-Federal costs.—The Pennsylvania Railroad Co. is expected to participate 
in modification of its bridge in the approach to the new lock. In this case, the 
principles of apportionment of cost contained in the act of June 21, 1940 (Truman- 
Hobbs), will be applied. It is estimated that costs so incurred by the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co. will approximate $708,000. The maintenance of this bridge 
vould continue to be the responsibility of the railroad company. 

In addition, modification of existing facilities, which were originally constructed 
inder Department of Army permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor 
Act, approved March 3, 1899, will be required. The owners will adapt their 
facilities to new project conditions at an estimated cost of $432,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The matter of participation by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. in bridge alterations will be determined as detailed planning for this 
feature progresses. Owners of other affected private facilities which are located 
within the limits of the river under Federal jurisdiction will be expected to modify 
those facilities at their own expense in accordance with the permit regulations 
inder which the facilities were originally constructed. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—-The current Federal cost estimate of $48 
million is a decrease of $700,000 from the latest estimate ($48,700,000) submitted 
to Congress. A decrease of $1,034,000 for the canal widening is based on the low 


id received and a decrease of $226,600 is due to a reanalysis of requirements for 
supervision and administration. These decreases were partially offset by a price 
evel increase of $560,600 on uncommitted work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance t 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimatt June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961] ter fisea 


year 196] 


(1 2 3 i 
Lands and damages $325, OOO $324, 400 $600 
Relocations 8, 573, 200 606, LOO 215, 400 $307, 300 $7, 444, 40 
Reservoirs 108, 400 108. 404 
Dam 7, 536, 200 100, O00 7. 436, 200 
Locks 2 21, 130, 100 7, 211, 400 6, 453, 300 5, O78, 600 2, 386, 800 
Roads 137, SOO 50, OOO 87, 800 
Channels and cana 5, 753, OOO 354, 000 2.716, 600 2 682. 400 : 
Permanent operating equipment 98, 500 14, 700 5), OO) $3, 800 
Preauthorization studies 55, OOO 55, OOO 
Engineering and design 1, 628, LOO 733, 500 125, OOO 20, OO S19, OK 
Supervision and idministration 2 654. 700 442. 40) STO. O00 H48, YOO YS, 41K 
Total ipp ed cost Fed- 
eral funds only 48, O00. OOO 4, 741, 500 10. 130. 900 4, 205, O00 18, 922, 600 
Undistributed cost: Construc 
tion facilities 14 5X +10, OO 10, OOO 34, 5) 
Total project cost Fed- 
eral funds only 48, 000, 00D + 756. OO 0, 140, 900 1 215. 000 LS, SSS, LUE 
Pending adjustment 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 48, 000, OOO 9 756. OOO », 140, 9O0 4, 215, OOO LS, SSS, 106 
Undelivered orders +-67, 400 7.400 
Total obligations 48, OOU, OO) 9 823. 4K 0, O73. 50 4 215, OO 18, S88, 10 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( 
Federal funds. -. 
Appropriations 4 853, 900 10, 043, O00 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 30,5 
Total funds available for 
obligation 9, 853, 000 10, 073, 500 
Appropriation required , 215, OOO 18, 888, 10 


Mr. Cannon. What is the current situation with respect. to the 
Pennsylvania Railroad bridge relocation in connection with — this 
project? 

General Lapstey. We have not approached the Pennsylvania 
nor made plans to, Mr. Chairman. As you know, the Pennsylvania 
Railroad bridge crosses at the upper part of the canal that leads 
from the upstream side to this lock that we are building. 

Mr. Cannon. It has been there for a long time? 

General Lapstey. Yes. We are widening the canal. We have got 
this element in our estimate because it may be necessary but what 
we want to do is widen the canal which is now underway and _ se 
if the towboats cannot go through this partly restricted opening 
without undue interference, in which case in several years we may 
be able to take this element out of our estimate and not do it. 

Mr. Cannon. In any event, any damage vou inflict on this bridgt 
is your responsibility and you must compensate the railroad for it? 

General Lapstey. It would be under the Truman-Hobbs Act, sw. 
They would have to contribute that portion which represents the 
remaining life of the bridge, at the prices when it was built. 
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CAPT. ANTHONY MELDAHL LOCKS AND DAM, KENTUCKY AND OHIO 


a Mr. Cannon. Capt. Anthony Meldahl locks and dam, $15 million. 
a Insert pages 53 through 58. 
961 The pages referred to are as follows:) 


2 Locks, DAMS, RESERVOIRS, AND CANALS ( NAVIGATION ) 








44. 400 Carr. ANTHONY MELDAHL LocKs AND Dam, Onto River, Ky. AND OHIO 
8 400) (FORMERLY NEW RICHMOND LOCKS AND DAM) 
$6, 200 
86, SOO 
(CONTINUING) 
33, 800 Location. In Ohio River, 436.2 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa., in Bracken County, 
519, 600 Ky., and Clermont County, Ohio, and about 13 miles usptream from New Rich- 
393, 400 mond, Ohio. 
Authorization 1909 River and Harbor Act (see. 6 
G22. 600) Be nefit-cost ratio aoe to Ls 
34, 500 Summarized financial data 
SSS. LU 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
RRS, 100 Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $77, 100, 000 
888, 10 Estimate pie Fodera cost 0 
Cash contributions 0 
Other cost 0 
lotal estimated project cost 77. 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 4. 691. 000 
\ppropriations for fiseal year 1960 , 068, 000 
Al ypriations to date 13, 759, 000 18 
wiations requested for fis¢ il year 1961 15. O00, GOO 37 
Jalance to complete after fiscal year 1961 48, 341, 000 
, RSS, 100 
— Ph sical data 
Dam: 
o the ['yvpe: Nonnavigable, gate controlled 
this Length: 1,719 feet. 
Gates, number: 12. 
: Length, clear span: 100 feet. 
vanila Damming height: 35 feet. 
j a aon 
Vania LOCKS. 
leads Number: 2 
: Main lock: 110 by 1,200 feet 
\uxiliary lock: 110 by 600 feet 
Normal lift: 30 feet. 
ve gol : 
what Status Jan. 1. 1960 
id see 
yenINEg P t ( 
P may . 
bridg | ~ © construction —co rdam for locks 
rit? lemporery operation bruary 1962. 
= Per nent operation I) mit 43 
CU, SH: Dan 1D 
) Reservoir: Removing existing structures Do 
ts the Recreation facilitic j x 
Ent ject 1 
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Justification The project will provide for replacement of four existing locks 
and dams on the Ohio River, all of which will have reached or approached the 
end of their useful economic life by the time the Capt. Anthony Meldahl locks 
and dam can be completed. The existing structures were not designed with 
respect to volume, direction, and character of traffic to efficiently handle the 
modern type of tows and large volume of traffic now using the river. The mag- 
nitude of the changes emphasizes the need for modern facilities to provide efficient 
service under present conditions and for the increased traffic which can reasonably 
be anticipated in the near future. In addition to eliminating delays to navigation, 
the proposed project will avoid the difficulties and hazards involved in operating 
the existing wicket type dams under ice conditions and would insure against a 
serious interruption to traffic which would attend a failure of one of the old 
structures. The Capt. Anthony Meldahl locks and dam, in conjunetion with 
Greenup and Markland now under construction, will complete modernization of 
the highly important Huntington-Cinecinnati-Louisville reach of the Ohio River, 

The reach of the Ohio River which is affected by the construction of the Greenup 
and Capt. Anthony Meldahl projects is the busiest on the Ohio River and one 
of the busiest on the entire inland waterway system. The efficient and unin- 
terrupted river transportation of such commodities as coal, petroleum, steel] 
products, and chemicals, to, from and through this area is highly important in 
normal times and the importance is greatly increased in times of national 
emergency. 

Traffie on the Ohio River has doubled on the average of once every 11 years 
since completion of the present system. The rate of growth has been even faster 
in the area of the Greenup and Capt. Anthony Meldahl projects. All indications 
are that the growth in traffic will continue for many years and may be accelerated 
by the rapid industrial expansion now taking place in the Ohio River Basin. 
Construction and maintenance of adequate navigation structures to accommodate 
modern towing equipment is essential to the continued development of the area 
and to meet the growing need for economical transportation of bulk and finished 
products. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $15,000,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands $500, 000 
Initiate relocation program 1, 975, 000 
Initiate construction of dam under a continuing contract 500, 000 
Continue construction of locks under a continuing contract 10, SOO, 000 
Continue work on access road 75, 000 
Initiate dredging of approach channels under continuing contract 150, 000 
Engineering and design 300, 000 
Supervision and administration 700, 000 
Total__- ; 15, 000, 000 
Von-l ede ral COSIS. None. 
Status of local cooperation. None required. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$77,100,000 reflects an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($76,600,000 
submitted to Congress. Increases include $1,560,000 due to price level rise, and 
$1,083,000 based on reanalysis of requirements for Jands, purchase of additional 
piling for locks cofferdam, additional recreational facilities, an increase in channel 
dredging caused by scouiing action around cofferdam and an increase in the cost 
of lock approach dredging based on receipt of bids. These increases were partially 
offset by a decrease of $2,143,000 resulting from receipt of favorable bids for 


construction of the locks and access road, and a reduction in engineering and | 


design. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


locks 


‘d the ma 
ke Balance to 
lock Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
| with estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year i960 year 1961 ifter fiseal 
le the year 1961 
 mMag- ; : 
ar dd (2 (3 (4 (6) 
ficient . 
ably 
rat ion Lands and damages 4 $4, 165, 000 $327, 300 $160, 000 $500, 000 $3, 177. 700 
pao Relocations 9, 790, 000 1, 972, 000 7, 818, 000 
rating Reservoir ‘ 760, 000 760, 000 
inst a Dam 24, 410, 000 500, 000 23, 910. 000 
he ld Locks 31, 385, 000 3, 182, 900 8, 259, 800 10, 800, 000 9, 142, 300 
so 2 ‘ Roads, access 230, 000 2, 100 24, 100 75, 000 68, 800 
1 with Channel, dredging 890, 000 77. 200 74, 100 150, 000 588. 700 
ion of Recreation facilities 100, 000 100, 000 
iver Buildings, grounds and utilities 106, 000 106, 000 
. - Permanent operating equipment 67, 600 67. 600 
‘eenup Preauthorization studies 46, 400 46, 400 
id one Engineering and design 1, 750, 000 588, 100 320, 000 300, 000 541, 900 
unin- Supervision and administration 3. 400, 000 196. 400 415. 000 700, 000 2 088 G00 
steel Total applied cost (Fed- 
ant in eral funds only 77. 100, 000 4, 480, 400 9, 253, 000 14, 997, 000 18, 369, 600 
itional Undistributed cost 8, 000 17, 600 3, 000 —28, 600 
lotal project cost (Federal 
vears funds only 77, 100, 000 4, 488, 400 9, 270, 600 15, 000, 000 48, 341, 000 
faster Pending adjustments 
‘ations Total cost (Federal funds 
erated only 77, 100, 000 4, 458, 400 9, 270, 600 15, 000, 000 418, 341, 000 
Basin lelivered orders 192, 100 —192. 100 
nodate Total obligations 4, 680, 500 9. O78. 500 15, 000, 000 48, 341, 000 
ie area 
nished METHOD OF FINANCIN 
Federal funds 
to: Appropriations 4,691, 000 9, O68, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
00, O00 prior year ia 10, 500 
7 
75, 000 Total funds available for 
00, 000 obligation a 4,691, 000 9, 078, 500 
OO, OOU Appropriation required 15, 000, 000 48, 341, 000 
75, 000 . 
50, 000 
O00, O00 NEW CUMBERLAND LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO AND WEST VIRGINIA 
00, O00 
- ‘ lori be - ‘ Y ‘ ‘9 » 
00. 000 Mr. Cannon. “New Cumberland locks and dam,’’ $6,180,000, to 
complete. It will complete it? 
General Lapstey. Yes, sir. 
‘ -_— ; a a al P . 
haa Sa Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 60 through 65. 
yo ry . ‘ > < 
(0,000 (The pages referred to are as follows:) 
se, and 
litional LocKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION ) 
‘hannel 


artialis CUMBERLAND Locks AND Dam, Onto RIVER, OunIO AND West VIRGINIA 


vids for (CONTINUING) 
ing and 
t 


he cost | iii 
j 


Location.—The site of the locks and dam is in Jefferson County. Ohio, and 
Hancock County, W. Va., on the Ohio River at Stratton, Ohio, about 54.4 miles 
Delow the head of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.— 1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost $40, 150, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 2 517. 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other cost 517. 000 
Total estimated project cost 40, 667, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 2 28, 577, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 5, 393, 000 te 
Appropriations to date 33, 970, OO 85 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 : 6, 180, 000 10 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 0 = 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: High lift, gated-crest, nonnavigable 
Le neth: 1315 fe et. 
Grates: 
Five 110-foot submergible tainter cates 
Six 110-foot nonsubmergible tainter gates 
Locks: Parallel chambers: 
L10- by 1,200-foot riverward chamber 
110- by 600-foot landward chamber 
Lift : 22.6 feet. 
Status Jan. 1, 1960 
Percent Completion schedule 
Lands and damages . 54 December 1960 
Relocations a0 September 1960 
Pool preparation (reservoirs 0 June 1961 
Dam : 48 April 1961 
Locks - hI November 1959 (tem- 
porary operation 
1 December 1960 
Channel 47 Februar 1961 
Recreation facilities. 7 0 | October 1960 
Entire project 72 | June 19 


a” istification. The Ohio River is one of the most important inland waterways 
of the world. It is the vital link between the northern industrial States——such 
West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio—-and the South and southern gulf ports. 
The products which it bears in vast quantities are iron and steel: coal and coke 
for the manufacture of iron and steel; fuel oil, gasoline, and other petroleum 
products; sulfur; limestone; and iron and steel serap. Tonnages of traffic are 
very large and have been constantly increasing. For example, traffic on the 
Ohio River has doubled on the average of once every 11 years since completion 
of the present system and all indications are that the growth in traffie will con- 
tinue for many vears and may be accelerated by the rapid industrial expansion 
now taking place in the valley. 

The basic iron and steel industry is dependent upon river transport ition via 
the Ohio River. Steel manufacturers at Pittsburgh, Pa.; Weirton, W. Va.; 
Steubenville, Ohio; Wheeling, W. Va.; ete., use the river extensively to ship their 
finished products. The heavy concentration of steel production below Pitts- 
burgh receives practically all of its requirements of coking coal in barges which 
traverse the Ohio and much of its limestone and other important operating 
supplies are delivered in the same manner. Their dependence upon river trans- 
portation is not merely a matter of operating economy, but if river shipments 
were halted for any appreciable length of time, other methods of freight carriage 
could not begin to supply the tonnage requirements of the steel producers. 

All the coal and other raw materials for steel which move from the mines and 
other sources of supply above Pittsburgh to the important steel producing areas 
in West Virginia, Ohio, and Kentucky must pass through Ohio River locks and 
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dams 7, 8, and 9. The same is true of important finished products manufactured 
in the industrial sections of Pennsylvania, and of other commodities which are 
transported in both directions. These locks and dams are the keys to navigation 
in the area and any interruptions to service through them would paralyze com- 
merce and production in one of the most important industrial centers of the 
United States. 

Locks 7, 8, and 9, which were constructed in the period 1904-1914, are inade- 
juate, not only because they are single locks of limited length, but also because 
they are in badly deteriorated condition from an operating point of view. It is 
possible that any one of them may have to be closed for repairs at any time 
because Of a major failure, which would be disastrous for the essential traffic 
which moves through these sections of the Ohio River. 

New Cumberland locks and dam will replace existing locks and dams 7, 8, and 
9, which have neared the end of their economic life and cannot be expected to 
ig continue to operate. Replacement of these obsolete locks will not only 
decidedly improve navigation conditions on the important Ohio River but will 
nsure noninterrupted traffic in this important industrial center of the United 


States 


scal year 1961.—The requested amount of $6,180,000 will be applied 

mplete acquisition of land $263, 000 
Initiate and complete pool preparation (reservoir) co 100 
Complete construction of dam 3, 535, 000 
Complete lock appurtenances and temporary operation 348 , 000 
Complete slope protection and channel dredging 322, 100 
Initiate and complete recreation facilities t, 500 
hngineering and design 33, 500 
Supervision and administration 389. 200 


otal 180, OOO 
Karly completion of the project is essential due to the inadequacy and badly 
leteriorated condition of existing locks and dams 7, 8, and 9 which the 


project 
place The work programed for the budget year provides for completion 
f the project 


Von-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
visting facilities which were originally construeted under Department of Army 


permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
SOY The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an 
stimated cost of $517,000. 
Slatus of loca cooperation. Noue require d. Howe ver, owners of affected 
vate facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 


jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at the ir own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
ONnSLUI icted. 

Co parison of Federal cost estimates The current Federal 
“40, 150,000 re ‘fle ‘ets a decrease of $1,350,000 from the latest { 


estimate submitted 


0 Congress of $41,500,000. Final costs and negotiations in the 


COST estimate ol 


re locations 
ture accounts for a decrease of $57,100, reduction in contingencies and final 
costs on piling contracts in the dam feature result in a decrease of $1,252,300, and 
letailed studies on recreation facilities and reanalvsis of requirement 
neering and design and supervision and ene accounts for a 
$84,700. These decreases totaling $1,394,100 were partial ly 

Fise of $44,100 on uncommitted work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item Project cost 
estimate 


Lands and damages 

Relocations 

Reservoirs 

Dam 

Locks 

Channel 

Recreation facilities 
Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total applied cost Fed- 
eral funds only 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 
only 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds 
Appropriations 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligation 
Appropriations required 


PIKE ISLAND LOCKS 


40, 


40) 


40) 


, 045, 


. 175, 100 
, 287, 100 


784, 400 


847, 700 


825, 000 
545, 000 

4, 500 
108, 000 


, 373, 000 
2, 200, 200 


150, 000 


150), OOO 


15), OOO 


AND 


I 


June 


3), 


$458, 
0O0OY 


5, 226 


15 


28, 419, 


DAM, 


426) 


598, 


108, 


970 


209, 


316 


316, 


. 316, 
2, 102 


Ma 


otal to 


1959 


900 


. 500 


000 
TOO 
400 


O00 
500 


SOO 


SOO 


ve 


SOO 
500 


O00 


7, OOO 


OHIO 


Current fis- 


Cal 


$401, 
152, 
736, 
RAS, 


124, 


tw) 


354, 


716, 


», 716, 
500 


, 855 


SHO 


5, 393 
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Mr. Cannon. Pike Island locks and dam, 


Insert pages 67 through 
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(The pages referred to are as follows: 
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O00 


O00 


OOU 


WOO 


O00 


, 000 


, 000 


Budget, fiscal 


ve 


WES 


ir 1961 


$314, 300 
124, 700 
784, 400 

3, 885, OOO 
512, 500 
$22, 400 

4, 500 


33, 500 
636, 200 


7.117, 500 


7, 117, 500 


, 00 
— 247, 000 





», STO, SOO 


690, 500 


180, OOO 


Balance t 
complete 
ifter fiseal 
vear 196] 


i) 


VIRGINIA 


$9 million. 


LIVER, 


6 


DAMS (NAVIGATION ) 


OHIO 


The site of the locks and dam is in Belmont ¢ 
: Va... on the Ohio 
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Summarized financial data 


ited Federal cost 

tated non- Federal cost 

ish contributions 

ther Costs 
tal estimated project cost 

priations to June 30, 1959 

opriations for fiscal year 1960 
iations to date 

priations requested for fiscal year 1961 


o complete after fiscal year 1961 


PHYSICAL DATA 


ryp High lift, gated erest, nonnavigable. 

Length: 1,310 feet. 

5-110 feet submergible tainter gates. 
6-110 feet nonsubmergible tainter gates. 

Parallel chambers: 

110 feet by 1,200 feet riverward chamber 

110 feet by 600 feet landward chamber. 

| 


{mount 


$61 


700. 000 


656, OOO 


656 


0 


2. 356. OOO 
1, 118, 000 
3, 413, 000 


4.53 


OOO 


4, OOO, OOO 


48, 169, OOO 


7.8 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Perce! 

mage » 
( reservoir 0 
0 
! Lilie 0 
sunas, and utilities ( 

hent operating equipment 
ification The Ohio River is one of the most Important 


vorld It is the vital link between the northern indu 


st Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, and the South and so 


products which it bears in vast quantities are iron 


n and steel serap 
arge and have been constantly increasing For 


ver has doubled on the average of once every 11 


many years and may be accelerated by the rapid 
place in the valley 
is dependent upon 1 


Steel manufacturers at Pittsburgh, Pa 


ed 


ndusirial expansion 


I 


present svstem and all indieations are that the growth in t 


and steel 
he manufacture of iron and steel; fuel oil, gasoline, 
roducts; sulfur; limestone; and iro 


and 
Tor nay 
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vea 
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percent of 
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Federal cost 
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Locks 10 and 11 were constructed in the period 1904-16. These structures, 
because they are single locks of limited length, cannot handle efficiently the grow- 
ing volume of traffic now using the Ohio River. In addition, these structures are 
in a badly deteriorated condition and it is possible that either one of them may have 
to be closed for extensive and prolonged repairs at any time because of a major 
failure, which would be disastrous for the essential traffic which 
this section of the Ohio River. 

Pike Island locks and dam will replace existing locks and dams 10 and 1] which 
have neared the end of their economic life and cannot be expected to long continue 
to Operate Replacement of these obsolete locks will not only decidedly improve 
navigation conditions on the important Ohio River but will insure noninterrupted 
traffie in this iniportant industrial center of the United States 


moves through 


Fiscal year 1961.—-The requested amount of $9 million will be applied to: 
Continue acquisition of land S300, 000 
Continue relocations 100, 000 
Continue construetion of locks 7. 5OO, 000 
Engineering and design 357, 000 
Supe rvision and administration $43, O00 

wee. ak : : 9, OOO, 000 


Karly con pletion of the project is essential due to the inudequaey and badly 
deteriorated condition of existing locks and dams 10 and 11 which the project will 
replace Completion of the project will also advance the modernizatiol plan for 
Ohio River locks and dams 


Non-Federal cost Construction of the project will require modification of 


existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 


1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at a 
estimated cost of S6H56,000 
Stal ix of lacal cooperation None requi ed llowever, owners of nffected 


private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federa 
jurisdiction will be expected to modifv those facilities at their own expense I 
accordunce with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates The current Federal cost estimate of 
$61,700,000 reflects a decrease of $1,800,000 from the latest estimate $63,400,000 
submitted to Congress. This change includes decreases of $4,687,200 due t 
favorable | ids received for construction of the locks and 81,405,700 due to desig 
changes. These decreases were partially offset by inereases of 33,584,700 for 


higher price levels, $755,000 due to transfer of previous non-Federal costs under 
provision of section 111, Public Law 85-500, and $103,200 in engineering and 
design and supervision and idministration based on reanalysis of requirements 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item 


(1) 


Lands and damages. 
Relocations 


DONNA a iin catia ieee 
ANION 5 was ac gh Ge Spice sabeneeite ah oi ahior ekg wa Cae Gi 
Locks ini aeninte edageaanntgieereaeed 
Channel _-- : 


Recreation facilities sas uaince sarees 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 








Pe nt operating equipment 
P horization studies 
Engineering and design a 
Supervision and administration 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only ewe 
Undistributed costs. _....-.--..-]-- 
Total project cost (Fed- 
ral funds only 
Pending adjustments -_. 


Total cost (Federal funds 
eo 


Undelivered orders 


rotal obligations 


METHOD OF FINANCING 

leral funds 

A ppropriations............ 

Unobligated carryover from 
Dri0T Year... . -ecancadene 

otal funds available for 
obligation “ 

riations required 


Project cost 
estimate 


$1, 992, 000 
6, 285, 500 
984, 000 
18, 470, 000 
26, 624, 200 
1, 842, 000 
51, 700 
70, 000 
23, 500 
78, OOO 

, 851, 900 
27, 200 


om 


, 700, 000 


, 700, 000 


61, 700, 000 





MAXWELL 


Mir. Cannon. Maxwell locks and dam, $1,400,000. 


through i 


LOCKS 


Total t 


0 Current 
June 30, 1959 


fis- 


cal year 1960 


Jalance to 


Budget, fiseal complete 
year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 

(6) 


$300, 000 
493, 000 | 


$1, 502, 000 
5, 140, 400 

984, 000 
18, 470, 000 
16, 916, 200 
1, 509, 000 
‘ 51, 700 

s ieiceianeal 70, 000 
ee adden 23, 500 


7, 500, 006 


357, 000 673, 000 


443, OOO 2, 829, 200 
9, 093, 000 48, 169, 000 
9, 093, 000 48 169, 000 


+ 093, OOO 


93, 000 


48, 169, 000 


9, 000, 000 48, 169, 000 


9, OOO, OOO 48, 169, O00 





(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


3 (4 
$11, 300 $178, 700 
. actrees 652, 100 
, 64, 400 2. 143, 600 
43, 400 289, 600 
78, 000. meet Pe 
$44, 900 377, 000 
29, 200 125, 800 
671, 200 3, 766, 800 
671, 200 3, 766, 800 
671, 200 3, 766, SOO 
$22, 400 —329, 400 
1, 093, 600 3, 437, 400 
1, 118, 000 3, 413, 000 
24, 400 
1, 118, 000 3, 437, 400 
AND DAM, 


LocKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION ) 


MAXWELL 


Location. 


Pa 


Authorization. 
Be nefit-cost ratio. 3.5 
reconstruction of dam 4). 


to 


Locks 


(NEW) 


AND 


6). 


Dam, Pa 


Maxwell 


PENNSYLVANIA 


Insert pages 73 


The site of the locks and dam isin Fayette and Washington Counties, 
, on the Monongahela River at Maxwell, Pa., and about 61.2 miles above the 
mouth of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. 

-1909 River and Harbor Act (see. 
1 (for construction of 


and dam and 


lock 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Feder il cost 


Estimated Federal cost shuns sa tia acacia tate $32, 200, 000 ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost = ke 1, 350, 000 

Cash contributions ---- a i ‘ ai sie 0 

Other costs : 1. 350. 000 
Total estimated project cost ‘ _ ‘ 33. 550, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 ____- : : 370, 000 ; 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 ; : 93, 000 ; 
Appropriations to date : 463, OOO l 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 1, 400, 000 t 
Balance to complete after fiscal vear 1961 30, 337, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam 
Type: Gated-crest, nonnavigable. 
Length 160 feet 


Gates: 5 to 84 feet fixed trunnion radial type (3 single leaf and 2 double leaf 
gates 

Locks: 

Number of chambers: 2 

Arrangement Parallel. 

Size of chambers: 84 by 720 feet. 
Lift 19.5 feet 

Status (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started 
(on plet on schedu é 

Lands and damages October 1964. 
Relocations December 19638. 
Pool preparation (reservoirs June 1965. 
Dam January 1965. 
Locks August 1963 
Channel January 1965. 
Entire project June 1965 


JUSTIFICATION 


The construction of Maxwell locks and dam is an integral portion of the im- 
provement of the Middle Monongahela River through replacement of locks and 


i 


dams 5 and 6 by the Maxwell project integrated with the reconstruction of 
dam 4. The practical capacity of existing locks 5 and 6 has been reached and the 
general inerease in commerce and modernization of towing equipment make it 
necessary to provide modern and adequate navigation facilities in the reach of 
river from dam 4 to dam 7. Traffie through locks 5 inereased from 8,600,000 
tons in 1935 to a reeord high of 25,330,000 tons in 1957. While traffie throug! 
the locks declined to 18,600,000 tons in 1958, all indications are that traffie will 
increase due primarily to depletion of metallurgical coal along the lower rive! 
resulting in the continued de velopme nt of uprive r sourees of this coal. Locks 
and dam 5, now 50 vears old, the locks and dam 6, partially reconstructed 43 
vears ago, are obsolete and rapidly approaching the end of their useful physical 
life. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate acquisition of land $60, 000 
Initiate construction of locks 1. 125, 000 
Engineering and design 150, 000 
Supervision and administration 65, OOU 

Total -. . saree ev . 1. 400, OOO 


The work programed for the budget vear provides for acquisition of land 
required for the locks, disposal and work areas, initiation of construction of the 
locks, and orderly advancement of planning on relocations and the dam in relation 


to schedule d construction of these feature S. 
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Von-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an 
estimated cost of $1,350,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, owners of affeeted 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$32,200,000 reflects an increase of $1,800,000 over the latest estimate submitted 
to Congress of $30,400,000. This increase is due primarily to price level rise. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance Oo 
Ite Project cost lotal to Current fis Budget, fisca complete 
estimat June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear L961 ifter fiscal 
LY61 
] > { f 
il ‘ $333. O00 $3. OO SOO, OOO 270. 000 
507, OOO 507. 000 
1, 237, OOO 1. 237. OOK 
yar 6, O19, OOO 6, O19, 000 
19, YS2, OOO 5. O00 18. S57. 000 
257, 000 1, 237, OO4 
zation studies 70, OOO $70, OOO 
} wn iesien S75, OOO 219, 100 145, OO (nM 260. GOO 
supers mm and administration 1, 940, 000 14, SOO 11, 100 OOO 1, 849, 100 
1 applied cost Fed 
funds only 32, 200, 000 303, 900 Y, LOO 1, 400, 000 1), 337, O00 
ilp ( Federal 
1 I 32, 200, OOO 303, YOO 159, 100 1. 400, 006 3 7. OOO 
nt 
nt 
| cost (Federal funds 
$2, 200, 000 $03, GOO 159, 10K 400), OOK 30, 337. OOO 
ed orde 2, 500 2, 500 
il i $06, 400) 156, 604 1. 400, O04 ( Out 
\ D OF FINANCING 
rl funds 
! tions 0, OOO 43. OOF 
[ 1 1 cart t from 
il 63, 600 
I i fu ilable for 
j 70, OOO 56, GOO 
\ | atic juired (x ; Oo 
Mr. Cannon. Here we have a new start and new construction 


What is the need for starting immediately? 

General Lapstey. We have a bottleneck, sir, in this river at lock 
and dam 5. It is not unusual in times of peak traffic to have 6 hours’ 
delay in towing there so this lock and dam 

Mr. Cannon. Six hours’ delay? 

General Lapstey. For the tow, waiting to lock through because of 
the amount ef traffie. 

This lock and dam, together with the rebuilding of dam 4, which is 
in the advance planning stage in this budget, will allow us remove 
locks and dams 5 and 6 and therefore remove this bottleneck to existing 
traffie. 


Lo 
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Mr. Cannon. You must have a heavy volume of traffic there to 
occasion that delay. This delay in this particular instance is repeated 


at other points along the line. Do you have this delay at other 


crossings? 


General LApsiey. Not to that extent. 

Mr. Cannon. This is the only one in which there is any material 
delay? 

General Larsiey. Five and six are the worst at the moment, sir. 

Mr. Taner. Isn’t it a fact that the tonnage on this setup is decreas- 
ing? It is estimated to decrease from 25 million to 18 million? 

General LApsiey. It is a fact, sir, that at lock 5 it decreased from 
1957, which was around 25 to 26 million, to 18 million in 1958, because 
of the recession at that time, sir, and in the lower production of steel 
in Pittsburgh. As vou know, this river carries the coal downriver to 
the steel mills and tonnage on this river is a pretty good indicator of 
business activity in Pittsburgh. There is every expectation that this 
will grow in the future. 

It was growing in 1959 until the steel strike hit it. That practically 
shuts off the traffic from the mines. 

Mr. Cannon. You have not completed your design memorandum? 
It has not been approved yet? 

General Larstey. The general design memorandum is complete; 
the design memorandum covering concrete aggregate is complete and 
that covering real estate requirements for locks and disposal areas is 
under review. 

Mr. Cannon. You say these are two points of congestion on the 
Monongahela. Don’t vou have similar points of congestion on the 
Ohio River? 

General Lapstrey. Not to this extent, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is there any occasion for us to delay these points 
while we catch up on flood control? 

General Lapstey. | would say, sir, this is a very much needed 
project. 

Mr. Cannon. You consider it urgent? 

General Lapsutrey. Yes, sir. As vou note, the benefit-cost ratio is 
oa bo: 1. 


EVANSVILLE, IND. 


Mr. Cannon. Evansville, $450,000. 
Insert pages 79 through 83. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 


EVANSVILLE, OHIO River Basin, INpb. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in Vanderburgh County, Ind., on the right 
bank of the Ohio River, 792.2 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.—1937 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

Amount | percent of 
| estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost- ated % i> ’ j | $13, 600, 000 n 
Estimated non-Federal cost... —-—-- 2 ae ng | 1, 790, 000 a 
Cash contributions. - cokes sie | 0 
Other costs , e re 1, 790, 000 
Potal estimated project cost_- cs : a 15, 390, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959____- : 2, 497, 000 |___- xe 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960___-_-- . : 7 130, 000 | eer 
a propriations to date _- = sais amis 2, 627, 000 | 19 
ppropriations reque sted fiscal ye ar 1961__-- a os sasgen 450, 000 23 
Bala nce to complete after fiscal year 1961 _ —_- on al . al 10, 523, 000 |. ciinebowwaiitdea 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Knight Township section: 

Earth levee: 39,700 feet. 

Concrete wall: 140 feet. 

Pumping plants: 5. 
Pigeon Creek section: 

Earth levee: 23,140 feet. 

Concrete wall: 8,400 feet. 

Pumping plants: 7. 
Howell section: 

Earth levee: 19,500 feet. 

Concrete wall: 3,900 feet. 

Pumping plants: 8. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Percent Completion schedule 





| 
Channels - a es 0 a 2 X eo ets 100 | 
Levees and floodw: lls_ a a See scguSecda toes 14 | December 1964, 
Pumping plants._.------ sical Sila ‘ciate seebichalailie deena sd ide i esi Sask ater 12 | June 1966. 


Entire project. .......----- Se ee eae LEE TOIT G ETRE 18 | Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project, when complete, will protect the city of Evansville, Ind., against 
Qhio River floods. Severe floods occurred in 1913, 1937, and 1945. In the 1937 
flood, the maximum of record, flood damages in Evansville were estimated at 
$4,793,000. In 1945, flood damages in the city were estimated at $1,108,000. 
The Knight Township section, although only partially complete at the time of 
the 1945 flood, provided some degree of protection to overflow area in the eastern 
(upstream) section of the city. In recent years, considerable expansion of 
industry and housing has taken place and flood damages for a recurrence of the 
1937 flood would be much higher. The city is served by several railroads and high- 
Ways and is an important communication route between north and south. The 
property to be protected by the project has a value in excess of $200 million. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $450,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of levees and floodwalls $366, 200 
Engineering and design 33, 800 
Supervision and administration : 50, 000 

Total. .;. ; POS gape DON a naa ee : 450, 000 


The funds requested will permit the continuation of construction of the first 
unit of the Pigeon Creek section. 

Non-Federal costs.—Lands and damages, to be furnished by the city of Evans- 
ville, Ind., in connection with the flood protection works, are estimated at 
d1, 790,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Evansville, Ind., by an ordnance passed 
by the common council of the city in 1938, indicated its intent to Jeg the require- 
ments of local cooperation for flood protection. In this ordinance, in addition to 
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indicating its intention for the project, the council specifically mentioned the 
Knight Township and Howell sections and authorized the mayor and city clerk 
to execute the assurances accepting plans when requested by the Corps of En- 
gineers. Subsequent thereto assurances of local cooperation were executed by 
the mavor on the Knight Township section incorporating the plans pertinent 
thereto. Under date of April 7, 1958, the common council of the city passed a 
resolution requesting early completion of the Riverside Avenue section and the 
Pigeon Creek section and giving assurances to fulfill the requirements of local 
cooperation. The mavor of the city of Evansville, by letter dated April 12, 1958, 
transmitted the resolution and requested that the complete planning for the re- 
mainder of the Howell section and the entire Pigeon Creek section be completed 


as soon as possible. The citv reached the limit of its bonded indebtedness and, 
on March 19, 1959, the Indiana General Assembly passed a bill creating the 
Vanderburgh-Evansville Flood Control Authoritv. This bill creates a separate 
taxing entity for flood-control work A suit to test the validity of this bill was 
filed, and a decision was rendered in October 1959 by the superior court declaring 
the bill unconstitutional. The city is filing an appeal with the State supreme 
court for reversal of this decision. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate of 


513,600,000 is an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($13 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is the result of price level rise 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Iter Proiect cost lot tr Current fis Rudvet. fi comy 


estill ‘ June 30, 1959 cal vear 1060 vear 1961 ifter fis¢ 








he (Hn) Coo 
Levees n , t 700 SOS, 30) SS (4M) $414, Din S4 WY 
Pumping plants 5 000 514, 200 4 721.8 
Preauthorization studic , OOO 15, 000 
Engineering and design 000 600, 500 91. 200 22 QM) 110. 5 
Supervision and administration ] 300 $15, 200 11. 000 1. OOU 746, 100 
otal Federal cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 13, 600, GOO 2 421, 200 152, 200 448, OOO 10, 528, 600 
distributed cost 
or truction facilitic +4 000 2 (4 
Potaly t ede 
funds only 13. GOO, OOO 2, 421, 200 1456, 2°00 500, OOM l 52") ¢ 
| ling adjustment 
otal cos I ind 
onl, 13. 600. 000 2 421, 200 156, 200 500. O00 1). 522. ADO 
iell red order + 1M) +4]. SOO 50 O00 
Votal obligations 13, 600, 000 ?, 429, 400 108, O00 $50. 00 10, 522, 69 
METI F FI ( 
Federal funds 
Appropriation 2 497, 406 130. 000 
nobligated ( fro 
prior year 6S, 000 
Lot funds t 
obligation 2 497. 40 LOS, OM 
Apr a) tor red 4 ) 10, 422, 6 


Mr. Cannon. There appears to be a local cooperation prob‘em 
on this project. What is vour difficulty there with your local 
sponsors? 

General Lapsuey. We have several difficulties in this one, sir. 
The first is that the levee authoritv—-the formation of it—-was not 
upheld in a taxpaver’s suit. They appealed in January to the State 
supreme court. They hope to have a hearing in May and a possible 
ruling in June. At the best, everything is out for this vear. There 
are other complications also. As vou know, we have had trouble 
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getting the city to agree to the alinement of the levee that goes by 
the built-up part of the city that faces right on the river. 

We had agreement with the administration prior to the one that 
took office in January and that had been with the consent of the new 
mayor, who was coming in. He had been queried, too. This has 
been going on for several vears. We thought we had it settled. It 
is about the second or third time we thought we had it settled, but 
when the new mavor came in there was quite a bit of opposition to the 
alinement, because almost anvthing that gives flood protection will 
block the view of the river in normal times unless we put an elevated 
structure which we could not justify and vou would not approve. 

The new Mayor asked that he have a 60-day extension to work out 
a satisfactory agreement. In the meantime, there is a relocation of 
a highway to go through there which complicates this matter. We 
are just really stymied on this project. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of that complication, and in view of your 
difficulty with local cooperation, why not delay this temporarily 
until these questions can be cleared up? 

General Lapsitey. I certainly could not give vou any assurance 
that we could spend this money we have asked for, sir. 


MONROE RESERVOIR, IND. 


Mr. Cannon. Monroe Reservoir, $275,000. 
Insert pages 85 through 90. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIR (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Monroe RESERVOIR, WHITE River Basin, IND 
(NEW 


Location.—The dam site for the Monroe Reservoir is located in southern 
Indiana on Salt Creek about 25.6 miles above its mouth and about 2 miles east of 


Harrodsburg in Monroe County. The reservoir will lie in Monroe, Brown, and 
Jackson Counties, Ind 

Authorization._-1958 Flood Control Act 

Be nefit-cost ratio. Za to 4. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount percent 
estimated 


} t 
ede 1 COS 


1ated Federal cost $5, 260, GOV 
Estimated non-Federal cost 6, 150, 00 
Cash contributions 6, 150, 000 
Other costs 0“ 
otal estimated project cost 11, 410, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 61.009 
Appropriation for fiscal vear 1960 73, 000 
Appropriations to date 134, 000 2 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 275. OO) % 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1961 4, 851, OO 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 73 feet. 
Length: 1,400 feet. 
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Spillway: 
Type: Uneontroll d, mass concrete. 
Length: 300 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: icre-feet 
Capacity conservation pool . 186, 000 
Capacity flood control pool 260, 000 

Total 146, 000 


Outlet works: 
Type: Gate controlled. 
Dimension: 11 feet semielliptical. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960). Construction not started, 


Compl tion schedule 


Lands and damages June 1964 
Relocations October 1964. 
Reservoir December 1964 
Dam June 1965. 
Roads June 1962. 
Recreation facilities Mareh 1965 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities December 1964 
Iontire project June 1965 


JUSTIFICATION 


Operation of the Monroe Reservoir will provide almost complete protectior 
about 7,800 acres of land in the Salt Creek overflow area and varving degrees « 


lesser protection to about 288,000 acres in the overflow areas of East Fork of 


White River, White River and Wabash River downstream from Salt Creek 
These areas are = ibject 10o frequent tlood damage Two floods. oceurring u 
\pril and May 1957, caused damages amounting to $5,862,000, which unde: 
current conditions would amount to $6,251,000. Of this latter amount, operatior 
f the reservoir would have prevented damages estimated at 8921,000 Benefits 
will also acerue to the reservoir as a result of the reduction of major flood dis- 
charges on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. Other benefits creditable to the 
project are those resulting in the higher utilization of land made possib e throug! 
the reduction in flood durations and stages. The project Will increase low flows 
downstream making it possible to develop indusiry in this area where tensive 


coal deposits are available 





Fiscal year 1961 Phe requested amount of 8275,000 will be applied 
Initiate “acquisition of lands S146. GOU 
Initiate construction of outlet works 70, S00 
Engineering and design 34, 300 
Supervision and administration 23, 000 
Total 275, 000 
The funds requested plus required contribution from the State of Indiana will 
permit the it itintion of construetion of this project 
Von-Fed¢ al cost. In view of local benefits to be derived from the Low flow regu- 
lation and land enhancement features of the project, the project authorization 
required a cash contribution from local interests toward construction and a cash 
contribution toward operation and maintenance of the project. On the basis ol 


the present estimate, the total lump-sum contribution would be $6,150,000, 
equivalent to 54.1 percent of the estimated first cost of construction. 

Slalus of local cooperation.—-The Indiana Flood Control and Water Resources 
Commission participated in the study and investigation of the project, utilizing 
$30,000 appropriated for that purpose by the 1955 General Assembly of the State 
The 1957 General Assembly of the State of Indiana enacted a law authorizing the 
State’s participation to the extent of 54.1 percent of the project depending upon 
the requirement of Federal policy at the time of construction The Indiana 
General Assembly, on February 28, 1959, passed a bill appropriating $1 million 
toward the construction of the Monroe Reservoir. The State has contributed, 
during fiseal year 1960, $75,000 toward the cost of preconstruction planning 

Comparison of Fe deral cost eslimate. The present Federal cost estimate of 
$5,260,000 is an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($4,960,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is the result of price level changes. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
com plet« 
ifter fiscal 
year 1961 


feet 


O00 
OVO 


Item Total to 


June 30, 


Project cost 


Current fis- 
estimate 5 


1959 | ¢ 


Budget, fiscal 
il year 1960 vear 1961 


. (2) 3) (4 5 6 
O00 





Lands and damages $3, 453, 500 $320, OOO $3. 133, 500 








R ( ons 1, L06, 200 1, 106, 200 
Reser I 964, 700 964, 700 
Dam 4,072, 700 150, 000 3, 922. 700 
Road 82. YOO 82, YOO 
Re itional facilities 424, 000 424, O00 
Bu grounds and utilities 138, 100 138, 100 
Pre ization studies 30, 000 $30, 000 
Engineering and design 578, 700 27, 300 $146, 000 75, OOO 330, 400 
Supervision and administration 559, 200 1, 000 5, OOO 50. OOO 503. 200 
otal ipplied cost Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contribution 11, 410, 000 58, 300 151 () 5. OM 10. 605. 700 
listributed cost—Construc- 
facilities MM) 5. 000 
otal project cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral contribution 11, 410, 000 58, 300 151, 000 600, 000 10, 600, 700 
ing adjustinents 
On to 
f otal cost (Federal funds 
ind non-Federal contri- 
yution 11, 410, OOO 5S, 300 151, 000 600, OOO 10, 600, 700 
orders +1 GOD 1, 900 
lotal obligations (Federal 
i ind non-Federal 
mntr ition HO, 200 1449, 100 HOO, OOF 0, bOO 
plied t 200), OOO 58, 300 76H. OOO iK) $ 852. 71) 
I it COs Col 
Tt ) t z ”) (ny 
| | or st 5, 260, BOO Ss 0 76, OOO ) $ AO). TEM 
I i ents 
yst 5, 260, 000 5S. 300 7H. OOM 9 () $ 850. 74 
( i order 1, 1, YOO 
. 4 
6, 900 | gation 60, 200 74. 10K 9 wn 4 RA M 
Q, SOU 
4, 300 Non-Federal contribution 
’ Potal applied cost 6, 150, 000 OOK ) “ , (KM) 
9 bpp , 22 
3. O00 ributed cost—Con 
I litic OO 
"5, 000 
pre CCT ¢ 6, 150, OOO $2 MM) mt 
a Will : \ ' 7 
il ¢ t 6. 150, OOO Ooo “ 
regu- ( t it 
zation 
tal obligations nn ‘ 0 
cash 
SIS of 1D OF FINAN( 
90 O00, : ' 
Inds 
\ riations HL. 300 
<Ources Un ited carryover! yn 
tilizing prior yeat 1.10 
state. funds available for 
ing the obligation 61, 300 74. 000 
Appropr m required " 4,850, 700 
g upon ! 1 requir - ‘ 
ndiana Non-Federal contribution 
million Contributions 75. 000 
S { ) ¢ "aATT TT ro! 
ibuted, ligated carryover from = 
prior vear e 635. 000 
ig’. cs 
mate of Total funds iilable for 
e * ; Mligation 15, OOO 
0) sul es 


ution required 





115, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. This is a new start. Please explain it. 

General Lapstey. This project, sir, consists of an earth dam and 

gated outlet structure and uncontrolled saddle spillway on Salt Creek 
in Indiana, about 2 miles above Harrodsburg. 
The average annual benefits are estimated at $1,014,000, of which 
$566,000 are due to low flow, and the remainder to flood control, sir. 
If you will notice the cash contributions from the local interests is 
$6,150,000, which is a little more than 50 percent of the project cost 
that will be paid by the local people. 

Indiana has already appropriated $1 million for this purpose and the 
legislature meets again next January when they hope to get the rest 
of the appropriation. 

Mr. Cannon. There is no question, then, about the remainder of 
local requirements being available? 

General Lapstey. No, sir. I would say the only thing that would 
hold us up would be if we did not get construction money and there- 
fore, if the legislature came back after 2 vears, and found that they 
still had most of the $1 million remaining, they might not appropriate 
additional funds. If we had the money to start the outlet works as 
we propose to do, they have more than their share to contribute to that 
and I think the project will go straight ahead. They are pushing us 
on this project. 

NOLIN RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. Nolin Reservoir, $2,600,000. 
Insert pages 92 through 96. 
(The pages referred to are as follows: ) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


NOLIN RESERVOIR, Ky. 
(CONTINUING 


Location.—-The damsite for the Nolin Reservoir is located on Nolin River, a 
tributary of Green River, about 7.8 miles above the confluence of these streams, 
approximately 1.5 miles upstream from Kyrock, 5 miles north of Brownsville 
and 12 miles south of Leitchfield, Ky. The reservoir will extend upstream in 
the valley a distance of about 56 miles at maximum flood control pool and will 
lie in Edmonson, Grayson, and Hart Counties, Ky. 

Authorization.—-1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. Lote: i: 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $14. 800.000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 14, 800, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 834, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 1, 755, OOO 
Appropriations to date 2, 589. 000 17 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 2, 600, 000 38 
Blanace to complete agter fiscal year 1961 9, 611, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rockfill with earth core. 
Length: 980 feet. 
Height: 166 feet. 


Reservoir capacity Acre-feel 
Total : 609, 400 
Conservation (minimum-winter) __ sees Per os 39, 300 
Conservation (maximum-summer) . 200, 900 
Flood control (minimum-summer) 108, 500 
Flood control (maximum-winter) 570, 100 


Spillway : 

Type: Uncontrolled through right abutment. 

Length: 300 feet. 

Capacity (maximum pool): 48,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 

Conduit, semielliptical: 18-foot diameter. 

Slide gates, 3: 7.25 by 14 feet. 

stilling basin. 

Outlet channel. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 
Lands and damages 2 August 1962. 
Relocations 0 | June 1962 
Reservoir 0 September 1962. 
Dam 21 | December 1962 
Roads 34 Do 
Recreational facilities 0 Do. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities___ 26 | June 1962 
Entire project 10 | December 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Nolin Reservoir project is one of the reservoir units authorized for the 
purpose of controlling floods in the Ohio River Basin and is a highly desirable 
init in the plan for flood control in the Nolin and Green River Valleys. Oper- 
ation of the reservoir for flood control will greatly reduce flood stages along the 
Nolin and Green Rivers below the dam and, in combination with other authorized 
reservoirs for flood control purposes in the Ohio River Basin, will contribute to 
reduction in flood damages along the 197 miles of the Ohio River below Green 
tiver and along the Mississippi River. In addition, the conservation pool will 
provide recreational facilities and wildlife refuge. 

There are no existing flood-control projects in the Green River Basin. How- 
ever, construction of the Rough River Reservoir in this basin was initiated during 
fiscal vear 1956, with a scheduled completion during fiscal year 1960. The Nolin 
Reservoir project, together with the Rough River project, would aid appreciably 
in the alleviation of recurring floods in the region. The flood plain areas of the 
Nolin and Green Rivers are devoted primarily to agriculture; however, as a result 
of the navigation improvements recently completed in the lower 100 miles of the 
Green River, additional mining and industrial activity is expected in this area. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,600,000 will be applied to 


Continue acquisition of lands $1, 005, 000 
Continue relocations 791, 600 
Complete construction of outlet works 253, 500 
Initiate construction of nonoverflow section of dam 202, 300 
Continue work on roads (access) 48, 300 
Continue work on permanent operating equipment 15, 000 
Engineering and design 149, 300 
Supervision and administration 135, 000 

Total _ _- 2, 600, 000 


Phe funds requested will provide for an orderly and economical construction 
program. 
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Von-Federa cost None: however, the State has requested betterments on 
some highway relocations and increase in the width of the dam to provide for a 
highway crossing The estimated cost of this work to the State is $500,000. 

Stat Li of local car peration No loeal cooperation Is re quired 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate ol 
$14,800,000 is an inerease of $400,000 over the latest estimate (814,400,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase in price level of $687,000 for work not under 
contract was offset in part by reductions of $207,400 in the cost of the outlet works 
based on receipt of bids and $79,600 in the cost of recreational facilities based on 
more detailed studies. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item Project cost Total t Current fis Budget, fisea complete 
timate June 30. 14590 « vear 1460 year 196] uter fisea 


veur 196] 


2 { 
Lands and damuges z $2, 314, 000 $36, 300 $145. 300 $1. 005, 000 $1, 127. 40¢ 
Relocation $912. 500 200 20, 000 TUL. 600 4, 100, 70% 
Reservoir 940, 600 940, 60 
Dam 4, 445, 200 313, 500 1, 331, 000 153, 500 2, 347, MH 
Roads 130, 400 44.100 18. 300 38. 00K 
Recreational facilities 202, 000 202, OO 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. 122, 900 3, 600 28, 900 90, 40 
Permanent operating equipment 63, 600 25, 000 15, 000 23, GO 
Preauthorization studies... : 18. 000 18. OOO 
Engineering and design___. - 825, 800 307, 800 128, 800 149, 300 239, OOK 
Supervision and administration 825, 000 47. 600 125. 000 135. 000 517. 400 
lotal cost (Federal funds 
only 14, 800, 000 727, 000 1, 848, 100 2, 597, 700 9, 627, 20 
Undistributed cost ; 
Construction facilities. s +8, GOO L5 OOO +9 300) 16, 20 
Potal project cost Federal 
funds only 14, 800, 000 735, 900 1, 853, 100 2 600, 000 9, 611, 0% 
ndelivered orders +74, 200 74, 200 
lotal obligations. 14, 800, 000 810, 100 1, 778, 900 2 600, 000 9. 611, OO 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds . ; 834, 000 1, 755, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year_. 23, 900 
Total funds available for 
obligation ; 1, 778, 900 
Appropriation required _-- ; 2, 600, 000 9, 611, 0 


NO. 2 BARREN RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. No. 2 Barren Reservoir, $2,175,000. 
Insert pages 98 through 102. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
No. 2 BARREN RESERVOIR, Ky. 
(CONTIN UING) 


Location.— The damsite for the No. 2 Barren Reservoir is located on the Barren 
River, 79.2 miles above its mouth, and about 228.7 miles above the Ohio River 
The site is about 10 miles northease of Scottsville and 95 miles south of Louisville, 
Ky. The reservoir will lie in Allen, Barren, and Monroe Counties, Ky 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
(mount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


ited Federal cost $22, 200, O00 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contributions () 
Other 0 
Total estimated project cost 22, 200, 000 
\ opriations to June 30, 1959 5 229, OOO 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 975, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 204, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal vear 1961 a 2, 175, 000 15 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 196! 18, $21, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth with random rock fill. 
Height: 146 feet. 
Length: 3,970 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Open cut through right abutment. 
Base width: 300 feet. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 88,000 cubic feet per second 


Reservoir capacity 


Lcre-lee 
Total 815, 150 
Conservation (minimum—winter) 16, 560 
Conservation (maximum—summer) 256, 360 
Flood control (minimum—summer) 558, 790 
Flood conrrol (maximum—winter) 768, 590 


Outlet works: 
Type: Concrete semielliptical shaped conduit, 17 by 17 feet. 
Stilling basin. 
Outlet channel. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960). Construction not started. 


( ‘omple tion schedule 


Lands and damages September 1963 
Relocations - 2 June 1963. 
Reservoir = ae December 1963. 
Dam prea pe tere a areas ; _ June 1964. 
Roads February 1961. 
Recreational facilities - September 1963. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities _ - : Do. 
Permanent operation equipment : June 1963 

Entire project ; June 1964 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Barren Reservoir project is one of a system of reservoirs for flood control 
and other purposes in the Ohio River Basin Operation of the reservoir for flood 
control will greatly reduce flood stages along the Barren River below the dam 
and, in combination with other authorized reservoir units in the Green River 
Basin, will aid in the reduction of flood stages along the Green River, and will 
contribute to the reduction of major floodflows in the lower Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers. The No. 2 Barren Reservoir will control a drainage area of 940 square 
miles, or about 10 percent of the Green River Basin. The fiood plain areas of the 
Green and Barren Rivers have been devoted primarily to agriculture. However, 
the lower 100 miles of the Green River has recently been improved for navigation 
and additional mining and industrial activity in future vears is expected in this 
area. Urban damage from flooding occurs at Bowling Green, Rochester, Central 
City, and Livermore. The project will afford substantial flood control benefits 
to agricultural and urban areas in the Barren and Green Valleys and to industrial 
developments. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,175,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands $1, 000, 000 
Initiate relocations 50, 000 
Continue construction of dam 805, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of roads 27, 600 
Initiate construction of permanent operating equipment 20, 000 
Engineering and design 150, 000 
Supervision and administration 122, 400 

Total Fas : 2, 175, 000 


The funds requested in the fiseal vear 1961 are required to continue construe- 
tion of the outlet works and acquisition of lands; complete construction of the 
access roads; initiate relocations and construction of permanent operating equip- 
ment The funds requested will provide for an orderly and economical con- 
struction program 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$22,200,000 is a decrease of $1,300,000 from the latest estimate ($23,500,000 
submitted to Congress. The decrease is due to a complete revision of the esti- 
mate as the result of further detailed studies recently completed. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


salance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiseal complet 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal vear 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 


year 1961 


2 3 4 5 (6 
Lands and damages ; $5, 034, 000 , $391, 000 $1, 000, 000 $3, 643, 000 
Lelocations : 5, 665, 000 e 50, 000 5, 615, 000 
Reservoir 732, 000 ; 732, 000 
Dam... &, 122. 400 : 250, 000 1, 000, 000 6, 872, 400 
Roads 27, 600 s . : 27, 600 ! 
Recreational facilities 475, 000 r 475, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 110, 000 . 110, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 60, 000 20, 000 40, 000 
Preauthorization studies 27, 000 $27, 000 
Engineering and design 960, 000 178, 700 100, 000 150. 000 531, 300 
Supervision and administration 987, 000 7, 000 45, 000 122. 400 812, 600 
Total applied cost (Fed- 

eral funds only 22, 200, 000 212, 700 786, 000 2, 370. 000 18, 831, 300 
Undistributed cost 
Construction facilities 3 +5, 000 +5 000 10, 000 


Total project cost Federal 
funds only) _-- 22, 200, 000 212, 700 791, 000 375, 000 18, 821, 300 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only) 22, 200, 000 212, 700 791, 000 2.375, 000 18, 821, 300 
Undelivered orders +2, 000 4-198, 000 200. 000 
Total obligations ae - r 214, 700 989. 000 2.175. 000 18, 821, 300 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 


Appropriations st —- 228, 700 975, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year A ‘i 14, 000 


Total funds available 
for obligation S . - 228, 700 989, 000 
Appropriation required ___- be ; ; e 2, 175, 000 18, 821, 300 


Mr. Cannon. Here we have another new start. Why is it im- 
portant to start this proposition at once? 

General Laps.ey. It is a reservoir, sir, that will have a flood pro- 
tection benefit of considerable magnitude in the Green River and in 
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the Barren River and to a lesser extent along the Ohio. The Green 
River area is developing and we feel that it is just another one in the 
orderly development of the basin plan for the Ohio River. 

As you recall, it was authorized in the 1938 act. 

Mr. Taser. You are not having any local contributions at all on 
that one. 

General Lapstey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Why? 

General Lapsiey. It was authorized in the 1938 act, sir. It did 
not require it. 

Mr. Taper. Don’t you try to get cooperation on something like 
that? 

General Lapsuey. | did not quite understand that question, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Don’t you look around to see if you cannot find 
something by way of local contribution? 

General Lapsuey. In this one I only took it as I found it when | 
reported, sir. It had been authorized in 1938. 

Mr. CANNON. 1938 is some distance in the past. There has been 
a lot of water over the wheel since then. Why have you delayed all 
these years? 

General Lapsutey. | cannot answer that question, sir, since I have 
not been there but a year and a half but I would imagine that this 
project has been recommended previously, but many things that are 
recommended from our level do not get to your level. 

Mr. Cannon. We have no record of it. From 1938 to 1960 over 20 
years have gone by. It has accumulated a lot of dust in that time. 
Your do not have the design memorandum approved yet? 

GENERAL Lapstey. We do, sir. On this project we are opening 
bids on the 24th of February—that is today—for the outlet works 
and expect to award a contract on the 29th. 

Mr. Cannon. There is a conservation pool. 

General Lapstey. That is the summer conservation. The winter 
conservation is 46,000 acre-feet equal to 0.93 inches of runoff over 
the area. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, the summer pool is the recreation pool. 
That is boating and swimming and fishing? 

General Lapstey. That is correct, sir, because the severe floods 
are the winter floods so we will draw that pool down to provide the 
flood control protection prior to the onset of the time when the 
maximum flood would occur. In the summer we can get an added 
use out of the reservoir by keeping this pool in. 

Mr. Cannon. | was thinking that inasmuch as this project was 
authorized over 20 years ago, what would be lost by one more year’s 
delay? 

General LapsLtey. It would just be the flood damages that would 
occur in that vear. 

Mr. Cannon. You have suffered flood damages all these years. 

General Lapstey. That is correct. I might try to make clear, sir, 
this 1938 act approved an overall plan for the Ohio River Basin and 
it would have amounted to several billions of dollars at today’s 
prices to do all of that work, so this is merely an orderly development 
and execution of that plan. 
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DILLON RESERVOIR, OHIO 


Mr. CANNon. Insert pages 104 through 108. You are asking 
$4,223,000 to complete the project. No questions. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


RESERVOIRS, FLOooD CONTROL 
DILLON RESERVOIR, OHIO 
(CONTINUING) 


Location On Licking River, a tributary of the Muskingum River, 83.4 miles 
above the mouth of the Muskingum and 5.8 miles above the mouth of th 
Licking River at Zanesville, Ohio 

Authorization.— 1938 Flood Control Act. 





Ben fil-cosl atlio L080 1 
Summarized financial data 
Accu ll 
\ unt percent ¢ 
c { 
Fede 
Fstimated Federal cost Sosa : ot $30, 700, OO 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - . 0 m 
Cash contributions . : make ; 0 
Otner costs — 3 aeaietiaie eat = Si as 0 
Total estimated project cost. - : ; 30, 700, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 J ss Lo : 21, 446. 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 : as 5, 031, 000 3 oe 
Appropriations to date = 26, 477, 000 RF 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__.-.-... ave : 223, 000 10 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 “A a 0 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam 
Type: Earth fill 
Height: 118 feet (maximum) 
Length: 1,400 feet 
Spilway: 
Type: Uneontrolled, concrete lined, in left abutment. 
Design discharge: 89,700 cubie feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Total capacity, 273,800 acre-feet. 
Conservation pool (minimum—winter), 12,700 acre-feet 
Conservation pool (maximum—summer), 32,800 acre-feet. 
Flood control Qninimum—suimmer), 241,000 acre-feet. 
Flood control (maximum—winter), 261,100 acre-feet 
Outlet works: 
Conduit: 20 foot diameter. 
Gates: 3-8 ft. x 16 ft. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960 
Pereent Cc Diet chedu 
Lands and damage 62 October 14960 
Relocations 70 Do. 
Reservoir 4 Tune 1260 
Dam 70 | September 1960. 
Recreation il facilities ( August 1960 
Roads, rural levee, buildings and grounds, and permanent operating 26 | October 1960 
equipment 
Dam closure ae E August 1959 


Entire project 69 | October 1960 


Not started 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project will serve as an essential supplement to the 14 existing reservoirs 
in the Muskingum River Basin and is a unit in the system of reservoirs for reduc- 
tion of floods on the Ohio River. The reservoir will control approximately 29 
percent of the presently uncontrolled area above the highly industrialized city 
of Zanesville, Ohio, and will greatly decrease the hazards of heavy damages from 
extreme floods that still exist in the Muskingum River Valley. The benefits to 
be obtained will accrue largely along the Muskingum River below the mouth of 
the Licking River including the towns of Zanesville, McConnelsville, and Marietta, 
Ohio. Zanesville, with a 1950 population of 40,000, has many varied industries 
and manufacturing plants including iron and steel, and products thereof, chem- 
icals, and electrical equipment. The area below Zanesville includes two large 
steam eleetrie plants (Philo, capacity 500,000 kilowatts, and Muskingum River, 
10,000 kilowatts) and expanding chemical and industrial developments. In addi- 
tion, benefits will be provided by the project to cities and towns, valuable farm- 
lands, and railroads and highwavs along the Ohio River from Marietta, Ohio, to 
Cairo, Ill. A new unit of the Carbide & Carbon Chemical Corp. is located on 
the Ohio River bank immediately below Marietta. One of the largest steam 
lectrie plants in the country is situated at Cheshire, Ohio, to provide power for 


the Atomic Energy Commission’s Portsmouth, Ohio, project, and another large 
steam-eleetric plant is located on the Ohio River at Graham Station, W. Va., 
about 50 miles below Marietta. Benefits will also accrue to the project by regu- 


lation of the conservation pool to provide increased low-water flow during dry 
periods. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,223,000 will complete all work 
on the projeet and will be applied to the following features: 


Complete acquisition of lands for the reservoir $998, 200 
Complete relocation program 1, 397, 800 
Complete construction of the dam under continuing contract 1, 406, 000 
Surface aecess road gs 42: 160 
Complete construction of reereational facilities 24, OOO 
Complete acquisition of permanent equipment and eonstruetion of 
gaging facilities and permanent buildings 104, 700 
Enginecring and design 24. 800 
Supervision and administration 200, 400 
Total : $, 223, 000 


Completion of the project at the earliest practicable date is highly desirable to 

nish additional flood protection to the highly industrialized area at Zanesville 
ind to the rapidly developing areas on the Ohio River downstream from Marietta. 
The Ohio Valley has experienced the most rapid industrial expansion in the coun- 
try in the past few years and many new developments continue to locate in the 
tlood plain. The funds requested are required for a coordinated construction 
schedule to permit project completion by October 1960, in advance of the normal 
flood season. 

Non-Federal cost.— None. 

Status of local cooperation. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$30,700,000 reflects an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($29,800,000 
submitted to Congress. The change results from a price level inerease of 
$216,000, an increase of $604,000 resulting from further studies of utility and 
road relocations, auxiliary dam construction, and final costs for railroad reloca- 
tions and $80,000 due to reanalysis of requirements for lands and damages and 
engineering and design. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 








Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 
l 2 3 (4 (6) 
Lands and damages * $5, 985, 000 2, 644, 800 $2, 315, 000 $1, 025, 200 
Relocations 13, 745, 000 9, 130, 200 2, 309, 900 2, 304, 900 
Reservoir 229, 000 229, 000 
Dam 7, 410, 000 2, 754, 700 3, 242, 300 1, 413, 000 
Roads 178, 000 65, 900 40, 000 72, 100 
Levee, rural 68, 000 68, 000 
Recreational facilities 64, 000 40, 000 24, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 47, 200 47, 200 
Permanent operating equipment 110, 000 2, 500 50, 000 57, 500 
Preauthorization studies 13, 800 13, 800 
Engineering and design ; 1, 350, 000 1, 127, 300 197, 900 24, 800 
Supervision and administration_.- 1, 500, 000 919, 600 380, 000 200, 400 
Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds only 30, 700, 000 16, 658, 800 8, 804, 100 5, 237, 100 
Undistributed cost 73, 900 — 59, 900 14, 000 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) ; 30, 700, 000 16, 732, 700 8, 744, 200 5, 223, 100 
Pending adjustments (none) 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) 30, 700, 000 16, 732, 700 8, 744, 200 5, 223, 100 
Undelivered orders 804, 100 8&3, 600 —887, 700 
Total obligations ‘ 17, 536, 800 8, 827, 800 4, 335, 400 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations 21, 446, 000 5, 031, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year __. . a 3, 909, 200 112, 400 
Total funds available for 
obligation 21, 446, 000 i Ne ho onc dunckensteuewu 
PEERTIGIS POGUMOG o.oo nnn none sn se nccennaloos sa saauneecane™ 4, 223, 000 
ALLEGHENY RIVER RESERVOIR, PA. AND N.Y. 








Mr. Cannon. Allegheny River Reservoir, $4,530,000. 
Insert pages 118 through 122. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


ALLEGHENY River RESERVOIR, PA. 


Location.—The dam is located on the Allegheny River about 8 miles above 
Warren, Pa., and about 198 miles above the mouth of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa, 
At full pool elevation, the reservoir will extend to the vicinity of Salamanca, N.Y 


RESERVOIRS 


(CONTINUING) 


(FLoop CONTROL) 


AND 


Authorization.—1936, 1938, and 1941 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Nix: 





The 


flood ( 
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Summarized financial data 


ance | 
. ag | Accumulated 
7 fe | Amount | percent of 
a | estimated 
| 























06 ‘ 
ir 1961 Federal cost 
(o) Se ES as ee aera ee sao = - eee _ — 
| 
os ited Federal cost eA Woe Shoe Ue Le (eee eins ae aie 
ted non-Federal cost ee ee Os tea areal ae 0 ie sidan 
“eae ‘ash contributions____.- PL Pars a Ss SPLEEN 0 an 
ther costs ee ee te ‘ Be ob 0 bs 
“sees Total estimated project cost. 4 a Pe aero Carte pana Py tet tes ea 119, 000, 000 cae - 
. {ppropriations to June 30, 1959 a ae ee 2 hhh ee ks col 2. 733, 000 | ‘oe 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960__~ sit qin cinta te icanceibins ceae tise | 1, 365, 000 Jann baaaes = 
\ppropriations to date ee a 1 098, O00 3 
Appropr! itions requeste d for fiseal veal 1961 alls a 4, 539, 000 7 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __- ie ea es . 110, 372, 000 4 oie 
| 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Siles Type: Combination concrete gravity, and earth embankment. 
Height: 179 feet (above streambed). 
Length: 1,915 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gated overflow section of gravity dam. 
Gates: 6 Tainter gates 39 feet high by 30 feet wide. 
---- Re Sé rvoir 
Capacity Jackwater 
Pool (acre-feet) Area (acres) | main stream 
(miles) 
Permanent ‘ . ; 24, OOO 1, 900 7 
Low water regulation: 
Summer (maximum) Be Seen 549, 000 12, O80 27 
a Winter (minimum . . ; 216, OOO 6, 610 18 
Flood control 
mer (minimum) are é ‘ 607, 000 a 
Ut iximum 940, 000 
Reservoir, full 1, 180, 000 21,175 35 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 
Completion schedule 
Lands and damages June 1965. 
Relocations Do. 
Pool preparation (reservoirs) _- November 1965. 
Dam Do 
Roads June 1965. 
Levee and floodwall___ Do. 
bove Recreation facilities November 1965. 
28; h Pa Buildings, grounds, and utilities Do. 
ry ‘ ° . 
rg vy Permanent operating equipment Do. 
a, iN. Entire project ef Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Allegheny River Reservoir project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for 
flood control and other purposes in the Ohio River Basin and is a key unit in the 
reservoir system for the protection of the Allegheny Valley, the me eo area 

f Pittsburgh, and the upper Ohio Valley. The project will provide a substantial 
degree of flood protection for these extensively de ‘veloped and heavily populated 
areas. Its value as a unit in a balanced system of flood control reservoirs is well 
established. In addition, the project will provide a source of water for the general 
Denefit of downstream areas as a result of low-flow regulation, including pollution 

Dateme nt, prevent ion of ice gorges in the winter, and prov ision of a source of 
havigation water supply during low-water periods in the summer, 


288S2-—60 61 
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The system of flood control reservoirs completed in the Allegheny- Monongahela 
fiver Basin does not provide full flood protection. There remains a relatively 
large area of the Allegheny River Basin from which uncontrolled flood runoff 
continues to converge upon the Allegheny River Valley, Pittsburgh, and the 
upper Ohio River Valley. The Allegheny River Reservoir will control approxi- 
mately 2,180 square miles of this drainage area, approximately 19 percent of the 
entire Allegheny River Basin, and is the largest reservoir in the authorized 
Allegheny-Monongahela Basin system. It will protect Warren, Pa., against the 
maximum flood of record, and in conjunction with the existing Tionesta Reservoir 
will practically eliminate Allegheny River floods at Oil City and Franklin, Pa, 
The project is designed to provide additional flood protection for other areas along 
the Allegheny River, the lower portion of which is part of the highly industrialized 
Pittsburgh area. The project will reduce a flood of the magnitude of the March 
1913 flood approximately 2.7 feet at Pittsburgh, Pa. Severe floods occurred in 
the upper Allegheny River Basin in March 1956 and January 1959 resulting in 
sul stantial damages. The savings in direct flood damages creditable to the 
Allegheny River Reservoir due to a recurrence of floods of the magnitude of the 
March 1956 and January 1959 floods are currently estimated at $6 million and 
$3,400,000, respectively, 

Fiscal year 1961. The requested amount of $4,530,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of land peer $130, 000 


Continue relocations - - - . 3, 050, 000 
Initiate supply contracts for slide gates, hoists and liners for the dam_.- 350, 000 
engineering and design__- Bi . 900, 000 
Supervision and administration ___- 100, 000 

Ne ee ars cts inlet aie er 1, 530, 00 


The work programed for the budget year provides for advancement of planning 
on relocations and the dam, and for continuation of the land acquisition and 
relocations programs in a timely manner in relation to progress on the overall 
schedule of the project. 

Non-F ederal cost-— None. 

Status cf local cooperation. None required, 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$119 million reflects an increase of $6 million over the latest estimate submitted 
to Congress of $113 million. This increase is due to price level rise. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiseal 
| year 1961 
(1) (2) | (3) (4 5) (6) 
| | 
Lands and damages. ---.--.----.- $8, 344, 000 $59, 000 | $190, 000 $580, 000 $7, 515, 000 
Relocations SR aa Ea We 66, 346, 000 |........... 550, 000 4, 100, 000 61, 696, 000 
Reservoirs_...------ wanes 4, 184, 000 


4, 184, 000 


Dam ae Ss aval Salen elie se 28, 060, 000 ees ee a eer 350, 000 27, 710, 000 
Roads : er be eee et. oa cen p me peice De smilie ne Seem 69, 000 
Levee and floodwall_..._..----.- es eR ee ees 434, 000 
Recreation facilities = . i ee ‘ 7 542, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| SF 000 bee ccs ee eee 147, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 12, 000 |-....-- Joeman o-- 192, 000 
Preauthorization studies-_....-.- 92, 000 OO Fe cacncnn 5 oe asiv Oe 

Engineering and design 3,915, 000 | 1, 166, 500 | 307, 000 900, 000 “1, 541, 500 
Supervision and administration 6, 675, 000 106, 600 | 35, 900 191, 000 6, 341, 500 


Total applied cost (Federal 
funds only) _.- are 119, 000, 000 1, 424, 100 1, 082. 900 6. 121. 000 110, 372. 000 
Undistributed costs 
Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) _..--------- 119, 000, 000 1, 424, 100 1, 082, 900 8 121.000 | “110, 372,000 
Pending adjustments.._......-- ; se 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only) iiiadh deen 119, 000, 000 1, 424, 100 1, O82, 900 6, 121, 000 110, 372, 000 
Undelivered orders pease Ler Pane a Rh 2. 000 298, 000 Sr oe 
Total obligations. .... ao 1, 426, 100 | 1, 380, 900 5, 821, 000 110, 732, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCIN 


Appropriations P . asia 2 733. 000 1, 365, 000 as St lattaed * 
Unobligated carryover from 


prior year . 1, 306, 900 1, 291, 000 


Total funds available for | | 
obligation Sa Cte Ena alent em 2, 733, 000 PTR GOS Fi het bisaccmerercracs 
ppropriations required | SA AES | Decree A ee ena Sie Lad 4, 530, 000 110. 372. 000 


Mr. Cannon. You are showing a_ substantial carryover of 
$1,291,000 into 1961. Would that be sufficient to carry you through 
until the next vear? 

General Lapstrey. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What are your actual obligations to date? 

General Lapstey. The actual obligations this fiscal year would be 
about $1.150.000 to date. sir, to January oe. 

Mr. Cannon. What physical work is in place? 

General Lapstey. We have of course done the planning and have 
entered into an agreement with the State of Pennsylvania for the relo- 
cation of a part of Pennsylvania route 59. We entered that agreement 
on the 29th of September and they awarded the contract and issued 
inotice to proceed on the 17th of Februar Vv. 

Mr. Taser. There is no local contribution at all on that reservoir, 
Why not? 

It only cost $119 million and there is no contribution. 

General Lapstey. Again, sir, I can only say that is the law. The 
low flow augmentation part of this reservoir was added in the 1941 
Flood Control Act and did not require local participation. 

Mr. Taser. I should think when these people ask you to do some- 
thing like this you would be asking for local contribution anyway. 
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BRADFORD, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. Bradford, $1,377,000. 
Insert pages 124 through 129. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LOcAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
BRADFORD, PA., 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The city of Bradford is 1n northern McKean County, Pa., at the 
junction of the East and West Branches of Tunungwant Creek, a tributary of the 
upper Allegheny River. The project is located along Tunungwant Creek and the 
lower portions of its principal tributaries, Kast Branch and West Branch, and will 
provide local protection for Bradford and vicinity. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount | rercent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost penececesoee eseceesses coececeoce o see«uece $&, 000, 000 — bobn ene 
Estimated non-lederal cost. -..-.---- wiseee : 1, 895, 000 

Cash contributions. bra aaeaaie tem . a i $4, 50 

Other costs si anbuieacapieditnd - a wie ‘ is ina | 1,859, 5% e owen 
Total estimated project cost or ‘i di cae 3 | O: Bee Ceo tut eee 
Appropriations to June 30 1959 ee > 5, 173, 006 
Apovropriations for fiscal year 1960. ...........--- ai 1, 459, 0 ae aon 
Appropriations to date icabnnamnne cueteawanisa Xi 6, 623, 009 & 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961........- sone ates = skewed 1, 377, 000 10 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1961_...-.-...-- ak bein ticeanned 0 


Physical data 
Channels: 
Improvement of 20,000 feet along Tunungwant Creek. 
Improvement of 5,800 feet along Fast Branch. 
Improvement of 8,000 feet along West Branch. 
Adjustment of mouths and lower reaches of Foster Brook, Bolivar Run, and 
Kendall Creek to improved main channel conditions aggregating about 
2,000 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 





——— — 


i a a | 100 | 
Channel: 
i oa ee Be acm cumiewaden meus ao 100 | 
RINNE Pecimaae PE tie PIO LEE OL NE PEE EERIE OE A EO | 100 
eA eS a re a Sh GR eee eeebnes cena 77 | September 1940. 
a Eee Bis ie as Le EEE EEE RAE aA : 14 | June 1961, 
NT a i coca eh ebb belnbebesetekscaGaanelses 71 Do, 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Bradford and vicinity, which has a population of more than 20,000 and within 
a radius of 10 miles a population of about 35,000, is the main business center of 
the surrounding area and has long been known for its importance in producing oil, 
cil refining, Manufacturing, trade and transportation. The oil fields after 50 
years of production still produce annually over 12 million barrels of the highest 
grade crude oil. The producers are now engaged in intensive scientific methods 
of secondary oil recovery. About 540 acres, 27.4 percent of the total area of the 
city of Bradford, is subject to flooding. The 1947 flood affected 27 industrial, 
350 commercial and 1,350 residential properties, 14 churches, and other establish- 
ments in Bradford and the valley downstream to Foster Brook. One death was 
attributed to this flood and 13 persons suffered injury or shock. The improve- 
ment will produce real and important intangible benefits by preventing loss of 
life and bodily injury to residents, eliminating serious fire hazards during floods 
when oil-covered water spreads through the town, and preventing insanitary con- 
ditions caused by polluted floodwater. Average annual benefits for the project 
are estimated at $569,000, all flood control. Completion of the project at an 
early date is needed to prevent future disruptions of the industry and commerce 
of the area and to prevent the recurrence of large flood losses, both tangible and 
intangible. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,377,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of unit 3- wis $310, 000 
Complete construction of unit 4 937, OOO 
Engineering and design ; 18, 900 
Supervision and administration ___~_ : 111, 100 


TN i a a aan istad a : ‘ eect 1, 377, 000 


The work programed for the budget year provides for completion of the project 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment es of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,895,000 broken down as 
IOlOWS:!: 


Lands and damages 


Sebel ceias _... $385,000 
Relocations: 


Highway bridges 


cri al a Bre a hs - os a wis 321, 000 
Utilities and oil lines_ a se eee = ae 755, 000 
Buildings and other structures_—--_____- » 389, 500 

Cash RN SATIN AODD oN - $4. 500 


Saar a nie a ors RES a te re, Se eens co L, S90, 000 


Local interests are required to* maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $23,800. 

In addition, loeal interests have been active in helping to solve the flood prob- 
lem and have accomplished limited improvements at a reported cost of $776,400. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Bradford District Flood Control Authority, the 
authorized representative of local interests, has furnished rights-of-entry for the 
entire project. Units 1 and 2 of the project are complete 
units 3 and 4 is underway. 
_ Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
58 million reflects a decrease of $600,000 from the latest estimate submitted 
Congress of $8,600,000. Final costs on construction of unit 2 account for a 
decrease of $60,700, reduction in contingencies on unit 3 accounts for a decreasé 
of $253,000, receipt of favorable bids for construction of unit 4 and contribution 
by local interests account for a decrease of $237,500, and reanalysis of require- 
ments for supervision and administration accounts for a decrease of $48,800. 


Total 


and construction of 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| : , : Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complet 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
year 196] 
1) | (2 (3 (4) 5 (6) 
Relocations_........-- eee $7, 000 | $7, 000 | ; eaeee . 
Channel aS, 7, 162, 300 4,060,600 | $1, 834, 700 $1, 267, 000 
FPreauthorization studies. - ._- 29, 000 29, 000 aad eau 
Engineering and design_- ca diene 278, 900 245, 000 15, 000 | 18,900 |__.... 
Supervision and administration -| 567, 300 302, 500 149, 300 115, 500 i 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- | | | 
eral contributions) -.....-.- 8, 044, 500 4, 644, 100 1, 999, 000 5 4, OP hg nea 
Undistributed costs ; 
Total project cost (Fed- | 
funds and non-Federal | 
contributions). eestor 8, 044, 500 4, 644, 100 1, 999, 000 1, 401, 400 
Pending adjustments_- | cakcesaean 
Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal con- | 
| ae | 8, 044, 500 4, 644, 100 1, 999, 000 1, 401, 400 
Federal funds 
Tot il applied cost -| 8, 000, 000 4, 644, 100 1, 954, 500 -_ fF eee s 
Undistributed costs ; eae ; 
Total project cost. ..__- el 8, 000, 000 4, 644, 100 1, 954, 500 1, 401, 400 
Pending adjustments_- ae 
— —- . ale 
| 
Total cost > atts 8, 000, 000 4, 644, 100 1, 954, 500 1, 401, 400 
Undelivered orders. -- ~--+---]------ ota 489, 500 — 469, 500 —20, 000 | ; 
Total obligations_-....--- | : 5, 133, 600 | 1, 485, 000 1, 381, 400 | 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
ee | 44, 500 Saree 44, 500 |__...- ouiaciene 
Total applied cost 44, 500 44, 500 s 
I ndistributed costs. ......--]_..__-- 
Total project cost _ - 2 44, 500 os aia 44, 500 
Pending adjustments } 
Total cost - -- ais ce 44, 500 | __ fe 44, 500 | 
Undelivered orders-. eae Naat 
Total obligations. .....-.-- ee ‘ ; 44, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( 
Federal funds: | } 
A ppropriations____....-.. iol bewcaenene’ | 5, 173, 000 | OR es og 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
prior year .--.-- pean nha Spl cies en 3 wk : 39, 400 4, 400 


Total funds available for 


obligation Sal ae _..----| 5,173,000 | 1, 489, 400 | 
Appropriations required. -_-_--| | 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions. kan wittcwesncanes 44, 500 cave eunege 
Unobligated carryover from | 

On oo ee acs pees 7 al 44, 500 


Total funds available for | | | 
obligation _ - eRe cen i see ee 44, 500 | 44, 500 
Contributions required 





Mr. Cannon. Without objection, the committee 
journed until 2 o’clock. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Botanp. Will the committee come to order? 


—. 


will stand ad} 
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ALLEGHENY RIVER RESERVOIR, PA. 





We will continue with the Ohio Basin, and I would like to have 
this question asked for the record for Mr. Taber. I will hand you 
the questions and you can supply the answers for the record. 

(The questions and answers follow:) 


It is difficult to understand why the corps insists on going ahead with the 
Allegheny River Reservoir, when I am sure they realize in their own minds that 
the alternate Conewango-Cattaraugus Creek project could provide more flood 
protection to Warren, Pittsburgh, ete.; more storage for low-flow augmentation 
for water supply and pollution abatement; all at a lower cost. It is a shame to 
waste the taxpayer’s money on a project of this sort where the local interests 
are not putting up 1 dime toward the cost of the project. 

Will you supply for the record a detailed breakdown of the land and damages 
estimate of $8,344,000 and of the relocations estimate of $66,346,000? 

And will you tell us exactly what the relocation contracts you expect to let 
with the fiscal year 1960 funds, what they will actually cover, what the relocation 
contracts will cover? 


Allegheny River Reservoir project, breakdown of lands and damages 


| } 
| | Present approved estimate 
Type of land | Acreage 5 eoaeaes 
| 
| Land Other | Total 
ae Paste iia | acceatienl 
Fee acquisition: | 
OS eee een e se SN J AIS Bi a hn 500 | SOR OR Ps at | $598, 000 
Rural 
RENIN oe aia ne ee Sea ee ada | 1, 656 602, 000 | Selecos=eet 602, 000 
Peso Oi CUO LOMO, ~ <2... wcécancuosecuscsume | 2, 550 263, 000 |_...---. : 263, 000 
Riverbed and woodlands......................-] 4, 874 | 193, 000 : 193, 000 
Crop loss cee i ORS on SAPD Fate | Ey a ad Ne PN i ee ee $60, 000 60, 000 
RUNG ona c ene gacescneenss Sse Seen De sso | aaccisintotcrade 178, 000 | 178, 000 
NE EINES wn ed ee ae Bes ee ge Peete eae 200, 000 | 200, 000 
SUI OURO Sn a cee ie a ee 3 .| 3,205, 000 3, 205, 000 
Rica eh Ns Na ir Soils Bee ng 5 od 9,580 | 1,656,000 | 3,643,000 5, 299, 000 
Easement acquisition: | | 
Re aa a le OS Be oe 716 | 125, 000 a 125, 000 
Rural | | 
a ND i a | 1, 298 | TO OO 1 cs ccceccn 184, 000 
Pesire ONG COCR WRG. on noo ccaccassnswactex yo 279 | PE Too cntmegebnn 25, 000 
Riverbed and woodlands.._...................- | 9, 614 | 354, 000 |___- ae 354, 000 
NTN a ee eeccan Ge aweeda Bete tea etre | 157, 000 157, 000 
Aa URS Sg oS ee kee Sg ee ae eee cael 399, 000 | 399, 000 
IMNrOVeMents...... oa nconcccoece oF Ae ul de ot ee eer Cee 1, 801, 000 
TMi I S81 Fs 8 od 11, 907 | 688,000 | 2,357, 000 3, 045, 000 
Grand total._....--._--- epee hY phatase WAG <5 i) 21,487 | 2,344,000 | 6,000,000 | 8,344, 000 


BREAKDOWN OF RELOCATIONS—-ALLEGHENY RIVER RESERVOIR 


The breakdown of estimated cost of $66,346,000 for relocations is as follows: 


Roads in Pennsylvania_____-___--- ght ES ay rte estar _.. $16, 325, 000 
OMin tn ew WGK. oe ae ciweanuecnennn 2% 620: 000 
NARNIA eRe eg ee ee a WS nn es PIT _ 32, 100, 000 
RORCMRNSRR Sos Se ree nang - < 1, 335, 000 
NONRNAAM ea ah t t e  e Ne aE Mod i gL 1, 966, 000 


The only relocations contract awarded or proposed with fiscal year 1960 funds 
is that which has been made with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for a 
2.91 mile section of Pennsylvania Route TR-59 in the vicinity of the damsite. 
This relocation is required to maintain traffic past the damsite after construction 
of the dam is started. 
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BROOKVILLE, PA. 


Mr. Bowanp. Brookville, the Brookville project under General 
construction, $500,000. You insert pages 131 through 135. 
(The pages referred to follow: ) 


LocAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


BROOKVILLE, Pa. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Brookville is located in Jefferson County, western Pennsylvania, at 
the junction of North Fork and Sandy Lick Creeks, which form the head of Red- 
bank Creek, a tributary of the Allegheny River. 

Authorization 1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.7 to 1}. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 





Estimated Federal cost pian es ae om wae $1, 420, 006 
Estimated non-Federal cost aw ne ee : 346, OOK 

Cash contributions. _........_- z aadeaee : 0 

Other costs * ae 4 . te 346, O00 \ 
Total estimated project cost. ae ee ; ae LTO ee hve ccs paeentaae 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959___. : 3 ae BI000 1 occ~cunce 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 7 : a 488, OOO nhion meee 
Appropriations to dat rd ‘ aoe 2 569, OOO 40) 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__..---- 500, 000 7 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 emiet 351, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Improved channels: 
Sandy Lick Creek: 
Length: 7,405 feet. 
Bottom width: 130 feet. 
North Fork Creek: 
Length: 2,117 feet. 
Bottom width: 80-90 feet. 
Redbank Creek: 
Length: 7,359 feet. 
Bottom width: 150 feet. 
Pilot Channel, Redbank Creek (below major work): 
Length: 10,141 feet. 
Bottom width: 30 feet. 
Drop structures; (number) 1 (North Fork Creek) 
Concrete training wall; (length) 123 feet (at junction). 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 


Completion schedule 
Naat i ee oe ae _. November 1961. 
Do. 


Channel 
Entire project 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Borough of Brookville is the county seat of Jefferson County, Pa., and the 
focal point of a large rural area. It had a population of 4,274, 1950 census. 
Diversified industries are located in Brookville, engaged principally in the manu- 
facture of electronic equipment, locomotives, dairy products, construction 
materials, lumber, gristmill products, furniture, metal goods, gloves, and chemical 
products. The community is well developed. Much of the existing development 
in Brookville is located along the creeks and low-lying areas, and developments 
exist which are vulnerable to floods and appreciable damages. Since 1909, 
about 47 floods above damage stage have occurred at Brookville or an average 
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of 1 flood a year. The most severe flood was that of March 1936, which reached 
an elevation of about 12 feet above the present damage stage and flooded an 
area Of 147.5 acres at and in the vicinity of Brookville. This area is currently 
well developed for residential, commercial, and industrial purposes. The channel 
improvement project will contain a recurring March 1936 flood discharge within 
banks, except for some isolated, low-lying areas, and would reduce direct flood 
damages from a repetition of that flood from an estimated $1,048,000 under 
natural conditions to an estimated $249,000 under improved conditions. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


ry 
Continue channel improvement... ..-- 2. cook sow eccecuce __.. $405, 000 
Engineering and design________________- SNE : ae 34, 800 


Supervision and administration___-___-_-~- 


sieges ea on lil ea ; : 60, 200 


RN eee ET ret I I 8 a sired cece, CR, OOO 


The work programed for the budget year provides for continuation of project 
construction toward the ultimate objective of providing urgently needed flood 
protection by November 1961. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $346,000, of which $144,000 is 
for lands and damages and $202,000 for alteration of utilities. 

Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $3,500. 

Status of local cooperation—The Brookville Borough Council on July 2, 1959, 
adopted a resolution expressing willingness to furnish formal assurance and 
evidence of the legal and financial ability of the borough to carry out its share of 
the flood-control project. On November 3, 1959, the electors of the borough 
approved a bond issue in order to finance the borough’s participation. Actions 
have been initiated by the borough for acquisition of rights-of-entry and required 
construction adjustments. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,420,000 reflects an increase of $80,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress of $1,340,000. The increase is due to price level rise 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








| Balance to 

Item | Project cost | Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 

estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 

| | year 1961 

(1) | (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 

Chi Se ae Sh a7 Oe bc | $150, 000 | $698, 400 | $288, 600 
Pr orization studies__- 2 52, 000 $52,000 |_....- An : 
Engineering and design_- ; 119, SOO 22, 400 35, 200 34, 800 27, 400 
Supervision and administration 111, 200 | 1, 000 15, 000 60, 200 | 35, 000 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only) cota 1, 420, 000 | 75, 400 200, 200 | 793, 400 | 351, 000 
Undistributed costs } ts 


Total project cost (Fed- | 


eral funds only) ..--| 1,420, 000 | 75, 400 | 200, 200 793, 400 | 351, 000 
Pending adjustments__..._._._-- Seniilaceet alee eects is mi 
Total cost (Federal funds | | 
only Savsencyaccersd, As aeo 000 75, 400 | 200, 200 | 793, 400 | 351, 000 
Undelivered orders_..........-.- oe ok oe ae 3, 400 290, 000 | — 293, 400 iS 
Total obligations. ___.__.. Be 78, 800 490, 200 500, 000 351, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Federal funds: | | | 
NOC I a | $1, 000 | SN hic atiennssimwsstibiabubabeacien 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
prior year aan ah teatime canals ea A ere a Al 2, 200 | ie cimencaben 
aiceminn < = | ssa a 
Total funds available for 
ORI soo ee cen I eat lee es 81, 000 490, 200 |... elites conidia ied as 
PDOPORTatIns TOG oon nek ccc ccwoccleccucncecnannslus aed 500, 000 351, 000 











968 


Mr. BoLtanp. This project is not yet started, and why isn’t it? 

General Lapsuey. Sir, as you know, we got construction funds for 
this in October of this last year, and on the 3d of November, the elec- 
tors passed a bond issue to provide the local cooperation. We expect 
to let the first contract in April of this year. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the status of the design memo? When will 
the first contract be awarded? You say it will be completed in No- 
vember of 1961. 

General Lapstey. The design memo is complete, and we expect to 
let the first contract in April. 


SHENANGO RIVER RESERVOIR, PA. AND OHIO 


Mr. Botanp. Shenango River Reservoir, $2,200,000, insert pages 
137 through 140. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


SHENANGO River REsERVOIR, Pa. AND OHIO 
(CONTIN UING) 


Location.— The reservoir is located in Mercer County, Pa. and Trumbull 
County, Ohio. The damsite is located on the Shenango River about 0.8 mile 
above Sharpsville, Pa., and about 33 miles above the junction of the river with 
the Mahoning River, which unite near New Castle, Pa., to form the Beaver 
River. 

Authorization.— 1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


I Se ce ema miis $29, 400, 000 
Fstimated non-Federal cost 0 


Cash contributions. _.....----.- ae aes stato ae edionts ace enc ata casio eatin eae O94 ‘ . 

I ees Sa Sea quipinitind aurea ana @ bodenamvok wenn 
ny ORE I CN soe enenb enna Sabenaratvebhatesonennecn 20, 408, B08 hoe ccccccsncdal ° 
eS ty NII POD is ccecenecepcncncscucsucsadtécwaucesn~s 424, 000 “ 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_........---..- 4 OG, G00 foscns ~~ ccweneee 
ROOTES OO -GAOR . . oon ccnencesnnssnecnconsneus sieht doalideitabiedtlatas th anaes sic 912, OU Q 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_....--.---.-_---.--.-...---- 2, 200, 000 | ll 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. ................-....-....-..-. 26), 288, 000 i 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity. 

Height: 67.7 feet (above streambed). 

Length: 720 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled weir with stilling basin. 

Effective length: 282 feet. 

Capacity (maximum pool): 64,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet. works: 

Type: Gated, 5- by 7-foot conduits through dam. 

Number of conduits: 7. 
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Reservoir capacity 


Acre-feel 

i unuaarRaD RRR NAN So i a eh SE os ew drat ain eis a 11, 500 

Low flow regulation: Maximum, summer........................... 29, 900 
Flood control: 

Ras, SUPINE? 3c wa eas Pr jatar -=--— 151,000 

RID REE ON Sofie a cine macaw eu nies ars setereg tes 180, 900 

Ne erie et CRESS ERE TS AS Be ah eh oe Lo ere 192, 400 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960).— Construction not started. 


Com pletion schedule 
IR fa ests Rate _ June 1964. 
BE lh Ne ie an Oo ck Ns age August 1964. 


Lands and damages__ 
delocations 


Pool preparation (reservoirs) _...--_--- ieee Pelee ere toe March 1964. 

Dam Get AN aa Cel ko caren oma hy au kT ag es PR November 1964, 
20 ad a aterm a as anes Nie ead od a ge Re so aaa Do. 

Recre: ie MINN ne ecm waeianecama : Do. 
Buildings, grounds and, utilities._.___________ ee ree Do. 

Permanent operating equipment____.......--..---- fl ae Do. 

BRIN IN nar a cs we rn is ens easteareael Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Shenango River Reservoir will supplement the existing Pymatuning Reser- 
voir of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, located in the headwaters of the 
Shenango River, in providing flood control, beneficially affecting the Shenango 
River valley below the dam and the Beaver and upper Ohio Rivers. Complete 
protection from floods will be provided at Sharpsville and Sharon, Pa. Full 
protection from Shenango River floods will be provided at New Castle, Pa. 
Operation of the reservoir will further reduce residual flood stages on the Beaver 
and upper Ohio Rivers. In addition, the reservoir will provide incidental and 
desirable seasonal augmentation of the low flows in the Shenango and Beaver 
Rivers for beneficial uses. These river valleys are highly developed industrially 
and densely populated. The valley bottoms have been subject to severe floods 
and consequent damages, the most recent of which occurred in January and 
February 1959, resulting in substantial damages in the Shenango and Beaver 
valleys. Another recent flood occurred in July 1958 in the Sharon reach of the 
Shenango River resulting in substantial damages which would have been elimi- 
nated had the reservoir been in operation. The Ohio River serves also as a medium 
of transportation, and all the rivers function as sources of domestic and industrial 
water supply and as media for the disposal of liquid domestic and industrial 
wastes and effluents. A population of about 500,000 in the Shenango, Beaver, 
and Ohio River valleys would be directly or indirectly affected by recurring floods 
of record and would benefit from control of floodwaters from the upper Shenango 
River Basin. The average annual be nefits, July 1959 values, that would accrue 
to the project are estimated at $1,844,000 for flood control and $86,000 for low- 
flow augmentation. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,200,000 will be applied to— 


init RN OF NONE oc iccccnccnkxndaeuwardldccswapenclon $400, 000 
Continue CRM IRN SN eee ee a Ek oe eS _. 1, 370, 000 
BERLE TIOG NADIE A YAEN ARIE ree an eccrine Dark reat wt 2g 325, 000 


pupervision and Saministration.... 2.266 wc on ne ne cnn 


scares 105, 000 


ae eare oe cera aaa Carte AEE et, 5 cite Eb at ae 200, OOO 


The work programed for the budget vear provides for advancement of planning 
on relocations and the dam, for acquisition of land at the damsite and initiation of 
land acquisition in the rese rvoir are: , and for continuation of railroad relocations 
work so that this work will advance in an orderly manner to necessary completion 
in relation to scheduled initiation of construction of the dam. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 

$29,400,000 reflects an increase of $1,400,000 over the latest estimate submitted 
to Congress of $28 million. This increase is due to price level rise. 


ORI 2 ce ec a 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








| 
Item Project cost Total to Current 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal yea 
| | 
1 (2 (3) 4) 
Lands and damages... .....-.- $4. 068.000 | SoM) S35 
Relocatior pene eee SL ee 1: Seen Coc thdneissae * 213 
Reservoir a a a a 1, 206, 000 een eR a ieee atl 
RI See nia 4,383, 000 |. - w 
a i an LAD Eo ic nee awe 
Recreation fac ties Pe 130. 900 : 
Buildings, grounds, SRR Enipiscanmuniiicenceten . 
Permanent operating equipn he . 
Preauthorization studies 5. O00 000 
Engineering and des 1, 125, 000 392, 200 
Supervision and administ 1, 860, 000 3, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal | 
SUI MUNDI sin etnihanicnn 29, 400, 000 401, 100 10 
Undistributed costs --|--------------|----------- --- 
Tot ect cc Federal } 
f Vv v7 29. 400, 000 401, 100 1 
Pending ment epee into 
i] + Fe r fur } 
a at Ee 29, 400, 000 401, 000 510 
Undelivered orders.............- lssiccisaiescccapaiek dh 18, 300 —18 
Total obligations. ....-.-.-|--------- 419, 400 492 
|== 7. * 
METHOD OF FINANCING } 
| 
| 
Appropriations. .......- a 424, 000 | 488 
; } 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
CNN ta inn ech a erenabeee tnewnecmucenan ed 4 
. ’ ; 1 ee oe 
Total funds available for 
obligation a ae ee 424, 000 | 492 


Appropriations required .........<<|-~-..<c.00050- — senecounalsebumesscs 





Mr. Botanp. Why has this project not been 

General Lapstey. We have been designing 
preconstruction planning is almost complete. 
the first contract on the 15th of April. It will 
the Erie main line which are at the damsite. 


WASHINGTON, PA. 


Mr. Botanp. The Washington, Pa., project, 
Insert pages 143 through 147. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


LOocAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD ( 
WASHINGTON, Pa. 


(NEW) 


Location.—The city of Washington and adjoining Canton Township are 
in Washington County, southwestern Pennsylvania, along Chartiers Creek, 4 


tributary of the Ohio River. 
Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 
Benefil-cost ratio. 1.2 to 1. 





| Balance to 


fis- |Budget, fiscal] complet 
10 vear 1961 ifter fiscal 
|} year 1961 
6 
OOK $400, 000 $3, 632, 8 
000 1, 370, 000 14, 628, 00 
wa tieian = 1, 296, 000 
‘ 4, 383, 000 
100, 000 
130, 900 
177, 100 
14, 000 
4 OO) 169, 900 
( Wi 1, 726, 300 
, 900 9 200. 000 26, 288, 000 
YOU 2, 200, 000 26, 288. 00 
Onn 2, 200, 000 26, 2R8. OK 
300 
600 2, 200, 000 | 6, 288, 000 
| 
000 jcinal ee 
I a ia ial aii al “= o 
600 | 


2. 200, 000 | 26, 288, 000 
| } 


started? 

this project, sir; the 
We expect to award 
be for two bridges on 


$400,000. 


‘ONTROL) 


located 
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Appro 
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632, 800 
628, 000 
296, 000 
383, 000 
100, 000 
130, 900 
177, 100 

44,000 
169, 900 
, 726, 300 


, 288, 000 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

| Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





a a $1, 540. 000 








Estimated Federal cost ees 
Est a asics 297, 000 sai totan tenisthi eae ae 
Cash contributions Alo eee ee 
A a a i ic eeniniann aivabalip ana pawans | RD aaa cena 
ie PANNE SIOIOUL C00S 5 ox scaéncdnaneackacatchensnkedccctasknaenbacoe ee boca dastdadoae 
Appropri I Or ala | INE Cede nnhid oatreacarine 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_-..-...- ss castios actor lareaseareaak i aptiosieie ea inate ase | a hy eS 
ON OE INS 5b nda dan chau kdbcsnowlacsusavahdaweseessanael 139, 000 9 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 .............--....-..-..---- | 400, 000 | 35 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1001... . ...ccennccccccccccanccccccs | RN 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Improved channels: 
Chartiers Creek: 
Length: 8,748 feet. 
Bottom width: 
Main improvement: 46-56 feet. 
Transitions: 25-56 feet. 
Tributaries: 
Length: 685 feet. 
Bottom width: 20 feet. 
Concrete retaining wall (length): 160 feet. 
Deflection dike (length): 835 feet. 
New railroad bridges (number): 2. 
New highway bridge (number): 1. 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 
Completion schedule 
AAR an tn a Re he _. October 1961. 
ARNT ee oA el Scryer i TE _ November 1962. 
OSES ES ie oe BE Es Re eC ee ea TE er EER Ee September 1962, 
Entire BN a ch Oe ae ee ae ee ah aes sei erin _... November 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


A major flood problem exists at Washington and adjacent Canton Township. 
The city of Washington is the county seat of Washington County, Pa., and is an 
important industrial and commercial center. That part of Canton Township 
adjacent to Washineton, in Chartiers Creek Valley, is an industrial area. Wash- 
ington and Canton Township had populations of 26,280 and 7,165, respectively, 
1950 census. The communities are well developed. The principal industries of 
the area are manufacturing and coal mining. The maximum known flood occurred 
on September 2, 1912, and reached a height of 7 feet above flood stage at the 
Wylie Avenue Bridge, which is centrally located with respect to the reach of 
improvement. The next greatest flood of record occurred on July 28, 19438, reach- 
ing a heicht of 6.4 feet above flood stage. Numerous lesser floods have occurred. 
The flood area contains industrial plants, railroads, commercial buildings, and 
residences, and is largely an area of potential industrial expansion. The direct 
flood damages from a recurrence of the September 1912 flood are estimated at 
$891,000, under existing conditions of development and current price levels 
The authorized project would provide complete protection from damages as 
sustained by the flood of record. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to— 
Initiate construction of railroad bridges - 
Initiate channel improvement 
Supervision and administration. _- 


Spa ee ei $250, 000 
ek. Sata latesgy | © LaeR Ren 
se comes te 7 ee ene 35, 000 


Total__. a Snes, Ph Is Si ct Sree ie a nal = = 400, OOO 


The work programed for the budget year provides for initiation of project 


construction toward the ultimate objective of providing urgently needed flood 
protection by November 1962. 
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Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $297,000, of which $100,000 
is for lands and damages and $197,000 for reconstruction of a highway bridge 
and utility alterations. 

Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $2,900. 

In addition, local interests have expended an estimated $61,000 for limited 
channel improvements which contribute toward project purposes. 

Status of local cooperation.—The county commissioners of Washington County, 
Pa., the responsible local cooperation agency, furnished formal assurances of local 
cooperation on August 12, 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,540,000 is an increase of $80,000 over ‘the latest estimate, $1,460,000, submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due to price level rise. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


7 ba 
| Balance to 








Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate Tune 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 196! 
(1) (2 | (3) (4 (5) (6) 
Relocations -- An ee $250, 000 $311, 000 
Channel__......--- NNN oe x 115,000 | 520, 000 
Ra oe ca oceae BE OOe Ncwnwe ee eer ee ee ee } 21, 800 
Preauthorization studies_._._.--| 36, 800 | Sen e00 t..55... baa ae eee ch as ls scenes 
Engineering and design- 115, 000 23, 100 | $44, 300 | 25,000 29. G00 
Supervision and administr ation 170, 400 800 4,000 | 40,000 | 125, 600 
Total applied cost (Fed- } | | 
eral funds only) ----.---- | 1, 540, 000 60, 700 | 48, 300 | 430, 000 | 1, 001, 000 
Undistributed costs. _..-..------ Oe I } By oe ee ed 
een nee 
fund s only) peanbamntan 1, 540,000 | 60, 700 48, 300 430, 000 1, 001, 000 
Pending ad ‘justments pwede cot mateaieis Mutnaneacss'e bc aweweweawaas BS sata a a ste 
Total cost (Federal funds | | | 
eS 1, 540, 000 60, 700 | 48, 300 430, 000 1, 001, 000 
Undelivered orders... __- Ss 2, 300 a NN fused dis abate ae erent atne eae 
ILE SOND so aac ate coc ncothues 63, 000 #5, 000 430, 000 1, 001, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations. ht a 63, 000 76,000 j_. er 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
RI NE So aes taints dunia a ecibti sacar bien . ‘ 30,000 |_. 
Total funds available for 
obligation * 63, 000 i eo ti ae ae 
oe ee adc un esene tiekie maenanroe 400, 090 1, 001, 000 
Mr. Bouanp. This is a new start with a low benefit-cost ratio, 


describe it, 
this time. 

General Lapstey. This project, sir, is a channel rectification to 
protect the town of Washington, Pa. They have had damaging floods 
in a number of years, in August of 1946—well, they have had floods 
in 1959, 1958, 1957, 1956, almost every year some damage. Total 
benefits are $84,800, all flood control. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the river with which we are concerned here? 

General Lapstey. It is on Chartiers Creek, sir, it is a tributary of 
the Ohio. 

Mr. Boutanp. What is the status of the design memo and when will 
the first contract be let on this project? 


and tell us why it is important to start this project 
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General Lapstey. The design memo is complete. The plans and 
specifications for bridges and channel and levee are about 90 percent 
complete. We expect to let the first contract in April, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Doctor, do you have any questions on this? 

Mr. Fenton. No. 


JOHN W. FLANNAGAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA. 


Mr. Botanp. John W. Flannagan Dam and Reservoir in Virginia, 
$3,100,000. Insert pages 149 through 153. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


RESERVOIRS, FLOOD CONTROL 
JOHN W. FLANNAGAN RESERVOIR, VA. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On Pound River in Dickensen County, Va., about 1.8 miles above 
its confluence with Russell Fork, a tributary of Levisa Fork of Big Sandy River. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| | Federal cost 


Retimoted (ntoenl OMe: . ~.ccncccancuceuscwénc a ali Nae $19, 200, 000 aa 
Estimated non-Federal cost. _.............-....-. apt Eee cleat : Ones ne 
I Co ace Sane ume awaneusamns | Dire eden de 
eee ees re en a eat | ee Bias 5 
I II CIPUNNE UN ok iar ca ho edemeccecncacnancunss ee 19, 200, 009 Z 
Aporooriniions £0 30me O0, 1900s. 6 36a csc cc ne cnn ct occ es eos ssceeu- : Soi 332, 000 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 1, 400, 000 |... .0- snc nneeees 
Appropriations to date___......-..------ ‘ 1, 732, 000 9 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961................-.------.---- 3, 100, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 4, 368, 000 


400, 000 | 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Rockfill. 
Height: 251 feet. 
Length: 910 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled saddle. 
Design discharge: 241,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Conservation pool: 12,000 acre-feet. 
Flood control: 94,800 acre-feet. 
Total capacity: 106,800 acre-feet. 
Outlet works: 
Tunnel, concrete lined (horseshoe type): 16 foot diameter. 
Gates: 2, 4 feet by 8 feet 6 inches. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| Completion schedule 


Lands and damages. - Satie Ons ae caus cn neal kee sone June 1963. 
Relocatiors ae ae ie li os Not started September 1962 
Resery oir ; ee ee ie poe S a do February 1963 
Dan a a ea ‘ a en teas : _ September 1963. 
Recreational facilities ; batadiptedlets jb ee ..| June 1963 
Roads, buildings and grounds, and permanent operat- |__...do = ..| September 1963 


ing equipnient j | 
Entire project _..-| Construction not Do. 
started. 


Justification: The project will function as a unit of a proposed three reservoir 


system in the Big Sandy Basin. The system will provide nearly complete pro- 
tection from all floods of record along the reach from the confluence of Russel 
and Levisa Forks to approximately 20 miles below the city of Pikeville. The 


affected areas are transshipping points and supply, administrative, and residen- 
tial centers for a large surrounding area that is a major coal production center 
and a minor center for oil and gas production. The greater flo ds also result in 
extended interruptions of arterial traffic between the Midwest and Southeast on 
U.S. Highway 23, and of railroad freight transfers between these regions by 
flooding of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railway. The proposed reservoir system to- 
gether with the local protection project completed in August 1959 at Prestons- 
burg, Ky., under Publie Law 685, 84th Congress, 2d session, will protect the main 
business district from floods equivalent to the maximum of record. This pro- 
posed system acting with the completed Dewey Reservoir will result in sub- 
stantial flood reductions at Paintsville and the lower reach of Levisa Fork and 
materially reduce headwater flooding along the Big Sandy River. On the Big 
Sandy existing industries are such as the Ashland Oil & Refining Co. plant 
(periodically expanded since World War II) and an extraction plant of the Union 
Carbide & Carbon Corp. The United Fuel Cas Co. plans for the construction of 
an $8 million extraction plant in this area, and Montecantini (an Italian general 
chemical manufacturer) is now initiating construction of a $10 million chemical 
plant on the Big Sandy. The Ohio River Chemical Co. is also constructing a 
$10 million plant near Leach, Ky., on the Big Sandy River. Both States border- 
ing the Big Sandy, Ky., and W. Va., are presently engaged in construction 
pointed toward trunk highways running the entire length of the Big Sandy. 
The general development trends for the area indicate that during the economic 
life of the proposed projects, the areas bordering the entire length of the Big 
Sandy will become a highly developed industrial and urban reach. The general 
trend of post World War IT development of the a River Valley indicates that 
the 30-mile reach from the mouth of the Big Sandy River (near the center of the 
Huntington-Ashland metropolitan area; 1950 population of 245,795) to Ports- 
mouth, Ohio (1950 population 36,798) will soon become a continuous chain of 
industrial and urban development. Growth at a more moderate rate has oe- 
curred and is expected to continue in the 100-mile reach from Portsmouth to 
Cincinnati, Ohio. The proposed reservoir system, acting as units of the Ohi 
River comprehensive system will effect significant reduction of all Ohio River 
floods in the 30-mile reach. The storage provided by the system will be effective 
to a lesser extent in reducing flood stages in other downstream are 
Ohio River. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested $3,100,000 will be applied to: 


as along the 


Continue acquisition of lands $175, 000 


Initiate relocation program . ; 160, 000 
Complete construction of tunnel and initiate construction of intake 

structure and dam under continuing contracts 1, 920, 00 
Complete construction of access road, except surfacing, under con- 

Game oontrant.._._.........-... ...... .. 6 j 350, 000 
Engineering and design__- 3 Sareea saw ; 175. 000 
Supervision and administration : 320, O0U 

Total le ee : 3. 100, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 
Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$19,200,000 reflects an increase of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($17,700,000) 


submitted to Congress. The change results from price level increases ($1,138,000) 
and detailed studies for access road construction ($362,000). 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| | Balance to 


| 
Item | Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal | complete 
| estimate /| June 30, 1959| cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 
| | 
(1) (2 (3) (4) (6) 
Lands and damages. -.-.....-.--- $2, 325, 000 |.......-..--- $75, 000 | $200, 000 | $2, 050, 000 
Senet A ed ate | ME Bese eae welewe Sn meutdgs. 160, OOO | 55, OO 
NN Sn Se con Comainnmmeapne BRIO Noo cen cashcngas saan E 118, 000 
DON Ss eg oes oa noe | Oe Se vc runacwcdnacn 550, 000 2, 070, 000 10, 830, 000 
RON ARI fo ee FU Ne Svc scieucs 250, 000 | 350, 000 | 100, 000 
Recreation facilities.............- | eS ees eee si ae ei 109, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| BW OOP Nec dcucacsauwns | savtehew iin ec ah maou ex 102, 000 
Permanent operating equipment_| 69, 600 |... ee she padaat : 69, 600 
Preauthorization studies_..__.- : 31, 400 | $31, 400 am NE an res, bp Oe c 
Engineering and design_..-_..__-} 940, 000 | 204, 300 302, 200 175, 000 | 168, 500 
Supervision and administration -| 1, 140, 000 | 6, 100 48, 000 320, 000 | 765, 900 
fotal applied costs (Fed- | | | 


eral funds only) _____--- 19, 200, 000 331, 800 | 1, 225, 200 | 3. 275. 000 | 14 


i , 368, 000 
Undistributed costs (none) - -_-- ae ae ee | | 


Total project costs (Fed- = | 
eral funds only) —._....- | 19, 200, 000 331, 800 


1, 225, 200 3, 275, 000 14, 368, 000 
Pending adjustments (mone)_.- -|_.__-- LS oe 


Total costs (Federal funds 


| 
! 
only iaceng cisions 19, 200, 000 | 331, 800 | 1, 225, 200 3, 275, 000 | 14, 368, 000 
Undelivered orders........-.....]---.-..------- 200 | 24, 800 25, 000 |___- : 
Total obligations. -.......- SS cicada 332, 000 | 1, 250, 000 | 3, 250, 000 14, 368. 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | 
ENNIO, on nnccanas weenicabadorouceeeel 332, 000 | 1, 400, 000 re a Stn 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
OE Pe is tecttndwdadeound sisal $iisc as les arsaatb eral aca ip iaanskaaasbaacbithanaca | 0 150, 000 . so ne 
Total funds available for | | 
IN oo i cee Si aes ane 332, 000 | 1, 400, 000 |___- i a : 
ADDPODTIATIONS TORIC: . on ooo) oe ceccdcnnccesfuescuen Reales a heuaiw eae 3, 100, 000 14, 368, 000 


Mr. Botanp. Why hasn’t this project been started, and when will 
the first contract be let? 

General Lapstey. The first contract was awarded on the 25th of 
January, sir, for the tunnel—the diversion tunnel. The contract was 
for less than our estimated cost of $1,320,000. 


EAST RAINELLE, W. VA. 


Mr. Botanp. The East Rainelle project in West Virginia, $404,000, 
and this will complete the project, the $404,000? 

General Lapsiry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. When will you start construction on the project? 

General Lapstey. We expect we will be delaved until about June 
to start this one, sir. One contract, of course, will be for this whole 
project. The question is of getting the local cooperation. That is 
about done now. 

Mr. Botanp. Reporter, will vou insert pages 153 through 158 on 
the East Rainelle project? 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


62S8SS2—60 62 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS, FLOOD CONTROL 
East RAINELLE, W. Va. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Greenbrier County, W. Va., on Boggs and Sewell Creeks and 
Meadow River 56.3 miles above its confluence with Gauley River at Carnifax 
Ferry, W. Va. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Fstimated Federal cost $950, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost __.._.-..-.-------..-------------- Sets 102, 000 
Cash contributions __ FEE ERE ; aie ‘ : 0 
Other costs sa lee oe c : 102, 000 


Total estimated project cost ee RS Se Ces es 1, 052, 000 





Appropriations to June 30, 1959____._____- ae eee : ; 58, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal vear 1960___- ea 488, 000 
Appropriations to date . an : ‘ ‘ 546, 000 Ag 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__.___- soaks weak 404, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1961 ne ere ea ae None qi 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels 
Meadow River: lect 
Length __ Sein 13, 025 
Bottom width_-_-_-_-__- 125 
Sewell Creek: 
SER ho nh ed a s nk 5, 450 
Bottom width eet. =k mae : be ae _ 38 and 30 
Boggs Creek: 
Length__- ee ea : : ‘ : 3, 325 


Bottom width ee _.. 24 and 20 


Status (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 

Completion schedule.—Entire project, December 1960. 

Justification.—This project will provide almost complete protection for the 
town of East Rainelle from floods equal to the maximum of record and eliminate all 
damages resulting from lesser floods. Damaging floods occur on an average of 
once each year; the maximum of record occurred in March 1934; and the highest 
in recent years, since modern development of the community, occurred in January 
1946 and December 1948. Damages from a flood equal to that of 1934, under 
present state of development, would be about $340,000. Improvements subject 
to flooding by the recurrence of a flood of the 1934 magnitude include residential, 
commercial, municipal, and utility properties in East Rainelle having an esti- 
mated value of approximately $12 million, and upstream improvements along 
Meadow River having an estimated value of $1,150,000. Several miles of U.S. 
Highway No. 60 would also be flooded, with consequent interruption of traffic. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $404,000 will complete all work on 
the project and will be applied as follows: 


Continue and complete channel improvement_ . $373, 500 
Engineering and design ; a 5, 500 
Supervision and administration __ 25, 000 


Total___ _ 404, 000 


Funds should be provided to complete the project in the winter of 1960 in order 
to eliminate the flood hazards in the vicinity at the earliest practicable time. 
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Non-Federal cost—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $102,000 broken down as follows: 








Bante: 6nts-Ol- WAY ACOUIRIION... «coon i cen ween san wcacck $74, 000 

Relocations: 
Ran TURNER oO a And Sa See we anu emwee ee 9, 000 
TAME CEI OUNG ss: onset eee i oh auc ban eblece ese 19, 000 
QUAN csi Sas woh eaten cae beeen etic ac eepeUS aneea al 102, 000 


Local interests are also required to maintain the project after completion. It 
is estimated that average annual expenditure for maintenance will be $3,200. 

Status of local cooperation.—The town of East Rainelle has furnished a resolu- 
tion accepting the responsibility of all requirements of local cooperation, including 
adoption of zoning ordinances to restrict future building on presently unimproved 
properties to a minimum elevation. The Greenbrier County court has likewise 
indicated intentions to act relative to zoning areas immediately adjacent to the 
corporation limits. The State road commission has agreed to assume the 
responsibility of bridge treatment, which is a requirement of local interests. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$950,000 reflects an increase of $110,000 over the latest estimate ($840,000) 
submitted to Congress. The change results from price leve] increase ($50,500), 
and further studies for alinement of the channel ($59,500). 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 














! 
| 3 Balance to 
Item Project cost Totalto | Current, fis- | Budget, fiscal | complete 
| estimate | June 30, 1959} cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
| 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) | (5) | (6) 
Nee oar ed ee - 
hannels gai $823, 500 |_.-.- ates es $250, 000 ee | ee 
Preauthorization studies___--.--- 27, 900 27, 900 a ecanea em apearinle Staninit seid stergeescpews ‘ 
Engineering and design.......--- 50, 000 4, 500 | 40, 000 ND ie ena ces aaa 
supervision and administration... 48, 600 100 | 23, 500 | 25, 000 > 
i aeatean nemeniecneacel . eaieiaiet cine om 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only) -_.------ 950, 000 32, 500 313, 500 | Oe 
“‘ndistributed costs . eee ee : 
Tr . 7 eee | + a , = | ia ae = o 
fotal project cost (Fed- | 





eral funds only) ; 950, 000 | 32, 500 | 313, 500 604, 000 am 
nding adjustments_- |---- ae ; See 
Total costs (Federal funds | 
een nic at ounane ae 950, 000 | 32, 500 | 313, 500 | 604, 000 0 
Undelivered orders. ........--<..].... sy wbtieesoen 200, 000 =I ONE a= 2d cnnseenuce 
I cieakeceairteraeteeaael a ions cecal picebiehan 
Tota] obligations_.....__-- Rak 32, 500 513, 500 404, 000 | 0 
| Se ees of = 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriation Se ee 58, 000 | IE Cnutia stata auch Bech dco 
nobligated carryover from | | 
OFIOE YOST. oc. 5250s. Bah S canine aida ahead 25, 500 2 
Total funds available for | | 
obligation _ _....-- is akaaeeeeenaae <apadrmed — 513, 500 ‘ ‘i a 
Appropriation required_.__...-- eee . scribes Sati 404, 000 0 





PRINCETON, W. VA. 


Mr. Boutanp. Princeton, W. Va., local protection project for 
$598,000 to complete. Insert pages 160 through 164, and why has 
not this project been started? 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS, FLOOD CONTROL 


PRINCETON, W. Va. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Mercer County, W. Va., on Brush Creek about 13 miles upstream 
from its confluence with Bluestone River, a tributary of New River. 

Authorization. —1958 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio. 1.8 to l. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost eal sian snare pie ace iseaenell a RAI ctl ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ _- ‘ soda Ni ia _ PR Lndcunieewckentie 
Cash contributions _- ; pace 2 =e 36, 000 
Other costs : a eR 340, 000 
Total estimated project cost ih tcl dale an tana i . . . | 1, 536, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 : 74, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1960 ieee me 488, 000 |. wae 
Appropriations to date ee eS oe a iabiiiacatieguaatels 562, 000 48 
Appropriation requested for fiscal vear 1961 es aches RL AS 598, 000 1X 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961___.......-...----2-2-- ete aaies None 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel improvement: Widening, deepening, and providing cutoffs in Brush 
Creek and Christian Fork; and channel clearing in Glady Fork and the upper 
end of Brush Creek: Length, 21,900 feet. 

Relocations: 

Construction of one railroad bridge. 
I°xtension of one railroad bridge and 1,550 feet of spur line. 
Construction of two new highway bridges. 

Status (January 1, 1960).—Entire project—construction not started. 

Completion schedule.—April 1961. 

Justification.—The project will provide flood protection to the city of Princeton 
having a population of 8,300 (1950 census). Floods of a destructive nature oceur 
in any month and as often as three times a year. Upon completion of the project, 
protection will be provided for several wholesale food and building and supply 
establishments, 20 small manufacturing plants and the main shops of the Virginian 
Railway, new merged with the Norfolk & Western Railway. The commercial 
and industrial establishments and about 100 residential properties receive about 
three-fourths of the estimated total average annual loss of $97,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $598,000 will complete all work on 
the project and will be applied as follows: 


Complete relocation work 
Complete channel improvement 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


5 : cia oaereh eee eek 8 St lect $96, 000 
a reese es eS _... 478, 000 
a a pias ae 4, 400 
19, 600 


Total soi A Ba ms fe 7 598, 000 


Continuation of construction in an orderly manner to lead to completion at the 
earliest practicable date is very desirable in order to furnish protection from the 
frequently recurring floods experienced in the city. 

Non-Federal cost: The investment required of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated at $376,000 broken down as follows: 


Cash contri>ution toward construction : ee __ $36, 000 

Lands; rights-of-way acquisition__- ; _. 21,000 
Relocations: 

{ailroads ; 75, 300 

Highway bridges and approaches 125, 200 

Sewers and utilities : a , 118, 500 

I a Ne Se ae i Bra 376, 000 
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Local interests are also required to maintain the project after completion. It is 
estimated that average annual expenditure for maintenance will be $5,800. 

Status of local cooperation.—Written assurances in the form of a resolution have 
been furnished by the city of Princeton and verbal assurances by the Mercer 
County court have been received to the effect that ell items of local cooperation, 
as required by law, will be complied with. In this connection, the city has 
received written assurances from the Virginian Railway Co. that all non-Federal 

iilroad relocations will be performed by that company and officials of the West 
Virginia State Road Commission have agreed to construct the two highway 
bridges in behalf of the city. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,160,000 reflects an increase of $75,000 over the latest estimate ($1,085,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The change results from price level increases and more 
de tailed studies, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


a? { aie amare _— —- ie 


Balance to 








Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
l | (2) | (3 (4) (5) (6) 
| | 
alent sss 8 oo te SOUR ONG! ess ses $110, 000 S1BR OOO 2. 
Sn | BEE his incattininic: mite tadhanen | 216, 000 | a 
Preauthorization studies ina cere 33, 900 $33, 900 site sudaa alice aod 
Engineering and design. .| 57, 900 | 20, 500 | 33, 000 4,400 2 
Supervision and adminis stration. 46, 200 | 400 16, 200 FO Wiciesacuwecee 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds and non- | | 
Federal contributions) -. 1, 196, 000 54, 800 | 


375, 200 | A I htpsedic caren sien ce 
DOGMEEIOUIEG DORE. . ccuccncescos}acdcus . = pa 


Total project cost (Fed- | 
eral funds and non- | 
Federal contributions) -- 1, 196, 000 | 54, 800 375, 200 766, 000 


Pending adjustments... --- 





Total cost (Federal funds | ] 
ind non-Federal contri- | | 
butions) Sa ee ee 1, 196, 000 | 54, 800 375, 200 TOR OOO 0 se a8 os 
livered orders......-...-_- Sat ere al 18, 800 121, 200 —140, 000 a 
rotal obligations. ........./_....- ‘ 73, 600 496, 400 OR DUG as nha 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
“=r ‘s | 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations ee 9 a a re at 74, 000 UO So coe ee 
Unobligated carryover from 
RPI RIE oe eh Sn nS ae 400 10, 000 


Total funds available for 
obligations aa eel a ee a dacaerietey aster iatacierae 488, 400 
Appropriation require d 
Non-Federal contributions: 
C PI iis one Be oa aa lan ona eimai La eeeaee 
n »b a ited ec: urryover from 
rior year 


fotal funds available for 
obligation- iol 
Contributions re “quire d 


Rae | 18, 000 “18, 000 
| | | 


General Lapstey. Again, sir, it was the time it took to get the 
local cooperation satisfied after the receipt of funds in October. An 
award of contract will be made in March. 


SUMMERSVILLE RESERVOIR, W. VA. 
Mr. Botanp. The Summersville Reservoir, $4,400,000. Insert 


pages 166 through 170. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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ReEsERvoIRS, FLoop ConTROL 
SUMMERSVILLE RESERVOIR, W. Va. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—In Nicholas County, W. Va., on Gauley River, a tributary of 
Kanawha River, 131.5 miles above the mouth of Kanawha River. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


ee 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 
| 


aT RUINS ROI cn ec warcneen inate Ome 000 O00. ; ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - -- rica hieiaae aaneneataties sess aieeivaharniapan monet dacaete | FB ccdinaesalepedeon 

Cash contributions. ................. SRR EA Te | OD heiensacaceeae 

Other costs_._...-- ie ae ars salen endo eeraueacote ee tad Biase 
Total estimated project cost. ..........-.---- ateece avon pitccnntse malta mine ee ED Bone ecaceneeee 
Appropriation to June 30, 1959_............-.....---...-- Manin beatae’ EE Ncnwnsenecdpanee 
Anoroprauons for Recel yoar 1000... .. 2.5. scene cnc cnceeennsences | 1, 950, 000 |............... 
a eas Se eae Ren nakinmse 2, 635, 000 | 5 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961..................-....----- 4, 400, 000 | 14 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. ...............-....--.-----.-- 43, 765, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rockfill. 
Height: 357 feet (maximum). 
Length: 2,150 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled saddle west of right abutment. 


Design discharge: 412,000 cubic feet per second. Acre-feet 
Reservoir capacity, total storage. ._...........-.---.-- eee 
Conservation (minimum winter) -__...........-.--.----- eee 
Conservation (maximum summer)-_____-_----_------- eee 
Flood control (minimum summer) _-____-_____-_---_- Limite _ 227, 400 
Flood contro! (maximum winter) -..._._------_----- ae : 390, 800 


Outlet works: 
Tunnel: Steel and concrete lined, 29-foot diameter. 
Control: Three 108-inch and one 30-inch discharge regulating valves. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent | Completion schedule 


I NO rE ph He ati 3 | March 1964. 

i 8 Sauer ainda aeiadeanbennd ( June 1964, 

IPN a a i (@) May 1964. 

i oa ae de TN a oo (1) November 1964, 

I se ee hee (‘) Do. 

Roads, buildings, grounds and utilities, and permanent operating | (4) Do. 
equipment. | 

UN i i i a ce cee aREoeadaeseebeane (‘) Do. 





1 Not started. 


Justification.—This project is a unit in the comprehensive flood-control plan for 
the Ohio River Basin. It will relieve flood hazards along Gauley River below the 
dam and will comprise one of the essential supplements to completed Bluestone 
Reservoir, on New River, and Sutton Reservoir now completed for beneficial use 
on the Elk River, in providing flood protection for the narrow and densely occu- 
pied Kanawha Valley with its extensive industrial developments located largely 
on the flood plain. From the mouth of the river to a point below Nitro, W. Va., 
a distance of more than 50 miles, the valley is interspersed with varied manu- 
facturing and industrial plants, including the large developments on the flood 
plain at and below Charleston, among which are a naval ordnance plant and the 
great basic alcohol, ammonia, and chlorine products plants which help to make 
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the Kanawha Valley a chemical production center of worldwide importance. 
The industrial developments are highly important to the economy of the region 
and the Nation in peacetime, and highly essential to the defense of the Nation 
during war periods. Extreme floods of record have inundated virtually the en- 
tire valley floor of the Kanawha River and the occurrence of a great flood of 
magnitude equal to that of 1861, under the present congested condition of the 
valley, would result in industrial disaster and tragedy for thousands of persons. 
In addition, the project will reduce flood flows in the Ohio and Mississippi River 
Valleys, and, as a result of seasonal use of a part of its capacity, will increase low 
flows in the Kanawha River, thus aiding in alleviating a serious pollution prob- 
lem in the industrial areas around and below Charleston. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $4,400,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands for reservoir ...--. $800, 000 
Initiate relocation NN ot nina bip Ssitale hee neeiwawiets a 75, 000 
Continue construction of tunnel, intake and outlet works, and access 

road under the continuing contract_____________- Seccks uosamcu oe 
Engineering and design ea oo ae ire me 350, 000 
Supervision and administration.._...........2...2.......-.-.-.... 525, 000 


RIN cr cece a ere renee a Sa a oD ehh og i 4, 400, 000 


Continuation of construction of the Summersville project at an economical 
and feasible construction rate is highly desirable to complete the three reservoir 
system (which includes Bluestone and Sutton) at the earliest practicable date, 
thus providing protection for the industrial complex in the Kanawha River Valley. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$50,800,000 reflects an increase of $4 million over the latest estimate ($46,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. Increases include $2,760,000 due to price levels and 
$1,240,000 due to more detailed engineering studies and estimates for outlet 
works and access road. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | Balance to 
Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 











Item Project cost 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
1) (2) (3) 4) | 5) (6) 
| = | 
Lands and damages_..-....---.- | $2, 740, 000 $9, 000 $200, 000 | $800, 000 $1, 731, 000 
URN as tgs heels ie in vacances | tes Wott nite ce se nkelasewannecns 75, 000 | 6, 220, 000 
Reservoir___. See Ape nis tee | BION fon oicates tok veins : sa 870, 000 
I oa asta acta lee  e | Re Vem nseveccencen 550, 000 3, 100, 000 | 31, 865, 000 
Roads = ae OR | ee 300, 000 | 150, 000 | 100, 000 
Recreation facilities...__- 106, 000 }|_---- eee eae 7 Ee oad 3 106, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. RR Tce a weeicet Se Do Nae Beton 132, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 258, 000 |_..--- Soe ae ara ae | ; 258, 000 
Preauthorization studies____--- 14, 000 14,000 |_--- a Je ah a 
Eng soot and design___. . 1, 660, 000 517, 600 314, 000 350, 000 478, 400 
Supervision and ¢ administration. ‘ 2, 660, 000 30, 400 100, 000 | 525, 000 2, 004, 600 
Total applied costs (Fed- 
eral funds only) -.------| 50,800,000 | 571, 000 1, 464, 000 5, 000, 000 43, 765, 000 
Undistributed costs. _....._-_-_- ae 
Total project costs (Fed- | | 
eral funds only). _. | 50, 800, 000 571, 000 1, 464, 000 5, 000, 000 43, 765, 000 
Pending adjustments... .....--- yelan |---- - - 
rotal costs (Federal funds | 
only) TN a aie a la 50, 800, 000 571, 000 1, 464, 000 5, 000, 000 43, 765, 000 
Undelivered orders.........-....|--------------| 107, 700 | 412, 300 —520, 000 | / 
Total obligations_ _.-.-- peice bosibbanr sect 678, 700 | 1, 876, 300 4, 480, 000 43, 765, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| | | 
Appropriations__....-------- lcnyddaslsiuadas 685,000 | 1, 950, 000 
Unobligated carryover from prior 
year Scsaiatieamasettak Wesel teihis aera wi Lepadesmnsie dss Netecnielnianiataiiaiaiaiia | 6, 300 | 80, 000 in 
Total funds available for | 
obligation ee taya sui ceN baboon sasas 685,000 | 1, 956, 300 |... Joho eres 
Appropriations required SR as or ee ot cata J-------- sete, 4, 400, 000 | 43, 765, 000 
| | | 
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Mr. Botanp. When will you start this project? 

General Laprstey. The first contract award for the tunnel, intake 
and outlet structures and access road was awarded on February 3, 
this month, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. There has been some question sioout flooding out 
coal deposits on this project. What is the story about that? 

General Lapstey. I don’t believe we have any real significant 
problem in that area. Do you know about that, Mr. Bruce? 

Mr. Bruce. There was some coal toward the upper end of the 
reservoir and the railroad had proposed to come into that area, but 
they have not, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. So actually it does not affect any coal deposits at all? 

General Lapstey. No developed coal. 

Mr. Boranp. It would appear this division is seriously bogged 
down with new starts of last year which are not yet underway. What 
assurances are there that you can actually get the new starts in this 
budget underway during 1961? 

General Lapsiey. I think, sir, that in answering your questions, 
when you asked why we haven’t started, we found in many cases we 
had started in this last month or two. We did have a number of new 
starts last year and, as you recall, the money wasn’t appropriated or 
didn’t get to us until October, so it delayed us on the schedule on 
which we thought we were working. 

Mr. Boranp. So you are not bogged down with new starts now, 
you can handle it all right? 

General Lapstrey. No, sir, we are not bogged down. 


WILLIAMSON, W. VA. 


Mr. Bouanp. Williamson, W. Va., $300,000. Insert pages 172 
through 175. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
WituraMson, W. Va. 
(NEW) 


Location.— Williamson, W. Va., is located in Mingo County on the right bank 
of Tug Fork about 57 miles above the junction of the Tug and Levisa Forks, 
which form the Big Sandy River at Louisa, Ky. 

Authorization —1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


a IS on EAN ———_—__— 


| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 


— 





I ele ee eenne C728; 000 bk cniccesecnncaee 
I ee eiainneaecue | 5, O00 TC. ocucavcsccute 
NEL LLCS A NESE IL ALPE rea O hou casseaskant 
eS RI SB a Sia ea a Ree ee 45, 000 eae 
a ae ca camsiauwbbeeabenewal Pees ft. cca antee 
Vee NE OS = eee | 140008 I. cceccunsoceeee 
eee SOS OE Eee 0,000 Ln nconcuoncume 
i a Tina asiplicgihoian eureka, 73, 000 | 10 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961..............-.-.-.-.-.-.-... 300, 000 52 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961--~...............-..-....----..- $50; 000 Nocnceccacancos 


1 Preauthorization studies cost only. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 3 feet. 
Length: 2,670 feet. 
Pumping plants: Three pumping plants with attendant interceptor sewer. 
Gate openings: One, sand bag type, 40 feet wide. 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 
Completion schedule.—Entire project, December 1961. 
Justification.—The project will provide protection for almost the entire city of 
Williamson from floods equal to the maximum of record (January 1957). The 
flood of January 1957 affected 128 commercial buildings, 95 residences, 2 churches, 
5 Government buildings, and 3 hotels. Based on a flood damage survey made 
following the 1957 flood, the total damages resulting therefrom were estimated 
at $1,250,000. Annual flood damages within the corporate limits of the city are 
estimated to be in excess of $50,000 at current price levels. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 








Initiate construction of the project under continuing contract_______- $270, 000 
Eg Dae ones Bs Ls ee a Reem ee ene noite Se pen me yeaa apn ane eee 7, 500 
SinervisiOn- ond adinmisiraion.—_.. o-oo os oki cncccmicnen 22, 500 

SN a a ed a te 300, 000 


Early construction of the project is essential to provide protection to the com- 
munity and relieve the inhabitants from the existing flood hazard. 

Non-F ederal cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated at $45,000 broken down as follows: 


Lands, Tignte-Ol-way, and Severance... - ee eee ees esewee $33, 600 
USNS RRR a Si ee ee ine Rd a ace 11, 400 
ASSES UNE, ES ee es aes Le nS es Oe ee oe re 45, 000 


Local interests are required to operate and maintain the project after com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation of the project will be $3,000. 

Status of local cooperation—The mayor, members of the council, and other 
influential citizens strongly favor construction of the project and have indicated 
orally that the city will provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary 
for construction, and will operate and maintain the project after completion. 
Formal assurances will be requested when planning is sufficiently advanced. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate, 
$723,000, is an increase of $58,000 over the latest estimate ($665,000) submitted 
to Congress. The increase is due ta price-level rise of $38,000 and supervision 
and administration increase of $20,000 due to a reanalysis of requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 196! after fiscal 

year 1961 

] (2) (3 4 f 

Floodwalls._.- : = oe $221, 000 rs : I a an ae $221, 000 
Pumping plants . Se 362, 000 ; a $270, 000 92, 000 
Preauthorization studies_..._____] 4,000 | $4, 000 ee eee : st ; - 
Engineering and design 86, 000 |. $57, 500 16, 500 | 12, 000 
Supervision and administr: ition. 50, 000 2, 500 22, 500 25, 000 


Total applied costs (Fed- | 
eral funds only) _.---.-.- 723, 000 4, 000 60, 000 309, 000 350, 000 
Undistributed costs_.......-- 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) -- cutee 723, 000 4,000 6 
Pending adjustments 


000 309, 000 | 350, 000 


Total costs (Federal funds 
only) : = | 723, 000 4, 000 60, 000 309, 000 350, 000 
Undelivered orders___.-.....-- 
Total obligations. ___- 2 4, 000 60, 000 309, 000 350, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropri ition ga a oe 4, 000 69, OUU 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year __- eee Ra = 0 9, 000 


Total funds available for 





SRS a ae ms ihe ae 69, 000 
Appropriation required.......___|_- ae ee as eae 300, 000 350, 00 
Mr. Botanp. Will you describe this new start and why it is im- 


portant to start this low benefit-to-cost ratio project in 1961? 

General Lapsiey. This is a project for protection of Williamson, 
W. Va., sir, on the Tug Fork, which is in the Big Sandy Basin. It 
will protect almost the entire portion of the city of W illiamson, W. 
Va., subject to flooding, embracing about 128 businesses and 95 resi- 
dences, 2 churches, 5 government buildings, and 3 hotels. It will 
give a substantial amount of protection for various floods. The flood 
of January 1957 did $1,170,000 worth of damage. This project will 
give $36,100 average annual benefits. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. How firm are the estimates on the Williamson 
project? 

General Lapstey. So far as I know, sir, they are as firm as they 
can be made. It is a relatively cee type of project with a low 
wall running along a city street, and I believe the estimate is 
reasonably firm, sir. 


Mr. Bo.tanp. What is the non-Federal cost of $45,000? What is | 


that for? What do they contribute that $45,000 to? 

General Lapstey. The lands and rights-of-way, sir, and severance 
for $33,600. Relocations of some small structures along the right- 
of-way, $11,400. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the population of Williamson? 

General Lapsuey. I’m sorry, sir, I don’t have that with me. 
May I supply that for the record? 

Mr. Fenton. All right. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 

The 1950 population of Williamson, W. Va., was 8,624 
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BARKLEY DAM, KY. 
Mr. Botanp. Barkley Dam, $17,100,000. Insert pages 1 


through 182. 
The pages referred to follow:) 


~J 
“I 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
BARKLEY Dam, CUMBERLAND RIVER, TENN. AND Ky. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—On the Cumberland River, 30.6 miles above the mouth, in Lyon 
and Livingston Counties, Ky., near Grand Rivers, Ky., and approximately 160 
river-miles below Nashville, Tenn. 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Beneflt-cost ratio. 2 to: 1. 


Summarized financial data 








| Accumulated 
Percent of 
| 





Amount estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) (ultimate installation) - .__- SIR OO 000 Fe onic cawcese 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -_..........-.--- iaiateen te | SOON oso caces eau 
SORTS TER NRE CUD aig ois Sein on do dod ann mak eownocwa nbd dswesss Osc ee a ase 
Neen es 8 ns ae eemanamnene 
IT ge a Ba ae oe es a ee to ce sn eee 
Total estimated project cost_.........-....-.---- SS eeeiecatstio ee eeees TOD 200 O60 so 25552. 
RETIREE CU BOs DUR os scinnd kien cb decasn becca nnswbdecéusemaha | ee 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960_...........------ dined ube aitwaeiuamuns WO; Cl a cnwnicmnncucen 
SU I so eicame 32, 700, 000 | 18 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1961_.................-.---2---2---- 17, 100, 000 | 27 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1061. .............-....-......------| 182,200,000 |................ 


kak nsncanaidnetyassunls meas 132, 200, 000 | 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity and rolled earthfill. 
Height: Maximum, 155 feet. 
Length: 9,392 feet (does not include width of lock or powerplant). 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir. 
Capacity: Maximum pool, 620,000 c.f.s. 
Gates: 12 55 by 50 Tainter. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control (elevation 375-359) ____- 
Power (elevation 359-354) - _- 


Acre-feet 


‘esters 1 1, 273, 000 
SO oe 1 282, 000 


Minimum pool (below RTE a8 occas 693, 000 
Sn ee Sin 2 he 28 ore ak ene kes aac ecawdawss _ 2,248, 000 


! Normal operation during nonflood season; flood control allowance to be increased to 1,555,000 acre-feet 
elevation 375-354) during season of major floodfiows. 
Power installation: 
Ultimate: 4 units at 32,500 kilowatts; 130,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 4 units at 32,500 kilowatts; 130,000 kilowatts. 
Head: 44 feet. 
Lock 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Chamber size (clear dimensions): 110 by 800 feet. 
Lift (normal): 57 feet. 
Lift (maximum): 73 feet. 
Canal: 
Length: 1.5 miles. 
Width (bottom): 600 feet. 
Depth (minimum pool): 16 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) Percent 
Entire project sie eas _ = aia ei 
Land acquisition ; ae ert a ageGine ns wes i 
Dam (left bank section only) Sea — 
Lock (common excavation and coffer-dam construction) ee a 
Lock: Construction ; , re 39 
Powerplant turbines aes ; 3 : Bree tai ; l 


Completion schedule 





Entire project Sa ere oe ea NS, eho ors . April 1966. 
Land acquisition__- Saad cei ar a ic _. July 1965. 
{elocations aks , _ July 1964. 
Reservoir clearing a Br Fore ie | __... October 1964. 
Dam closure : P u _ August 1964 
Lock (temporary operation) _ September 1961. 
Lock (permanent operation) _- 2% ; ; : September 1964 
Fish and wildlife facilities ; : _ July 1964. 
Canal__-_ ; _ September 1964. 
Power on line: 

Ist unit, 32,500 kilowatts__. ; : -e : November 1964 

2nd unit, 32,500 kilowatts__ . March 1965. 

3rd unit, 32,500 kilowatts___- _ July 1965. 

4th unit, 32.500 kilowatts____ _ November 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Completion of this project will provide for the comprehensive utilization of th 
water resources of the Cumberland River below Cheatham lock and dam, includ- 
ing navigation, flood control, and hydroelectric power production. The naviga- 
tion component of this project is of major importance since existing locks on the 
Cumberland River below Cheatham lock and dam are obsolete and do not provide 
for present needs. Some of the five crib-type dams to be replaced are over 40 
years old and work on the new project should progress as rapidly as possible before 
serious trouble develops. Indicative of the demand for use of the Cumberland 

tiver for navigation purposes is the continuing increase in traffic volume exper- 
enced during recent years in spite of the inadequate existing facilities. Tonnage 
moved on this river at the present time, together with indicated additional 
traffic expected to develop, stamps the waterway as one having considerable 
potential toward becoming one of the more important arteries of the inland 
waterway system. Substantial flood control benefits to the Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers will be realized by construction of the project. Hydroelectric power from 
the proposed installation of 130,000 kilowatts capacity will be integrated into the 
regional requirements of regions 19 and 20 of the Federal Power Commission. 
The power demands of the TVA system, into which the Barkley power may be 
fed, are rapidly expanding. The addition of the project to the power system of the 
Cumberland—which includes the completed Dale Hollow, Wolf Creek, Center 
Hill, and Old Hickory projects and Cheatham project now virtu: -~ completed— 
will enhance the dependability of the system’s power output. Moreover, the 
value of the increased flows from the upstream completed projects would be wasted 
without the main river power dams. In addition, provision is made in this 
project for a canal connecting with Kentucky Reservoir on the Tennessee River 
in the interest of interchange of navigation traffic and to permit utilization of the 
flow of both rivers to the best advantage. The canal will increase the annual 
electrical energy _— of the Barkley project 120 million kilowatt-hours. River 
traffic between the Cumberland River and points on the inland waterway system 
downstream from the Tennessee River will save approximately 20 miles by going 
through the Kentucky pool. Also, the canal will provide an alternative route to 
the Ohio and would avert a complete stoppage of river traffic which would other 
wise occur in case of unavoidable closure of the Barkley or Kentucky locks. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $17,100,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area__- : _ $4, 170, 000 
Continue relocations in the reservoir area : aie : 3, 850, 900 
Complete construction of earth dam, left bank _ - ie kegs 84, 000 
Continue construction of lock 492, 000 
Initiate replacement of fish and wildlife fac ilities (ae quire portion of 

replacement lands) ___- ; 1 
Continue fabrication of powerplant equipment  +,676.000 
Engineering and design 850, 000 
Supervision and administration _ : : : : 983, 100 


—_— 


, 000, 000 


Tops... inne ms Sore si ieccestap cele seca 17, 100, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are required for orderly construction 
progress to permit meeting the scheduled dates for beneficial use, 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required, 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates ——No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress ($182 million). Internal revisions in the estimate refiect 
further detailed planning, decreases resulting from contract awards on the lock 


and powerplant equipment and offsetting price level increases on uncommitted 
work. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 














| | 
| | Balance to 
Feature Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiseal complete 
| estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 alter fiscal 
| | | year 1961 
| | | | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) | (6) 
eee re te = eeeokane 
Lands and damages___.....-..-.| $28,996,000 | $5, 000, 000 $4, 170, 000 $14, 545, 000 
Relocations. ......-------- Ls OR ORE O00! To cocza ence 500,000 | 4, 250, 900 23, 307, 100 
a aaa 6, 336, 000 | _- 2 : pee eee oe | 6, 336, 000 
ic ee vansascarwece| Sennen 250, 200 | 9, 800 | 84, 000 2. 000, 000 
mee Rip eee 8 rc | 24,112,000 | 5,588,900} 9,523,100} _—«, 100, 000 3. 900, 000 
Fish and wildlife facilities. ____- 2.052.000: 1 ...<5- fs 1, 000, 000 1, 952, 000 
Powerplant. ‘swam cele | 39, 153, 000 67, 100 302, 900 | 1, 670, 000 | 37, 113, 000 
Roads eis CERES a) aiaea 7 43, 000 
: oa i eee a ane |----.-- sinew weap amiss e es aa 
Recreation facilities _— RA Revie wacermem tae wis ieatacemaieiel = 6 43, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| Oe ree Pee ete aces 93, 000 
Permanent operating equipment-| BRT; GE facowenns ai rela iceheattiveninigan loos ‘ 117, 000 
Preauthorization studies. .------| 44, 000 | 44,000 |_.___- Se eet : sn 
E ngineering and design - 5, 760, 000 | 2, 300, 400 995, 000 | 850, 000 | 1, 614, 600 
Supervision and administration - | 855, 300 930, 900 | 983, 100 7, 965, 700 
Total applied cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds)----.-| 182,000,000 | 14,386,900 | 17,261,700 | 18,108,000 | 132, 243, 400 
Undistributed costs..........---|--------------| 61, 400 | —10, 000 | —8, 000 —43, 400 
Total project cost (Corps | | | 
thai oe LT ess } 182,000, 000 14, 448, 300 4 17, 251, 700 18, 100,000 | 132, 200, 000 
ending adjustments. -__ Sein a eaeantecast ol edna | ‘. 
ecg tecten bite sseacgcmmn soaks ee saci 
Total cost (Corps of En- 
gineers funds).__..---.--| 182,000, 000 14, 448, 300 17, 251, 700 18, 100, 000 132, 200, 000 
Undelivered-orders.._____- ee ence esl 1, 578, 100 — 578,100 | —1, 000, 000 
Total obligations_ -____~- Sc ie | 16,026, 400 16, 673,600 | 17, 100, 000 132, 200, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations ike inte eee 16, 090, 000 | 16, 610, 000 | _- ‘ a 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year __- ; : aes Se Raa te Ss 63, 600 | _- : — 
Total funds available for 
MOEN ls eae cee Bcateceni . 16, 673, 600 


Appropriations required____.____|___________--- ; 17, 100, 000 132, 200, 000 


Mr. Botanp. No questions. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Onto River Basin 


Operation and maintenance, $15,561,000. Insert pages 183 through 
188. No questions on it. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


1. Navigation 

a. Channels and harbcrs.—None. 

b. Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $12,459,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, essential dredg- 
ing, snagging, and repair and rehabilitation of locks and dams on 9 projects. The 
amount requested recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary 
maintenance of project facilities: labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for 
the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic and onetime requirements are 
indicated under Remarks. 

Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 





Fiseal 
Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 | (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) icecincemnain * 1 time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odie 
ILLINOIS 
Ohio River locks and dams. }|$7, 635, 729|$7, 283, 560) $6, 416, 000/ $330, 000) $981, 000|$7, 727, 000! Repairs to 
wickets, lock 
| gates, beartrap 


| | | dams, and 
| | | | other facilities; 
| | | | facility re 

| | | | placements 
Ohio River open channel 732, 531 694, 850 I ee 801,000) Dredging ana 


work, | | | | snagging. 
| j | | 
| { | } 
KENTUCKY | | } 
| 
Cumberland River....--- 456, 911 469, 860} 468,000) 24,000) 8,000! 500,000) Dredging and 
| | project facility 
| | | | repairs, 
Green and Barren Rivers 225, 691 202,770} 218,000) 10, 000}._-_-- 228, 000 Do 
Kentucky River idk 430, 525 396, 680 300, 000}__._.___| 88, 000 388, 000} Dredging and 
} } | | | repairs to lock 
| | | | gates. 
PENNSYLVANIA | 
} | 
Allegheny River-_-.-....... _.| 408,207) 419,210} 333,000) 122, 000} 120, 000 575, 000} Repairs to 
| | | | | valves, sills, 
| | | lock gates, and 


| | |} Other facilities. 
saiial 1, 532, 548) 1,306,410) 1, 127, 000) 162,000) 175,000) 1, 464,000; Dredging and 
| | | | | repairs to lock 
| gates, sills, 
| | | | valves, and 
| other facilities, 


Monongahela River. 


WEST VIRGINIA | | | | | 


| | | } | 
Kanawha River__.......... 559,974] 400,720 390, 000) 120, 000) 210, 000 720, 000} Repairs to crest 
| | | gates, lock 
| | | | gates, and 
| other facilities 
| and removal 
| | | | Of snags. 
Tygart River Dam..._____- 59, 546 54, 920 49,000} 7, 000)_.....-- | 56,000) Repair project 
| facilities. 
Other projects maintained | 361,878) 104, 300)____- ee tas on peas 
periodically. | | 
Total locks, dams, |12, 403, 360)11, 333, 280 : sol ...--|12, 459, 000 


and canals. 


Total navigation ____|12, 403, 360) 11, 333, 280 oe ee so _.....|12, 459, 000 
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? Flood control 


a. Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $1,160,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 34 flood control reservoirs in the basin including 1 project to be placed 
in operation during the budget year, provides the minimum amount necessary 
for annual operational requirements and essential maintenance work. The 
amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the operation and ordi- 
nary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required 
for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic requirements are indi- 
eated under remarks. 

Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


| Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main. | 
Project syear 1959} (esti | tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) j.. " _| 1-time fiscal 
| | repairs | year 1961 | 
| Annual | Peri- | | 
| | odie 
] 
INDIANA | 
| | | } 
Cagles Mill Reservoir---.--- | $42,075 | $37,380 I si hi ae $39, 000 
Mansfield Reservoir__..----|-.-. ees | “eee “Sa Oegd sn 38, 000 | 
KENTUCKY | 
Buckhorn Reservoir_.-.--.-|--.------- | 29,640 | 41,000 |....-...|_..-__-- 41, 000 
Dewey Reservoir aaa 37, 907 60, Oh SO ie eas arian cies 41,000 | 
Rough River Reservoir - - - | 8, 282 | Se A: SIO arena acnannws 36, 000 | 
OHIO | | } 
| | | | | 
Berlin Reservoir. .-...---.-- 45, 270 | 42, 080 43,000 | $4,000 |....._- 47,000 | Repair project 
; | | | facilities. 
Delaware Reservoir ----- . 32, 519 35, 680 a i Dk 40,000 
Dillon Reservoir. ..------ iol ceekoma sal somemnaaes $e BO oceise noclodsacous 41,000 | 
Mosquito Creek Reservoir.| 32,973 | 36, 930 TE Naccnalinaoceea) ~ COS 
Muskingum River Reser- | | 
voir (14 reservoirs) ----| 298,296 289, 300 277,000 | 5,000 |.......-. | 282,000 Do. 
Tom Jenkins Reservoir ; eee), GR SOG 4 BOO Fn ccecchwwccccs 25, 000 | 
West Fork of Mill Creek | | 
in 33,880 | 41,560 40,000. | ..c.<0< a SiS 40, 000 
PENNSYLVANIA | 
, | | 
Conemaugh River Reser- | | 
ee te ee tea e 52,281 | 39,330 meee tot 43, 000 
Crooked Creek Reservoir. 43,644 | 35,440 |. 38,000 DOO ace ccnns 39, 000 | Periodic opera- 
| | | tional require- 
} | | ments. 
East Branch Clarion River | | 
ne as 37, 553 IE Tc 39, 000 
Loyalhanna Reservoir BR 34, 842 36, 340 NE cca cctewclecs 38, 000 
Mahoning Creek Reservoir-| 34,741 | 33, 470 MOR Needs cos lawen cman 36, 000 
Tionesta Reservoir_.------- | 64,358 | 44,170! 47,000 | 2,000 |_-_.--- 49,000 | Repair project 
ss : / | facilities. 
Youghiogheny River Res- 76, 933 61, 270 ee Ts 55, 000 
ervoir. | 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Bluestone Reservoir__-..--- 62, 474 76, 050 69,000 | 4,000 |_..._- 73,000 | Repair concrete 
d at sluiceway. 
BuO ROSATVON: onenccesel ciscnnccce 19, 500 84,000 |_..... sulaidh an bie 84, 000 
Tel, SORE TRE...) COR OTE 15, BOO GIO bi vcnccliccaccdclesncesax 1, 160, 000 


b. Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget esti- 
mate of $102,000 provides for the minimum annual and periodic maintenance 
requirements of 6 local flood protection projects and the inspection of 68 completed 
works within the basin during the budget year. Periodic requirements are indi- 
cated under remarks. 
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38. Multiple-purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $1,840,000 for the operation and maintenance of 5 
multiple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually 


tional requirements. 


is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities 


supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning 


projects. 


Periodic and 1-time requirements are indicated under remarks 


Obligations 
| . , 
| Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
| we aaa ‘ = : 
iscal | 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- } | 
Project | year 1959 (esti- | tenance | Total, Remarks 
| | mated) ai 1-time fiscal 
| | | | repairs | year 1961 
| Annual Peri- 
| | j 
| odic 
| j 
KENTUCKY | | | 
Middlesboro.-..-.--- | $5, 428 | $5, 220 $5, 000 |$10, 000 $15, 000 | Channel clear- 
| | | | ing and re- 
| | | seed levee. 
OHIO | | | 
| | | 
j j | 
Massillon. - 6, 699 4, 390 | 5, 000 | 5, 000 
Newark. .--| 51,069 5, 850 6, 000 6, 000 
PENNSYLVANIA | 
| } | 
Johnstown. 73, 277 45, 280 | 4,000 | 18, 000 |} 22,000 | Channel clear- 
| ing and peri- 
| odic painting, 
Punxsutawney-- 11, 880 11, 780 3, 000 | 14, 000 17,000 | Channel! clear- 
ing and re- 
| pair bank 
| } erosion 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Elkins. .- | 1, 143 6, 880 3, 000 3 000 
Inspection of completed | 28, 998 33, 750 34, 000 34, 000 
works. 
Total flood control 178, 494 113, 150 102, 000 
channel work, in- | | 
spections, and mis- | 
cellaneous mainte- | | 
nance. 
Total, flood control. -__|1, 138, 565 |1, 143, 490 1, 262, 000 


: Labor, 
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Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiscal | | 
Fiseal | year 1960| Recurring main- 
Project year 1959| = (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
| mated) . is l-time | fiscal | 


| 
repairs | year 1961 


Annual Peri- 
odie | | 


KENTUCKY 


Wolf Creek Dam (Lake $345, 468) $351,580! $350, 000) $13, 000) $16,000) $379,000) Repair project 
Cumberland). facilities and 


| replace equips 
| | ment, 
TENNESSEE | 
Center Hill Reservoir. ____- 269, 897 284, 600 300, 000 : ie 300, 000 
Cheatham Dam_--. a 295,747) 373.810 359, 000! 36, 000 395, 000) Dredging and 


| | repair project 
| | facilities. 
Dale Hollow Reservoir--_-- 279, 024 291,160, 280,000! 26, 000 : 306, 000} Repair project 


facilities and 
replace equipe 
ment. 

$34, 000, 26, 000 460, 000} Repair project 
facilities. 


Old Hickory Dam-_.-...- 379, 539 386, 350 


fotal, multiple-pur- | 1, 587, 675! 1, 687, 500 1, 840, 000 
pose projects. | 
Grand total, Ohio '15, 129, 600/14, 164, 270 


15, 561, 000 
Basin, 


| 








Mr. Fenron. Just one question. 
Mr. Botanp. Dr. Fenton. 


MAINTENANCE COST PER TON-MILE 


Mr. Fenron. It is noted operation and maintenance for the Ohio 
locks and dams amount to around $7 million annually. If sufficient 
tolls were charged to cover this expense, what would the average cost 
be per ton-mile? 

General LApstey. I don’t have that figure, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Can you furnish it? 

General Lapstey. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows: ) 


The average cost of operation and maintenance of the existing Ohio River 
locks and dams is slightly under one-half mill per ton-mile. 


Mr. Botanp. That completes the Ohio Basin. 
TENNESSEE BASIN 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Mr. Botanp. On the Tennessee Basin we will insert page 6. No 


questions, 


(The matter referred to follows: ) 


¥28S2-—_60——_G 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiscau Year 1961 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—None. 

(h) Locks, dams, and canals.—-The budget estimate of $980,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, structure re- 
pairs, and other maintenance. The amount requested recurring annually is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of the project facilities; labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
project. Periodic and one time requirements are indicated under remarks below, 


Ob/ ga 110n8 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 


Fiscal 
Fiseal year 1960; Recurring main- | 
Project year 1959 esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) if | 1-time fiscal 
| repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri 
odic 
TENNESSEE 
Tennessee River. -_...------ $1, 008, 288] $885,170! $828, 000! $54,000] $98,000! $980,000) Project facilities 
| repairs and re 
| } placements, 
Total navigation.-.... | 1,008, 288} 885, 170'....- sido diliasechoghe oulistoseakniot 980, 000} 





2. Flood control 

















None. 
8. Multiple-purpose projects including power 
None. 
| | . ‘ 
| | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
| Fiscal weita an 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- | tenance | Total, Remarks 
mated) |_ ens ee fiscal 
| | repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
| odie 
— EEE —E — | a a ae 
| | 
Grand total, Tennes- |$1, 008, ee Se ee oad $980, 000 
see Basin. | 
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WEDNESDAY, Frepruary 24, 1960. 
NEW ENGLAND BASIN 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. ALDEN K. SIBLEY, DIVISION ENGINEER, NEW ENG- 
LAND DIVISION 

JOHN W. LESLIE, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, NEW ENGLAND 
DIVISION 

E. L. HILL, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, NEW ENG- 
LAND DIVISION 

BRIG. GEN. T. H. LIPSCOMB, DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH ATLAN- 
TIC DIVISION 

J. R. JOHNSTON, ASSISTANT CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, 
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION 

B. H. DODGE, CHIEF, PLANNING AND REPORTS BRANCH, NORTH 
ATLANTIC DIVISION 

A. W. LOHMANN, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, NORTH 
ATLANTIC DIVISION 

L. TOBIAS, CONSTRUCTION-OPERATIONS DIVISION, NORTH ATLAN- 
TIC DIVISION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Rasaut. We will take up the New England Basin here on 
page 3, general investigations, $256,100. Insert pages 3 and 4. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 
1. Surveys 

a. Navigation studies—The amount of $51,200 is requested for prosecution of 
nine studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of seven 
reports and progress on two others. ‘Tentative allocations by studies follow: 











| 
Total Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 











Study | estimated prior to allocation, complete after 
Federal fiscal year | fiscal year | fiscal year 
cost 1961 1961 1961 
So ee ee oe eae ees eS: 
Connex ti cut: | 
Ce ticut River, Essex, Conn_..-.-...-- $7, 500 | $4, 900 | $2, 600 | 0 
cininaak River, Groton, Conn........--- | 10, 000 | 4,900 | 5, 100 | 0 
Mait ne: 
Kenne bank River, Maine ae 10, 000 8, 800 1, 200 0 
Searsport Harbor-Macks Point, Maine._--- | 10, 000 | 8, 800 | 1, 200 | 0 
Massachus ette: | 
ill River Harbor, Mass., and R.I.....--- 20, 000 | 0 10, 000 $10, 000 
_ Town and Fore Rivers. Mass..--.--.------| 16, 500 8, 800 7, 700 | 0 
New Hampshire: Portsmouth Harbor, N.H-.. 20, 000 8, 800 11, 200 | 0 
New York: | 
Greta Lakes-Hudson River Waterway im- | 
mRNA ne 25, 000 5, 300 | 8, 000 11, 700 
Li ee re Ws oS anne 13, 000 | §, 200) 4. 200 0 
| 
RD ne fan SS al 132.000 | 59, 100 51, 200 21, 700 
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(hb) Flood control studies.—The amount of $204,900 is requested for prosecution 
of five studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
our reports and progress on one other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Total | Allocation Tentative |Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation, |complete after 
Federal | fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1961 | 1961 1961 
Connecticut | 
Connecticut River, Conn., Mass., Vt., and 
NH . Me $550, 000 $449, 400 $100, 600 
Housatonic River, Mass. and Conn | 250, 000 | 203, 000 | 47, 000 | ( 
Massachusetts: Merrimack River, Mass. and | 
N.H . i 150, 000 111, 200 | 38, 800 | 
New York j | } 
Esopus Creek, N.Y : 30, 000 2,000 | 10, 000 $8. OK 
Westchester County streams, New York-_-- 50, 000 41,500 | 8, 500 | { 
1 eS Le SES ae a eee 1, 030, 000 817, 100 204, 900 | 8, 00 
meen GN es si aeeth L ; 1, 162, 000 876, 200 256, 100 | 29, 700 


| | | 

Mr. Rasavr. General, your program is a whole rash of low-cost 
navigation studies which look like token expenditures on unlikely 
projects. Are there sound reasons for any of these / 

General Ststey. Yes, Mr. Chairman, these are all justifiable studies. 
We have seven navigation studies for the New England division in 
the current budget, totaling $39,000. We hope to complete six out of 
the seven with the funds appropr iated, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Raravr. Is there actually any urgency about any of these 
studies / 

General Sistey. Yes, sir; they should be made at this time. 

Mr. Rasaur. How long has each of these navigation surveys been 
on the shelf, so to speak ? In other words, when was each of them 
authorized? Do you have that? Suppose you supply it for the 
record ¢ 

General Sister. May I supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Ranavr. Yes. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Authorized navigation studies in New England Division 


Study Date of authorization 
Annisquam River. Mass_- a org : Da ale Apr. 22, 1947 
Apponaug Cove, R.I__--- ; ; June 27, 195 
Bass Harbor, Maine 7 : Mav 17, 195 
Boothbay Harbor, Maine i é __.. Feb. 21, 195 
Bristol] Harbor, R.1I : : July 29, 195% 
Cape Cod Canal, Mass - ; : Feb. 17, 194 
Cape Neddick River, York, Maine June 27,195 
Carvers Harbor, Maine Jan. 18, 194 
Chelsea River, Mass Feb. 1, 194 
Cohasset Harbor, Mass July 31, 1957 
Connecticut River, Essex, Conn Feb. 18, 195 
Connecticut River, Wethersfield Cove, Conn June 20, 195! 
Connecticut River to Holyoke, Mass Jan. 3, 194 
Corea Harbor, Maine June 11, 1982 
Cotuit Harbor, Mass Jan, 28, 194 
Cove Harbor, Conn Mar. 4, 195) 
Cuttyvhunk Harbor, Mass July 24, 194 
Damarisecotta River, Maine July 29, 194 
Dorchester B-Neponsett River, Mass Oct. 15, 195: 
Dutch Island Harbor, R.1 July 24, 194 


Kastport Harbor, Maine : Dec. 6, 199 
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ecution Authorized navigation studies in New England} Division—Continued 

ion of Study Date of authorization 
a Essex River, Mass Ee Oe eh en Ane exis ag See ys ar ... July 16, 1958 
— Pall iver Tee por, naaes. Mme MW oe ee antauna Oy ony 10Ge 
itional to Rive Mile iver. Conn... ....«.~<..~ <. ak Sina vac wowace mca OO 
plete after Cingnester TOPO: WHRBS. 8. eo ee ee _..... Mar. 30, 1955 
“re Hampton iver and Parbor, N.B. ._. 2... <c<2- incense .. July 19, 1956 
NNO LOMIC PIVOT. SOME . occa cme se cs ee Mtn snsuamce te te ene 
Inland Waterway, Mass_______- ee LG hasta, ... Mar. 2, 1953 
[pnwieh: Riven Mags. <. ....s.adckcwsnka phere a ane te Aug. 14, 1959 
( Intracoastal Waterway, R.I___.____- esha aes ta : _. Apr. 13, 1950 
0 Kennebunk River, Maine________________- eee thant uaduly? S,4967 
5 Tite SEACOOP: INcbt kc oes ce Na haa eh , June 2, 1949 

Maroiehead 4earoor, Nass... = ee Beet sth es ; Do. 
$8, 000 Merrimack River, Mass. and N.H____-___-_-_-- Jckeentoslwoe SUC tes 
le Merrimack River, Salisbury, Mass__-_---_- toh ss Sra dn n't gs ga 
8, 000 Re PE ATDOl WONG oe. earineicawaienecieueuws awe July 30, 1964 
a 28 Mill Cove, Portland, Maine____- EP hens aaa June 2, 1955 
ae Monhegan Harbor, Maine__...._._--- Pe hrs i ins ate Apr. 28, 1958 
MiyeG TUVer CONT: oe cece ceca om ses, __ Nov. 10, 1956 
Nantucket: Tarbor., Wes... oa ccc daucencs Bs a eta ‘ _. June 2, 1949 
yW-COSt New Harbor, Maine Pa east acta ss June 3, 1959 
nlikely Narragaugas River, Maine__.- Serer ata ee as _. June 27, 1956 
New Haven Harbor, Conn__- ie Al a rs lag Ae Dec. 14, 1950 
; Pr Newburyport Harbor, Mass__..............-- : Aug. 11, 1949 
studies Newport Harbor, R.I_____-- ee is ee ioe entree or . _. July 24, 1946 
sion I Norwalk Harbor, Conn Seeks id 2. pees A a: Apr. 10, 1959 
out of PeWeU SONG: BE cue tc cece emcee nan ; ; .. Apr. 5, 1949 
FenOpscoOs mver. Misine._.. .~.. ok te tee ce sa a Ma Jan. 30, 1956 
. - ponnerel: «ove. NRing..-. . 6 ks ce oe See NN oa, _ Mar. 19, 1954 
f these Pine COrenard Siarner, COMM! so 26 cccckas cn uwen : hn Mails July 24, 1946 
PiImtnoutn Tareor, NAS6-—.... .a ne ccwuecn : i Apr. 20, 1948 
Poquonock River, Groton, Conn ates eeccudaeks July 3, 1958 


VS been Point Judith, R.I 


J Ec, cat ag _ June 1, 1949 
Portland Harbor, Maine 


, hee pee cee gunk saskiieataaze _ Aug. 20, 1957 
rf them Portsmouth Harbor, N.H____________- wake g Nov. 18, 1958 
tor the Providenee River and Harbor, R.I______- ’ _ Jan. 6, 1950 


Rock Harbor, Mass__ 


ere 5 Se teonde, Ag, 14, 9a8 
Rockport Harbor, Mass 


ean ee __ July 16, 1958 


Round Pond Harbor, Maine_________- Seg t hE Sauces acremwu IMB Ad, Asoo 
Rye Harbor, N.H eet ae I oni Se ces _. July 19, 1956 
Sachems Head Harbor, Conn___—_- bg ees Re we cas sa SR 


Sandy Bay, Cape Ann, Mass 


: ao---o.. May 30,1954 
Searsport Harbor-Macks Point, Maine _ - 


gt June 3, 1959 
Saugus River, Mass 


sgt ers ires it oaks <2 as eae Aug. 16, 1949 

authorization GOT PCUUOT De a oa a oe was ethan teehee ad eee eee 
22, 1947 peeuit Flarbor. Mase. .2.....2.-....« he aad Ge ; May 17, 1950 

» 27, 198 South Bristol Harbor, Maine_______~___- .ncceeeee May 18, 1950 
r 17, 195) Southwest Harbor, Maine. _____.__- ‘ chat a hs la sani enc] I 
21, 195 Stave Island Harbor, Maine aa al tre et .. July 3, 1958 
29, 195! Stonington Harbor, Maine______-_- 7 cS dase cesohga ps acti dear an. Ee 
17, 1% Tashmoo Pond, Mass. --------- ; eee aS . 
27,195! Thames River, Conn Pets i ; : July 30, 1954 
18, 194 Town and Fore Rivers, Mass eee ny etre Apr. 9, 1957 

1, 194 Watch Hill Cove, R.I_____- ae = aes : j July 31, 1957 


- 31,195 Wells Beach. Maine 


sai sii ies ais ’ Sept. 3, 1954 
_ 18, 195 Wickford Harbor, R.I___________- = eae : June 27, 1956 
e 20, 195 Winter Harbor, Maine________________ Sei _ Mar. 15, 1952 
. 8, 194 York Harbor, Maine___________- par acces _ June 2, 1949 
e 11, 195 

28, 194 sa ae a 

: 4 1950 HOUSATONIC RIVER 
7 24, 194 ‘ ; 
> 29 194 Mr. Rapavut. You said last year that you would complete the 


15,19} Housatonic River study this year, but you have increased the cost 


y _ from $185,000 to $250,000 and want more money in 1961. Why? 








996 


General Srrtey. Mr. Chairman, we found that additional founda- 
tion conditions and additional hydrology studies in the vicinity of 
Ansonia and Derby, Conn., required an additional $50,000 for the 
study. 

Mr. Raravr. All right. 

Any questions, Mr. Boland ? 


ANDROSCOGGIN RIVER 


Mr. Boranp. I have a series of questions on the Androscoggin, 
There are several questions if you would like to submit the answers, 
I will submit the questions to you. 

General Sistey. I believe I would have the answers right here, sir 
or I can put them in the record as you desire. 

Mr. Botanp. It would probably save a little time, although I do 
want it on the record. 

(The questions and the answers supplied were as follows:) 


’ 


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON EXPEDITING OF Froop CONTROL SURVEY OF 
ANDROSCOGGIN RIVER BASIN 


Question 1.—At the confluence of the Swift River with the Androscoggin in the 
Rumford-Mexico area in Maine, there have been recurring overflowing of the 
banks, causing substantial damage, yet nothing has been done, although surveys 
have been made for projects. Why not? 

Answer.—The 308 surveys in 1927, studies in 1936-38, and the NENYIAC 
studies did not develop projects with a favorable benefit-cost ratio. 

Question 2.—What is the program of Army Engineers for an overall flood- 
control survey of the Androscoggin River Basin in New Hampshire and Maine? 

Answer.—It is contemplated to initiate studies of the Androscoggin Basin 
in fiscal year 1962 under the northeast flood study program. 

Question 3.—Since several surveys of individual projects for flood prevention 
have already been made, resulting in unfavorable cost-benefit rates, should we 
not fund the needed overall river survey now ? 

Answer.—As you will note, this budget includes completion money for the 
Connecticut, Housatonic, and Merrimack Basins. I consider it desirable to close 
these out in fiscal year 1961 so that the personnel experienced in preparing 
studies in these critical areas will be able to undertake the Maine and New 
Hampshire studies in fiscal year 1962. 

Question 4.—I understand that a new U.S. post office is to be constructed in 
the area of. Mexico, subject to these flooding conditions. Shouldn't steps be 
taken now to protect these taxpayers’ dollars against loss? 

Answer.—I will have my staff contact postal officials to discuss this problem 
and how to minimize it. 

Question 5.—Will you endorse the expediting of the Androscoggin River survey 
so that action may be taken in this fiscal vear ? 

Answer.—I would recommend adhering to the present program for an orderly 
development of these studies. 


Mr. Rapaut. Any other questions / 

Mr. Focarry. Mr. Chairman, you and I get mixed up on these 
things every once in a while about what we ought to take up first. I 
have a few questions about all these programs. 

Mr. Rapavut. Ask what questions you want on the ones that we 
have up here now, “General investigations,’ pages 3 and 4. 

Mr. Focarry. I am not going to take the time to look at it now. I 
want to hear about what progress is being made on the projected 
projects in Rhode Island. 

Mr. Raravrt. Go ahead, John; go ahead. 
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NAVIGATION STUDIES IN RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Focarry. General, how many authorized navigation studies are 
there for Rhode Island / 

General Sister. Twelve, sir. 

Mr. FoGarry. What is the status of these / 

General Sister. Two are completed, Apponaug Cove and Watch 
Hill. Apponaug Cove was in last year’s omnibus bill; it was not 
approved as a st: fart. Watch Hill is bei ‘ing processed to Congress. 

Mr. Fogarry. What do you mean, it was in last year’s omnibus bill 
but not approved as a start / 

General Sistey. ‘The omnibus bill as prepared by the House. 

Mr. Focarry. The Senate has not taken action. If the Senate takes 
action, favorable action, then this would be approved 4 

General Sistey. It would be authorized ; yes, sir. 

Four will be completed in 1960, 

Mr. Focarry. What about Watch Hill ? 

General Ststry. That is being processed to Congress, Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Focarry. The project cleared the Rivers and Harbors meeting 
here last week ? 

General Smstey. That is correct. 

Mr. Focarry. Just recently, anyway. 

General Sister. I think it was last week; yes, sir, that is correct, it 
was last. week. 

Mr. Focarty. Now that it is cleared, General, what is the next step ? 

General Ststry. The interested Federal and State agencies are au- 
thorized by law a total of 90 days to comment on the study. After 
this, it has to go before the Bureau of the Budget for concurrence, 
and the Chief of Engineers then forwards it to the Congress if the 
recommendations are favorable. 

Mr. Focarry. So it is on its way now ? 

General Stptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. All right; now go ahead. 

General Srptey. The four which will be completed early in this 
fiscal year, early in 1960 I should say, Mr. Fogarty, are Newport, 
Pawtuxet Cove, Wickford, and Point Judith. In addition, three 
additional- 

Mr. Focarry. What is the status of Newport / 

General Sistey. This report is nearly completed. 

Mr. Foearry. I see. Will it be completed in this fiseal year, do you 
mean, or calendar year? 

General Stptey. It will be completed before the end of this fiscal 
year, Mr. Chairman. I expect all four of these before the end of 
June, 

Mr. Fogarry. Pawtuxet Cove also? 

General Sister. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. Can you give me a more definite answer than that / 

General Sintey. The studies are not complete as yet, Mr. Fogarty. 
I can’t tell you yet, sir, whether they will Be fs favorable or not, but I 
am optimistic about all four. 

Mr. Focarry. Then, do you have a closer date than the end of 


June as far as Pawtuxet Cove is concerned ? 


General Ststey. Yes; I will submit that in May, Mr, Chairman. 
Mr. Focarry. All right; what about Wickford ? 
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General Sistey. April of this year. 

Mr. Focarry. April that should be complete. What about Point 
Judith? 

General Sretey. That will be a month after I indicated-—in 
August. 

Mr. Focarry. In August of this year. All right; go ahead. 

General Sistey. Three additional studies need more funds to com- 
plete them. These are Bristol Harbor, Dutch Island Harbor, and 
Providence Harbor. 

Mr. Focarry. All right now; where do we stand on these? What 
is being done about them with the additional funds? 

General Sister. Bristol Harbor, Mr. Fogarty, to complete, would 
require $6,000 additional funds and $2,000 has been made available to 
date. 

Mr. Focarry. What is in the 1961 budget ? 

General Ststey. There are no funds in the 1961 budget. 

Mr. Focarry. If these funds were made available right now, could 
you complete the job? 

General Sister. Without regard to fiscal policy and from purely 
engineering considerations, Mr, Fogarty, this could be accomplished. 

Mr. Focarry. Would it be better to appropriate the funds and get 
the job completed at an earlier date than stretch it out ? 

General Ststey. With the qualification I stated, Mr. Fogarty. We 
do have the engineering capability to complete this study during the 
fiscal year. However, I would point out that the overall amount of 
funds in this budget for all of our projects are such that it is going 
to tax our ability to do an adequate job during the fiscal] year. 

Mr. Focarry. I happen to be one of those who might be in favor of 
increasing some of these. 

General Sretry. For this specific project, sir, with these qualifica- 
tions, it could be done. 

Mr. Focarry. How much has been spent, $2,000 of it, you say, sir? 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. When was that $2,000 put in? 

General Sretey. It was appropriated before fiscal 1959, Mr. 
Fogarty. My records don’t go back beyond that, the ones that I have 
before the House. 

Mr. Fogarry. What about Dutch Island Harbor? Do you need 
additional funds? 

General Srptey. $2,600 additional is required to complete the Dutch 
Island study. 

Mr. Focarry. How much have we spent on it already ? 

General Stptey. $2,400. 

Mr. Fogarry. So you have a capability of completing this project 
if you had the funds? 

General Sister. With the qualifications I stated earlier, sir, from 
purely engineering considerations and without regard to fiscal policy, 
an additional $2,600 could be expended. 


PROVIDENCE HARBOR 


Mr. Focartry. How about Providence Harbor? 


General Siptey. M: ay I ask that the qualifications, Mr. Fogarty, Mr. 


Chairman, apply to all of my answers on capability ? 
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Mr. Foegarry. Oh, yes; I do not want you to keep telling me, when 
I ask you a specific quest ion, the problems } you are going to have in 
the field of budget with your peers, whoever they may be. Go ahead. 

General Ststey. Providence Harbor, Mr. Fogarty, would require 
$28,000 additional to complete; $2,000 has been spent on the study to 
date. 

Mr. Fogarty. I see; and you have the capability of completing it 
if you had the funds? 

General Sistey. With that qualification ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fogarry. All right; what are the rest of these ? 

General Siptey. The final 3 of the 12 that I mentioned, Mr. Fogarty, 
are the Seekonk River, Fall River Harbor, and the Intracoastal] 
Waterway—all 8 of which are in Rhode Island. No funds have 
been appropriated for any of those three. 

Mr. Focarry. I see. When were they authorized ? 

General Sintey. The papers I have here— 

Mr. Fogarry. Would you supply that for the record ? 

General Siptey. May I? 

Mr. Focarry. Yes. 

(The information appears on p. 995.) 

Mr. Focarry. Now, in Providence Harbor—that happens to be in 
my district so IT am particul: arly interested—as I recall, the estimate 
last year submitted to Congress for Providence was around $5,500. 
Why do you need $28,000 now to complete this? 

General Sistey. This is for the channel and the harbor, Mr. 
Fogarty. 

Mr. Fogarty. The original estimate was for removing some obstruc- 
tions there, was it not ? 

General Srptey. For a study of removing obstructions; yes, sir. 
The latest estimate is $30,000 for studying the channel and harbor. 

Mr. Fogarty. Is this occasioned because of the increase in size of 
the tankers being built ? 

General Stptey. That is correct; local interests desire to have a 45- 
foot channel. 

Mr. Focarry. Would that require some of the local people to fix up 
their own facilities, too ? 

General Stnrey. The amount of local contributions to the project 
would not be known, of course, until the study is complete, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. Does your original authorization cover this dredging 
of the channel ? 

General Srstey. Yes, sir. 


WOONSOCKET REPORT 


Mr. Focarry. Now what is the status of the Woonsocket report 
prepared under the northeast flood studies. 

General Srstey. That was included in the draft of last year’s omni- 
bus bill, Mr. Fogarty, which was not passed by the Senate. 

Mr. Fogarty. I see, so that is pending in the Senate? 

General Ststey. Yes, sir; the authorization. 

Mr. Focarry. If the Senate approves it, then that is—— 

General Srstey. That will become an authorized project. 

Mr. Focarry. And we will have to get the funds? 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Focarry. Do you think there is any—well, you probably would 
not know because you do not know what Congress is going to do, 
but unless they take action pretty quickly, the chances of “getting 
the funds are not going to be too good. 

General Sreury. It would certainly depend on the date on which 
the authorization bill was passed. 

Mr. Focarry. That is right. So this is dependent upon that bill 
passing, and when, and how it is expedited ? 

General Stmntry. That is correct, Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Focarry. Was the work at Bullocks Point Cove completed? 

General Srptry. Yes, sir; in May 1959. 

Mr. Focarry. What is the status of the shore protection study for 
beaches at Matunuck and Misquamicut. 

General Stntey. This was a favorable report and the project was 
included in the draft of the omnibus bill last year and is pending 
before the Senate. 

Mr. Focarry. That is in the same state as these others? 

General Srptey. Yes. 

Mr. Focarry. Awaiting Senate action on the authorization bill. 

General Stsrey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. You cannot do anything until that happens? 

General Sistey. That is correct, sir. 


HURRICANE STUDIES 


Mr. Focarry. Now would you give me a short summary of your 
studies on Rhode Island as far as hurricanes are concerned ? 

General Starry. The most important hurricane study in Rhode 
Island, of course, is the lower bay barriers, Mr. Fogarty. TI visited 
the waterways experiment station 2 weeks ago and inspec ted both of 
our models of Narragansett Bay. The first model is over 300 feet 
long, both of them are enclosed, both of them are oper rational now. 
For use with the model of the east passage the Navy is preparing an 
8-foot. long, electronically controlled model of the aircraft carrier For- 
restall, and this will be ready next month, I understand, to perform 
navigation tests through the east passage. 

Mr. Focarry. I would like to be kept informed about the time that 
isready. I might like tosee that. 

Have we straightened out all the problems in the lower bay as far 
as the flooding of the lowlands? 

General Sretey. I think it would be optimistic to say that we have 
solved all the problems, Mr. Fogarty, but our biggest problem, of 
course, has been reaching agreement with the Navy. 

Mr. Focarry. Yes. 

General Srstey. On navigation problems. 

Mr. Foaartry. That is on the east channel ? 

General Srprry. On the east channel, and we hope that as a result 
of these navigation tests which will be made on a scale model with 
an 8-foot long aircraft carrier, that the Navy will see fit. to approve 
our design. There are other related problems on the flushing time of 
the bay, pollution studies which we are carrying on concurrently with 
the Public Health Service, and the University of Rhode Island. 
They have been very helpful to us. 

Mr. Focarry. What about the west passage ? 
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General Sistey. We do not anticipate any real problem in the west 
passage, Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Fogarty. Do you foresee any pollution problems or any other 
problems that might arise that would hold back such a program ? 

General Srstey. Our work—— 

Mr. Fogarty. Up to this date and time. 

General Stptey. During the last 3 years with the fish and wildlife 
people and the local State interests has progressed very rapidly now 
and we feel that the pollution problem will be resolved favorably. 

Mr. Foaarry. Are there any other problems at this time that you 
know of that might be unfavorable? 

General Ststey. Nothing of any importance, Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Foearry. You do not think anything will interfere, if funds 
are forthcoming? 

General Ststey. That is correct. 

Mr. Focarry. When would you guess, then, that we will be able to 
determine whether the Navy would see eye to eye with you on this 
east passage ? 

General Smntey. It is really too early to say, Mr. Fogarty. I hope 
that we will have some preliminary reaction from them by late sum- 
mer or early fall. 

Mr. Fogarry. What about the west passage ? 

General Ststey. No problem in the west passage. 

Mr. Focarry. You know what you want to do there? 

General Ststry. That is a small boat channel, there is no problem 
there. 

Mr. Focarry. I see. What about this problem at Narragans:tt 
pier ? 

General Sistey. We have a favorable report on that project. sir, 
which is a hurricane, beach erosion, and navigation study. It is a 
combination one. It will be submitted to the Chief of Engineers in 
April of this year. We have a similiar combination project for Point 
Judith and that is under preparation now and will be submitted in 
the fall, and we are contemplating other studies at Charlestown, 
Westerly, Newport, Portsmouth, Tiverton, and Little Compton. 

Mr. Fogarry. You say you have a favorable one on Narragansett 
pier and will be submitted to the Chief of Engineers in April. Then 
what is the next step if the Chief of Engineers approves it? 

General Ststey. It would have to go before the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors. 

Mr. Focarry. I see, and then get their OK, and then it would have 
to be authorized by Congress, and then the appropriation made, 
following the same procedure ¢ 

General Srstey. Except that in this case, since it has beach erosion 
aspects. the concurrence of the Beach Erosion Board would probably 
be required. 

Mr. Fogarty. I see. What about the one at Point Judith? When 
do you expect—oh, you said in the fall. 

General Stptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fogarry. You expect to have this completed to present to the 
Chief of Army Engineers by fall ? 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. Then you have other studies in what other towns? 
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General Sistey. Charlestown, Westerly, Newport, Portsmouth, 
Tiverton, and Little Compton. 

Mr. Focarry. What is the status of these? You can supply it for 
the record what the status is. Give us a little brief explanation of 
each. 

General SIBLEY. They will not be completed for another year, Mr, 
Fogarty. 

Mr. Focarry. Will you supply for the record, then, the problems 
so I can be kept current ? 

General Sistey. I would be glad to, sir, to make a brief statement, 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATUS OF SELECTED HURRICANE STUDIES IN RHODE ISLAND 


Misquamicut and Westerly 

Surveys to determine tidal flood damages and high water elevations have been 
completed. Many of the barrier beaches in the town of Westerly were swept 
clean of buildings in the 1988 and 1954 hurricanes. Although hurricane pro 
tection for the entire area does not appear warranted at this time, considera- 
tion will be given to protection of selected areas by raising and widening the 
beaches. 
Charlestown 

Surveys to determine tidal flood damages and high water elevations have been 
completed. About $1,400,000 of damage occurred from tidal flooding in 1954 
alone. Some of the buildings which were demolished in 1954 have not been 
replaced and it appears that future losses would be somewhat less than oc- 
curred in 1954. Studies for protection have been initiated for the Quonochou- 
taug, Ninigret Pond, and East Beach areas. These studies are progressing con- 
currently with studies by the State of Rhode Island on the inlet at Quonochov- 
taug. 
Newport, Middletown, Portsmouth, Tiverton, and Little Compton 

Surveys for tidal flood damages and high water elevations have been com- 
pleted. Projects combining hurricane protection with beach erosion control and 
recreational boating appear to warrant detailed consideration. 


Mr. Focarry. On what the status is. 
WOONSOCKET PROJECT, RHODE ISLAND 


Now I think this would be a good time to commend the Army 
Engineers for what we, in Rhode Island, think is a real good job they 
perfor med on the Woonsocket flood control project. I was there, 
as you know, at the dedication ceremonies a while ago, and I was 
told recently that because of some heav y rains it was put into opera 
tion andused. Is that correct? 

General Srptey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fogarry. Is everything working all right, now? 

General Stptey. Yes, sir; we had a little initial trouble with some 
chattering of the gates, trembling of the gates, but that was a minor 
problem; it has been corrected. We have had no trouble since. 

Mr. Focartry. Everything seems to be in working order ? 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. What other protection is contemplated for the city 
of Woonsocket ? 

General Srstey. As I mentioned earlier, we have a favorable report 
for lower Woonsocket and it is before Congress. 

Mr. Foearry. Is that in this omnibus bill ? 

General Srptey. Yes, sir; that is the one I mentioned. 
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Mr. Focarry. Oh, yes, you did earlier, so there is not anything we 
can do about that until the Senate acts. 
General Stptey. That is correct. 


WEST HILL RESERVOIR, MASS. 


Mr. Focarry. Of course, the West Hill Reservoir, Mass., has some 
effect on the Blackstone River going through the city of Woonsocket. 
What is the status of that / 

General Ststry. It is under construction now, Mr. Fogarty, and will 
be completed in June of 1961. 

Mr. Focarry. A year from June; I see. 

General Stptey. Yes, sir. It will give a slight degree of protec- 
tion for Woonsocket downstream. 

Mr. Focgarry. I see; and you are going along according to your 
plans ¢ 

General Sister. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. Are you getting behind or are you keeping up to 
date / 

General Sisitey. Yes,sir: we are on schedule. 


FOX POINT BARRIER, RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Focarry. What about the one in the Narragansett Bay area, 
the Providence project ¢ 

General Sistry. The Fox Point barrier? 

Mr. Focarry. The Fox Point barrier, right. 

General Sistry. That is in the part of the budget for construction, 
General, 

Mr. Focarry. How much have we appropriated already for the 
plans and specifications / 

General Ststey. $895,000, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. That is for plans and specifications ? 

General Sintey. That is to complete preconstruction plans; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fogarry. And the total cost is how much ? 

General Siptey. $11,426,000, 

Mr. Focarry. That is the Federal cost ? 

General Stpntey. Yes, sir. 
_ Mr. Focarry. And the local interests are paying about 30 percent; 
isthat right ? 

General Stntey. That is correct. 

Mr. Fogarry. What would that bring the total to ? 

General Ststey. $16,280,000. 

Mr. Focarry. That is a little lower figure than you told us a year 
ago, 

General Sintey. Last year I testified to $18,330,000. 

Mr. Focarry. Have you been able to effect some savings, then ? 

General Sintey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. Because of what or how ? 

General Stprey. We have saved $1,760,000 on the pumping plant, 
Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Focarry. There was some question of moving the Barrier, 
wasn’t there ? 
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General Sietry. Yes, sir; it has been moved about 900 feet upstream, 
and the pumping plant has been reduced in capacity and size. 

Mr. Foearry. I see. 

General Srptey. We have also saved one-half million dollars on 
grounds and utilities, a third of a million on engineering design, 
200-odd thousand in supervision and administration, making a total 
of $2,050,000 saving. 

Mr. Focarry. That is significant, I think that is very good. 

Now what do you have in the budget this year for start of con- 
struction 4 

General Sister. $800,000 is requested for fiscal 1961. 

Mr. Focarry. What did you request of the Bureau of the Budget? 

General Sistey. Without regard to fiscal policy, Mr. Fogarty, $1 
million was requested. 

Mr. Focarry. Without regard to fiscal policy, I will save you the 
necessity. Do you have the capability of still using that $1 million 
that you requested of the Bureau of the Budget ? 

General Sieiey. From purely engineering considerations on this 
specific project, sir, $200,000 ade litional could economically be spent, 
subject to the qualific ‘ations I mentioned. 

Mr. Focarry. Oh, yes. 

If Congress decided to give you the amount that you asked the 
Bureau of the Budget for, it could be economically used ? 

General Sretey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. In this area 

General Srptey. Yes. 

Mr. Focarry. This is something I am sure that the people of Provi- 
dence would want the Congress to do, to protect all downtown Provi- 
dence. The city of P rovidence has already held a referendum and 
approved it overwhelmingly last November for their 20-percent 
share. Do I understand correctly that the city of Providence puts up 
20 percent and the State 10% 

General Srstey. That is correct. 

Mr. Focarry. And so that is pretty well under control. 

Now what about the State 10 percent ? 

General Sister. The State’s 10 percent, I understand from con- 
versations which were held last week, is all but assured. It is planned 
to include this in the elections next fall; the 20 percent to be provided 
by the city of Providence, however, has been assured to us formally 
under the date of February 18, which we have just received from the 
city clerk of the city of Providence. 

Mr. Focarry. Would you put a copy of that letter in the record! 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


THE City OF PROVIDENCE 


STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY CouNncrIL No. 112 
Approved February 18, 1960 


Resolved, That the city treasurer, acting under the direction of the committee 
on finance, be and he is hereby authorized and directed to borrow from time to 
time such sums as may be necessary, not exceeding $4,600,000, in accordance 
with the provisions of chapter 109 of the public laws, passed by the general 
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assembly at its January session, A.D, 1959 and approved May 28, 1959, entitled 
“An act authorizing the city of Providence to issue bonds in the sum of $4,600,000 
for a hurricane barrier,” and to issue the city’s notes therefore, bearing interest 
at a rate not exceeding 344 percent per annum, signed by him, and countersigned 
by the mayor and charman of the finance committee; and to renew any such 
notes from time to time as the same become due. The money thus obtained 
is hereby appropriated for and shall be used and expended for the construction 
of a hurricane barrier in the city of Providence, including the acquisition of any 
land, water rights, easements and other property interests necessary or desirable 
for that purpose. 

A true copy. 

Attest : 

[SEAL } D. EvERETT WHELAN, City Clerk. 

Mr. Foearry. And will you also make sure that we have the State 
problems squared away so that we will not have any problem on this 
start ¢ 

General Sistey. I spoke to Governor Del Sesto myself a couple of 
monthsago. Heassured me it is favorable. 

Mr. Fogarty. I am convinced it would be favorable, but I think 
the referendum should have been held when the city assurances were 
given last November in order to be sure there would be no delay on 
proceeding with the project. It is very important that the State vote 
be taken promptly and that it turns out favorably if the project is to 
proceed without question or delay 

General Sreuey. Yes, sir. We understand that the State 10 percent 
will be voted next fall, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. I think that is all, thank you very much, Mr. Chair- 
man, for giving me an opportunity at ake care of what [ had in mind. 

Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. Mr. Boland. 


SERVICES OF GEORGE EVANS 


Mr. Botanp. I want to join Mr. Fogarty in commending the chief 
of the New England division and his staff for the dispatch and effi- 
ciency in which they have attacked their problems, particularly the 
flood control problems. I would like the record to show that as a 
Member of Congress who comes from that area, I am grateful for the 
services that George Evans has performed in that area. He has been 
with the Corps of Engineers and just retired. aw on years was 
he with the corps? 

General Sistey. Thirty-two years. 

Mr. Botanp. Thirty-two years, spending most of his time building 
large dams and reservoirs in the Midwest, in Mr. Jensen’s area, some- 
where in that area. A real dedicated, devoted public servant, just re- 
tired about a month ago; a very high- ‘class gentleman. They brought 
him in New England after the 1955 devast: iting floods. He had 
charge of construction of a lot of the smaller dams up there. How 
many dams did he have charge of in the actual construction over the 
past couple of years? 

General Srstey. When he left, we had five dams in his area that 
Were under construction. 

Mr. Botanp. All of them being built on time and some, I think, with 
some savings. 


General Sis. EY. We made some savings. 
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Mr. Botanp. Well, he certainly deserves the gratitude of the people 
of the United States for the work he has done for the corps, and I 
certainly wish him luck in his retirement. 

General Sretey. Thank you, Mr. Boland. 


CHICOPEE AND WESTFIELD RIVERS, MASS. 


Mr. Boranp. Since we are on surveys, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to have inserted in the record at this point the interim reports of 
surveys, both on the Chicopee River, which is part of the Connecticut 
River Basin; also the Westfield River, which is part of the Connee- 
ticut River Basin. I will not take the time of the committee to read 
them, but the report on the Chicopee River is favorable, and the report 
on the Westfield River is partially favor able. I would like to have 
inserted, if you have it, pages 1 and 2, 3, and the top sentence on page 
4 on the report, with reference to the Chicopee River Basin. And on 
the report with reference to the Connecticut River, the Westfield 
River, I would like to have inserted pages 1 and down to, and includ- 
ing, the last complete sentence on page 2, the last sentence being: 


In accordance with the law, the report is being referred for review to the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D.C. 


I would be ple ased if you would insert those sections of both those 
reports which you submitted to the Chief, Corps of Engineers. 
General Sistey. That will be done. 
Mr. Raraur. Without objection, i it isso ordered. 
(The cep r referred to follows:) 
JANUARY 12, 1960. 


NOTICE OF REPORT ON PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT, CHICOPEE RIVER BASIN, MAss. 


Notice is hereby given that the interim report on review of survey, Chicopee 
River Basin, Mass., authorized by resolutions of the Committees on Public Works 
of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives, adopted September 14, 1955, 
and June 13, 1956, respectively, and concerning which a public hearing was held 
on October 15, 1958, at Chicopee, Mass., has been made by the division engineer. 
The report is favorable to the improvement. 

The division engineer finds that the Chicopee River and its tributaries produce 
major flood damages and concludes that additional flood storage in the Chicopee 
River watershed is necessary and warranted. He also finds that the existing and 
proposed flood control reservoirs reduce flood stages and damages at damage 
centers along the Ware, Quaboag, and Chicopee Rivers, but that they would not 
entirely eliminate flood damages. Therefore, local protection projects were con- 
sidered and determined to be economically feasible at two sites. He recommends 
that the authorized plan for flood control in the Connecticut River Basin be 
modified to provide for: 

1. The construction of a dam and reservoir on Conant Brook, about 2 miles 
southeast of the community of Monson, Mass., at an estimated first cost to the 
United States of $1,920,000 for construction, and $6,400 annually for maintenance 
and operation, provided local interests would establish flood plain zoning along 
Conant and Chicopee Brooks in the town of Monson, Mass., to prohibit further 
obstruction of the floodway. 

2. The construction of a local protection project at Chicopee Falls on Chicopee 
River at an estimated cost to the United States of $1,860,000 for construction, 
provided local interests (a) provide, without cost to the United States, all lands, 
easements, rights-of-way, and sewer and utility alterations necessary for con 
struction and operation of the project, including the construction of a water 
intake and the extension of a low dam for furnishing water to the U.S. Rubber 
Co. to replace the intake which would be removed and to make te mporary provi- 
sions for furnishing process water to the U.S. Rubber Co. during the construction 
of the local protection project; (6) hold and save the United States free from 
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damages due to the construction works; (c) maintain and operate all works after 
completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Army; and (d@) permit no encroachment on the improved channels or on the 
ponding areas, and if ponding areas and/or capacities are impaired, will provide 
substitute storage capacity or equivalent pumping capacity promptly without 
cost to the United States. The non-Federal project first costs, costs for main- 
tenance and operation, and costs for major replacements are estimated at 
$60,000, $2,800, and $1,000, respectively. 

3. The construction of a local protection project at Three Rivers on the 
Chicopee, Ware, and Quaboag Rivers at an estimated first cost to the United 
States of $1,260,000 for construction, provided local interests (a) provide without 
cost to the United States, all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and sewer and 
utility alterations necessary for construction of the project, including removal 
of the existing highway bridge across the Chicopee River at Bridge Street, the 
construction of a new highway bridge, and alterations to the highway bridge 
across the Quaboag River at Main Street, and obtain necessary rights to permit 
the United States to remove the New England Power Co. dam and powerhouse 
superstructure on the Chicopee River; ()) hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to the construction works; (c) maintain and operate all the 
works after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of the Army; and (d) permit no encroachment on the improved channels, 
including the waterway areas provided under the bridges. The non-Federal 
project first costs and costs for maintenance and operation are estimated at 
$460,000 and $500, respectively. 

In accordance with law, the report is being referred for review to the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D.C. 





















NoricE OF Report ON FLOOD CONTROL, 


RIVER, 


CONNECTICUT 


MASS. 


RIVER 







BASIN, WESTFIELD 







Notice is hereby given that the “Interim Report on Review of Survey, West- 
field River, Connecticut River Basin, Mass., for Flood Control, and Allied Pur- 
poses,” authorized by resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. 
Senate, adopted September 14, 1955, and resolution of the Committee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives, adopted June 138, 1956, and concerning 
which a public hearing was held in Westfield, Mass., on December 4, 1956, has 
been made by the division engineer and is partially favorable to the improve- 


ment. 








The division engineer finds that periodic flood discharges produce major dam- 
in the Westfield River Basis and that the area will continue to face the 
threat of heavy damages after construction of the authorized and recommended 
reservoirs. He recommends that the plan for the control of floods in the Con 
hecticut River Basin, as contained in the Flood Control Act approved June 28, 
1938 (Public Law No. 761, 75th Cong.), be modified to provide for the construc- 
tion of the Westfield local protection project, provided local interests furnish 
assurances that they will (1) provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction and operation of 
the project, including lands for storage ponds; (2) hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to the construction works: (3) maintain and 
operate all the works after completion, in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Army; (4) permit no encroachment on the improved 
channels or on the ponding areas and, if pounding areas and/or capacities are 
impaired, will provide substitute storage capacity or equivalent pumping 
capacity promptly without cost to the Uinted States: and (5) contribute to the 
United States 5.8 percent of the construction cost, which contribution is presently 
estimated at $200,000, said contribution being based on enhancement benefits 
expected to accrue as a result of the project. 

The recommended Westfield local protection project would provide for the 
construction of 29,000 feet of earth dikes and 4,000 feet of concrete floodwalis 
along the south bank of the Westfield River and the north bank of the Little 
River, the straightening of the channels of the two rivers, the construction of 
two pumping stations, two storage ponds, and appurtenant works. 
mated Federal first cost 
total of $3,680,000. 

Additional improvements studied at the request of local interests were found 
to not warrant Federal participation at this time. 
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In accordance with law, the report is being referred for review to the Board 


of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D.C. HK 
Mr. Botanp. That will be all. I do have some questions on Little- up 
36 


ville when we get to it. 


ADVANCE ENGINEEERING AND DESIGN 


EAST BRANCH RESERVOIR, CONN, 
Mr. Ranaur. Advance engineering and design, East Branch Reser- 
voir, $150,000 to complete. Insert page 6. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
y 
[East Brancn RESERVOIR, CONN. Wes 
1at 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) ons 
Location and description-—The damsite is located in the city of Torrington, 6 
Conn., on the Last Branch of the Naugatuck River, 3 miles above its confluence { 


with the West Branch. The project provides for a rolled earthfill dam 95 feet P 
high and 886 feet long with a side channel spillway in the right abutment of the 
dam. The capacity of the reservoir at spillway crest elevation of 871 mean sea 
level would be 5,150 acre-feet. 

{authori zation.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 1.3 to lL. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost ae : : $2, 010, 000 ran 
Estimated non-Federal cost_______- ee eee oe Oe 890, 000 Ann 
Cash contribution--~--.----- Se ee Bata zon 0) Plan 
een ee ee nck eke neat ene nuke a 890, 000 Bala 
Total estimated project cost - - See RE ce eres eae oe sGawa ey 
Preconstruction planning estimate__-___-_---- pee Tes ieee Set AP 170, 000 ‘In 
Appropriations to BU Be is eee ee ee te ahs 1 20, 000 I 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 __- . . 150, 000 iat 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year (1961 0 - 7 
1 Preauthorization study costs only. nd 
SOI f 
Justification.—-Six major floods have occurred in the Naugatuck River Basin in Knig 
the past 30 years. The greatest flood of record, August 1955, took six lives and Hun 
caused damages amounting to $23,300,000 in the area extending downstream field 
through Torrington to the upstream limit of the authorized Thomaston Reservoir exist 
area Flood protection is urgently needed for the Torrington area and that por- Vi 
tion of the N: uugatuck River upstream from the Thomaston Reservoir. Lo 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- Co 
struction of the project is estimated at $890,000 for lands, easements, and rights- mitte 
of-way. M 
Status of local cooperation.—In 1957 the Connecticut Legislature authorized a ’ 
bond issue for the purpose of fulfilling all local assurances for Mad River, Hall com) 
Meadow Brook, and East Branch Reservoirs. $154 
Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——No change from the latest estimate re 
submitted to Congress ($2,010,000). M 
Mr. Rapavurt. This is a new planning start. Explain the project fam: 
and tell us why it is necessary at this time. losse 
General Srztry. The project provides for a rolled earthfill dam 95 Wes 
feet high and 886 feet long with a side channel spillway in the right it we 
abutment of thedam. The capacity of the reservoir at spillway crest thin) 
elevation would be 5,150 acre-feet. The greatest flood of record in sion 
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00 in the area extending downstream through Torrington to the 
upstream limit of the authorized Thomaston Reservoir area, of which 
<6 million will be prevented by this project. 


LITTLEVILLE RESERVOIR, MASS. 


Mr. Ranaut. Littleville Reservoir. Insert page 5. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
LirrLEVILLE RESERVOIR, Mass. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Middle Branch of the 
Westfield River, 1 mile above its confluence with the Westfield River and approxi- 
mately 2 miles north (upstream) of Huntington, Mass. The project consists of 
onstructing an earthfill dam approximately 1,325 feet long with a maximum 
height of 151 feet and the appurtenant structures. The reservoir would have a 
apacity of 23 600 acre-feet. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit/cost ratio.—1.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


stimated Federal cost . 4 : . $5, 490, 000 


stimated non-Federal cost..............-.--- ches 0 
Cash contributions___ eo : a 0 
Other cost 0 

Total estimated project cost _ - a 5, 490, 000 


Preconstruction planning estimate 5 270, 000 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1960_ gad 1 116, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 154, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- 0 


1 Includes $18,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


Justification —The Littleville Reservoir would be operated as a unit of the 
‘comprehensive plan for flood control in the Connecticut River Basin and as such 
vould provide flood reductions to downstream damage centers on the Westfield 
and Connecticut Rivers. The flood of August 1955 produced losses estimated at 
$9,160,000, the heaviest loss ever experienced in the area downstream of the 
Knightville and Littleville Reservoirs. Flood protection is urgently needed for 
Huntington and Westfield, Mass., and other major damage centers on the West- 
field and Connecticut Rivers to augment the partial protection provided by the 
existing projects. 

Non-F ederal costs —None. 

Local cooperation.—None. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress ($5,490,000). 


Mr. Botanp. I am a little concerned with the project. Does this 
complete the planning of Littleville? Yes, it does; does it not, at 
$154,000 ? 

General Ststey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. In the benefit-cost ratio here it is 1.1 to 1. Being 
familiar with the area and the problems of the area, particularly the 
losses which have been incurred by flooding, both in Westfield and 
West Springfield and Agawam and down into the Connecticut River, 
it would seem to me that this is a very small benefit-cost ratio. I would 
think it would be larger. This committee looks with a little apprehen- 
sion upon benefit-cost ratios that are 1 to 1 or 1.1 to 1 and many ques- 
tions have been raised by this committee with reference to this kind 
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of a project because of the benefit-cost ratio of 1 to 1 ratio, 1.1 to 1 
‘ratio. I am wondering why the benefit-to-cost ratio is so marginal 
on Littleville. 

General Sintey. Mr. Boland, I regret that there is an error in the 
justification sheet, the correct ratio is 1.2 to 1; this was reported but 
not corrected. 

Mr. Bouanp. I appreciate that. It is a strictly a flood control 
reservoir / 

General Sintey. Yes, sir. 


WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Boranp. There is no provision in it for water supply? I know 
that the city of Springfield has evinced some interest in water supply 
for the Littleville Dam and Reservoir. What is the status of their 
inquiry, how far have they gone, or are they going ahead to submit 
plans for water supply under Public Law 85-500, the Water Supply 
Act. of 1958% What is the status of their request, or where is it now, 
or are they interested, do you know 4 

General Stntey. We have had only informal inquiries relating to 
water supply for the Littleville Reservoir, Mr. Boland. Our present 
pli ins for the project do not. include the incor por ation of water supply 
features. However, they do include an operational pool about 10 feet 
deep, covering about 18 acres, which will cover the gates in the winter- 
time and keep them from freezing, and we are authorized under the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, which gives a certain recreational flexibil- 
ity, to maintain that pool on a 12-month basis, if local interests re- 
quest it. 

Mr. Botanp. Now with reference to water supply, how much more 
would this dam cost if a water supply feature were written into it. 
If the Corps of Engineers undertook to supply water to the city of 
Springfield, or any community around in that area that might be 
interested, what would this do to the estimated cost for Littleville? 

General Srptey. It is too early, Mr. Boland, to give a figure at this 
time. We are discussing the matter with the city in an attempt to 
work out an estimate if the provision of water supply facilities were 
formally requested. 

Mr. Botanp. If water supply provisions were included, of course 
it would require constructing a dam higher or larger than presently 
contemplated ? 

General Srptey. The modifications, Mr. Boland, which would be 
necessary to the project would require some degree of local 
contribution. 

Mr. Bontanp. That is right. It would require a considerable degree 
of local contribution. In any event, if it so desires, you would enter- 
tain a request by a local community for water supply in this dam 
and reservoir at Littleville. 

General Srptey. I would: ves, sir. 

Mr. Bo.anp. There was some opposition to it. T notice that the 
Westfield River Watershed Association has recorded itself with you, 
with the U.S. Corps of Engineers, as opposed to the city of Spring: 
field t: aking water from the proposed flood control dam for domestic 
use. Are you familiar with their opposition ? 

General Stmtey. Yes. 
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Mr. Botanp. Can you tell me why they are opposed ? 

General SiB.ey. Normally, Mr. Boland, our flood control reservoirs 
are dry bed reservoirs, and we like to reserve all of the capacity of 
the reservoir to flood control if we can. We are not opposed to main- 
taining a small operational pool such as I mentioned to keep the gates 
from freezing, but once a dam is used for water supply purposes, 
it is difficult to keep the entire reservoir empty for flood control. 

Mr. Botanp. That is true, but actually if you are going to provide 
water supply in this kind of a project you would build a ‘larger dam. 
The dam or the reservoir would provide for the holding of more acre- 
feet of water. The dam would cost more, you would build it higher, 
the water would spread over more of the land, with the result that 
it might require additional land acquisition. The reason I ask these 
questions, Mr. Chairman, is that all over the country the Federal 
Government has built and is building dams and reservoirs in which 
water supply is being provided at local cost, of course. If in this 
locality the communities want to participate in a water supply fa- 
cility, In a particular dam and reservoir, I would think it would be 
to their advantage to do so. It would cost them less than to build 
their own water ‘supply facility. It would cost them less to do it by 
joining in requesting water facilities. They are doing precisely this 
in other sections of the Nation. I think we ought to doit. I cannot 
quite understand the opposition of the Westfield River Watershed 
Association. It would seem to me that if the city of Springfield or 
any nearby community wants to take water out of it, or desires to 
avail themselves of Public Law 85-500, the Water Supply Act, then 
they should not. be barred. It would require the interested parties 
to spend a considerable amount of its own money. It would spend 
all of the extra money which would be required to build the dam to 
include water supply, would it not? 

General Stntey. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. With references to the 10-foot—did you say you had a 
10-foot pool in Littleville ? 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. And you say this is kept for the purpose of having 
some water in there to keep the gates from freezing. This really is 
not.a recreational pool then ¢ 

General Srptry. No, sir; not if it is only maintained in the winter- 
time. 

RECREATION POOL 


Mr. Botanp. In order to have a good recreational pool, and once 
again I am now skating on thin ice with reference to recreation, because 
this is another aspect that the committee looks upon with some 
apprehension. But again, in many sections of the United States, 
and particularly in the Southwest, I visited a number of them 
this past fall, and all of these manmade dams and reservoirs there 
have magnificent recreational facilities. Lake Texoma had 6,736,000 
Visitors last year. Fort Gibson, another manmade dam and reservoir 
in Oklahoma, had 4,213,000. It would seem to me that if we are going 
to provide recreational facilities for other parts of the N lation we 
ought to supply them for all parts of the Nation. Here is an area 
where they could use this recreation. 
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All the dams and reservoirs in New England have been strictly 
flood control. I have visited the Knightville Dam. It is a good flood- 
control dam, but it is completely empty of water or just enough water 
to keep the gates from freezing in the wintertime. Here is a virgin 
recreation area, a magnificent place to enjoy the outdoors. If the 
Federal Government is going to get in the business of recreation activ- 
ity in one section, if the t taxpayers In my area are going to pay for 
recreation in other areas, then I think the taxpayers in other areas 
ought to pay for recreation areas in mine. We ought to treat them 
all alike. We ought not to make fish of one and flesh of another, and 
that is what we are doing in this recreation program. We ought to go 
whole hog or none. Since we are undoubtedly in the business of recrea- 
tion, I would like to have the Corps of Engineers indicate what kind 
of recreational pool or usable one would be available at Littleville. 
Also I would like to have you supply for the record what must be 
done to make the Knightville Reservoir a recreational area. 

General Ststry. I have this information, Mr. Boland. We have 
it in the present budget, $8.000 under recreation facilities at completed 
projects for Knightville, and this will provide recreation facilities 
there. A total of $35,000 is included in the present fiscal 1961 budget 
for my division. 

Mr. Botanpb. $35,000 for what ¢ 

General Sistey. For recreational facilities at completed projecis, 
including Birch Hill Reservoir, Hodges Village, Knightville, Mans- 
field Hollow, and Otter Brook. This is out of a lump sum of $2% 
million for the Chief of Engineers, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. I see. General Sibley, I point to this sentence in the 
letter from the Westfield River Watershed. 

Use of impounded Littleville water from domestic purposes will seriously 
restrict recreation developments activities over a land area of some 32,000 acres, 
which we believe is contrary to the public interest. 


Would you say this is a correct statement ? 

General Srstey. We have the letter under study, Mr. Boland, and 
this, of course, represents the views of local interests. 

Mr. Botanp. What I cannot understand is how this would, in any 
way, restrict recreation development. If you do have a recreational 
feature in Littleville, and you have a wa one, then if the city of 
Springfield or any community around it wants to use Littleville for 
water supply purposes for domestic uses, the dam has got. to be 
larger, and I cannot understand how it would in any way interfere 
with recreational uses of the dam and reservoir. 

General Sistey. Of course, sir, if it were a water supply reservoir, 
I believe that the Massachusetts State law would prohibit its use for 
recreation purposes such as boating and other activities which might 
contaminate the water supply. 

Mr. Botanp. This is not so in other areas. I know that they use 
it for recreation and water supply. I visited a number of them 
where they use it for all purposes. 

General Sirtey. There have been certain exceptions to this, sir. 
Actually, there generally are restrictions to the recreational use of 
reservoirs built for domestic water supply. However, if its use for 
recreation purposes were permitted by State law, the reservoir would 


be fully available. 
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Mr. Bonanp. As the clerk indicated to me, Mr. Willelm was with 
me on this trip, and in many areas where they have water supply, 
they are actually using the waters for bathing in, and I suppose it was 
purified after that. Western citizens seem to be stronghearted and 
healthy men, so I don’t suppose it hurt them. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have; and I appreciate, again, General, 
the work you are doing, you and your staff. 
Mr. Razavr. Dr. Fenton. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Fenton. General, what is the basis for your local cooperation 
requirement on the East Branch Reservoir when you don’t require any 
for the Littleville Reservoir ? 

General Srstey. Dr. Fenton, the East Branch Reservoir contains 
$890,000 of local costs, whereas Littleville does not contain any funds 
for local costs. The reason for that is that the East Branch Reservoir 
was recommended to Congress as a partial local protection project, in 
which the benefits are to some degree localized in the city of Torring- 
ton, Conn., which is immediately downstream. As a consequence, the 
Congress authorized this project, subject to the provision of lands ‘and 
damages and easements by the local interests; and subject to their 
agreement to operate and maintain the project. when it was completed, 
and to hold and save the Government free of claims for damages as 
a result of it. This means that they are contributing $890,000, the 
estimated cost of lands and rights-of-way. 

Mr. Fenton. It is all under the 1958 Flood Control Act, both 
projects ? 

General Ststry. That is correct, sir, but the Littleville project does 
not contain the local protection element. Its benefits are broadly 
allocated to the basin as a whole. 

Mr. Fenton. That is so right. 


SOUTH AMSTERDAM, N.Y. 


Mr. Rapavr. “South Amsterdam,” $70,000. Insert pages 10 
throuch 12. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLoop ConTROL) 


SOUTH AMSTERDAM, N.Y. 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and de scription.—South Amsterdam, which is part of the city of 
Amsterd: im, N.Y., is situated on the south bank of the Mohawk River, 38 miles 
above its mouth. The plan of improvement provides for levees, floodwalls, and 
appurtenant works along the Mohawk River and South Chuctununda Creek. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost_- aed 7 $1, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 125, 000 

Cash contributions () 

Other costs 125, 000 
Total estimated project cost 1, 625, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 110, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 17, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 70, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1961_ 33, 000 


i Preauthorization studies costs only. 


J ustification.—The project will provide for the protection of highly developed 
residential, commercial, and industrial areas of South Amsterdam from flooding 
along the Mohawk River and South Chuctanunda Creek. The estimated real 
value of the properties in the area subject to inundation exceeds $3 million. The 
maximum flood of record occurred in February 1938 as a result of an ice jam 
below Amsterdam when the river stage rose 20 feet above normal. About 86 
residences, 23 commercial establishments, and 12 industrial and manufacturing 
plants were affected. In addition, appreciable damages were sustained by utilities, 


railroads, and streets and highways. A recurrence of the 1938 flood would result 
in losses to the community estimated at more than $1 million. Another serious 


flood occurred in March 1936 and numerous residential and business establish- 
ments were inundated to depths of 1 to 4 feet with damages estimated at more 
than $800,000 based on current price levels. Other floods which caused important 
damage in the area occurred in 1913, 1914, 1935, 1938, and 1955. The authorized 
project will provide complete protection from a flood equivalent to the maximum 
flood of record. 

Non-Federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $125,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands $10, 000 
Relocation of roads, utilities, and interior drainage 115, 000 
Total Pe ‘ 125, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple. 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance is 
$12,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—The agency responsible for local cooperation is the 
State of New York. The Department of Public Works, State of New York, favors 
the project and has so indicated by letter to the Chief of Engineers dated Novem- 
ber 15, 1956. Formal assurances of local cooperation will be requested in the 
budget year. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,500,000 (July 1959 prices) reflects an increase of $320,000 over the document 
estimate of $1,180,000 (June 1954 prices). The increase is based on the price 
level rise and on the inclusion of preauthorization study costs in the amount of 
$7,000. 


Mr. Rasaut. Explain this low benefit-cost ratio, a new start, and 
tell us why it is necessary at this time. 

General Lrescoms. Mr. Chairman, this is an urban area, subject 
to flooding from both runoff and ice jams. While the benefit-cost 
ratio is 1.2, nevertheless, we had a flood in February 1938 which would 
now cause over $1 million in damages and we had another one 10 
September of the same year, which would now cause a half of a mil- 
lion dollars in damages. Recurrence of that one year’s floods would 
result in benefits equal to the cost of this project, had this project. been 
in operation at that time. 
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CONSTRUCTION 


BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CONN. 


Mr. Ranaut. All right. 
“Bridgeport Harbor,” $750,000. Insert pages 14 through 18. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 









CHANNELS AND HaArpors (NAVIGATION) 
BripGEporT Harsor, CoNnNEctTicuTt (MaIn HARBor) 


(NEW) 








Location.—Bridgeport Harbor is located on the north shore of Long Island 
Sound about 60 miles east of New York City. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Main harbor, 2.0 to 1. 












Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount | estimated 

Federal (Corps 

of Engineers) 











Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers)_.........__.-__- as $3, 513, 000 









Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). ._........-.....-..----..-.. | 1,000 |___- 
NTT REI NCIC a oe ee cp emmnacas 33, 000 
Usen contribution. ........:...<<<.-< : Sait ce eae a 0 
Other costs f oe ee wee 33, 009 
lotal estimated project cost sas 2 hha @raF uoeekin ie 3, 547, 000 
DEORE EL IONE BO SAND 0p BOR as 6 nai wii wos cee ciesnkwasesbuinedecnns 115, 000 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_- --. 


si gosta baled daieicreseltiiaca oe 0 
Appropriations to date_--- 


bn oeiaghin cies saoitestin 15,00; 0.4 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961._............-.- 2-22-22} 750, 000 | 22 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_...............--..-.-------- 2, 748, 000 






















! Preauthorization study costs. 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge main channel 35 feet deep, 400 feet wide, extending from 
Long Island Sound to Tongue Point, widening to approximately 600 feet at the 
bend opposite Cileo Terminal, and narrowing to 300 feet at the lower end of 
the Poquonock River Channel to a point 800 feet below the Stratford Avenue 
Bridge; and a turning basin 35 feet deep at the entrance to Johnsons River. 

Status (January 1, 1960).—Dredging, not started. 

Completion schedule.—April 1962. 

Justification.—The city of Bridgeport is a distribution point for the highly in- 
dustrialized and thickly populated area in the southwestern part of Connecticut. 
The commerce has increased during the last 20 years, and has averaged over 
2,500,000 tons during the 5-year period 1954 through 1958. In recent years, 75 
percent of this commerce is in petroleum products moving in deep-draft vessels. 
Deepening and widening this main channel will eliminate tidal delays to the ex- 
isting commercial traffic, and will permit the use of larger vessels with substantial 
transportation savings. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to: 
















Initiate dredging in main harbor channel. ___- ~~ _-- $700, 000 
Engineering and design____ , = oe 15, 000 
Supervision and administration ___- ee ter ee ahs ; : 35, 000 


BS ats toh ceed ck atleast ue acs bap oii ab te arene ae 750, 000 


The amount requested for fiscal year 1961 will permit initiation of dredging 
operations under a continuing contract. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS —BRIDGEPORT HARBOR 


Work completed consists of: (a) Two riprap breakwaters at the entrance to 
the main harbor; (6) protection to Fayerweather Island; (c) main channel 30 feet 
deep; (d) a turning basin 30 feet deep at the entrance of Johnsons River channel: 
(e) two anchorage basins; (f) Poquonock River channel, 18 feet deep; (g) Yellow 
Mill channel, 18 feet deep; (h) Johnsons River channel, 15 feet deep and 9 feet 
deep; (7) Black Rock Harbor and Cedar Creek channel, 18 feet deep; and (j 
3urr Creek channel, 7 feet deep. The Federal cost of this completed work was 
$2,207,000. 

OTHER AUTHORIZED WORK—BRIDGEPORT HARBOR 


The 1958 River and Harbor Act also authorized improvement of Black Rock 
Harbor and Johnsons River, both a part of the Bridgeport Harbor project, as 
follows: 

Black Rock Harbor: Construct two riprap breakwaters at the entrance to Black 
tock Harbor, 900 and 650 feet long; and construct a small-craft anchorage to 4 
depth of 6 feet in Burr Creek and adjacent to both sides of Cedar Creek, at an 
estimated Federal cost of $541,000: 

Johnsons River: Construct a 2-acre anchorage at a depth of 6 feet at the upper 
end of Johnsons River; and a 2.4-acre anchorage area at a depth of 9 feet anda 
0.6-acre anchorage at a depth of 6 feet in lower Johnsons River, at an estimated 
Federal cost of $61,000. 

No work has been done on either of these portions of the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—-The improvement adopted by the River and Harbor Aet 
of 1958 was authorized provided that local interests make all necessary berth 
alterations for the main harbor channel improvement, presently estimated to 
cost $33,000, provide a suitable public landing for recreational craft for each of the 
small-craft improvements, each landing presently estimated to cost $11,000, and 
contribute in cash toward the first cost as follows: 52 percent of the construction 
cost of the Black Rock breakwaters, presently estimated at $395,000; 66 percent 
of the construction cost of the Burr and Cedar Creeks anchorages, presently 
estimated at $327,000; and 45 percent of the construction costs of the upper 
Johnsons River anchorage, presently estimated at $34,000. 

In addition, local interests are required to: (a) furnish without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas 
necessary for construction and for subsequent maintenance, when and as required; 
(b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction and 
maintenance of the improvement, special note being taken of the existence of 
oyster beds which may be damaged; and (c) improve and maintain the shoreline 
adjacent to the Burr and Cedar Creeks anchorages to make them suitable for 
recreational use. 

In connection with previous project modifications, terminal owners have 
improved their berthing areas commensurate with project depth and adapted 
their facilities for handling larger vessels. The cost of work performed by local, 
public and private interests is not readily available. 

Status of local cooperation.—-Assurances have not been requested. It is expected 
that the requirements of local cooperation will be complied with when construction 
funds are made available. The Water Resources Commission of the State of 
Connecticut and the city of Bridgeport are the cooperating agencies in the 
authorized Federal project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) 
estimate of cost in the amount of $3,513,000 for deepening the main harbor 
channel to 35 feet is an increase of $348,000 over the latest estimate ($3,165,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is due to the price level rise of $325,000 
and an increase of $23,000 due to reanalysis of the requirements for supervision 
and administration and engineering and design. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
[In thousands] 


! | | | | 


| Balance to 








: Bod . 
Item Project cost, Totalto | Current, fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | | year 1961 
| | 
a | 2) | (3) (4) | 5) (6 
| ane sages 
Giaaemeaen Recher a 
RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF 
IULY 3, 1958 (H. DOC, 136, 85TH | | | 
CONG., IST SESS. | | | 
| | 
Channels, 35-foot main harbor | | 
channe! eheth catadiate wanse wea $3, 300. 0 | 0 | 0 | $700. 0 | $2, 600. 0 
Preauthorization studies._.____. _| 15. 0 $15.0 | 0 | 0 0 
Enginecring and design____- xe 17.0 | 0 0 15. 0 2.0 
Supervision and administration - 181.0 0} 0 | 35. 0 146.0 
Total applied costs (Corps 
of Engineers funds only)-| 3, 313.0 GH esse tk 750. 0 2, 748.0 
Undistributed costs ........- ----| i a eae 
a - le soll tetenttitentnies ae penton — 
Total project costs (Corps | 
of Engineers funds only) _| 3, 513. 0 15.0 0 750.0 2, 748.0 
re SINR hE EL on alumi Chins Eee bidet cclsmeoameae S sSsidis binitons.aceeliante 
Total costs (Corps of En- 
gineers funds only). __.-.| 3, 613.0 | 15.0 0 | 750.0 | 2, 748. 0 
Dae nn neawene 0 | 0 | 6 0 
—e peimemnarenipeiie oan ni . a | CO 
Potal obiigations..........]............ 15.0 | 0 | 750.0 | 2, 748.0 
—— ss =i = ae = — ———— SS OSS 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | 
Appropriations... ......... A. | se eee | Bett oe 52h 3 Be es oe ee te 
Unobligated carryover from | 
SP arise sees ereecceroinsentpsansenlonneencutnr dom 0 | od Ps Boos 
Total funds available for | | 
I ec ae es ET a et) he i ee _ See ee ee 
ApErOnrIAlions Peduined.. ..ccécalececscccneccées | Pe eet Se ee 750.0 2, 748.0 
' 








Mr. Ranaut. Please explain this new start. 

General Srstey. This is Bridgeport Harbor, Conn., Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

General Srstey. The appropriations requested for fiscal 1961 are 
$750,000. ‘This project has a plan of improvement to deepen the exist- 
ing 30-foot channel to 35 feet, maintaining its width generally at 400 
feet wide, and providing a turning basin 35 feet deep at the entrance 
to Johnsons River. Commerce has increased during the last 20 years, 
and has averaged over 2,500,000 tons during the 5-year period 1954 
through 1958. In recent years, 75 percent of this commerce is in 
petroleum products moving in deep-draft vessels. Deepening and 
widening this main channel will eliminate tidal delays to the existing 
commercial traffic, and will permit the use of larger vessels with sub- 
stantial transportation savings. 

Mr. Rasaut. On page 16 you say that the local cooperation require- 
ments will be complied with when construction funds are appro- 
priated. 

General Srptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. Why should the Federal Government insist that they 
be guaranteed before construction funds are appropriated ¢ 

General Stptey. We have received informal assurances in Decem- 
ber of 1959, that local cooperation will be met. We consider these 
assurances adequate for the appropriation of Federal funds, sir. 

Mr. Razaut. What is the status of the design memo of this at the 
present time ? 
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General Srptey. Since the appropriations to date have only been 
$15,000 for preauthorization studies, Mr. Chairman, the design memo- 
randum has not been prepared. 

Mr. Rapaur. When you do you figure you will complete it and when 
will you let the first contract / 

General Sretey. I expect. to complete the project in April of 1962, 
Mr. Chairman, and plan to— 

Mr. Ranaut. No, I mean the design memo. 

General Srptey. Oh, the design memorandum. The design memo- 
randum will be completed this fall, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. And when will you let the first contract ? 

General Sistey. I plan to give notice to proceed on the first contract 
in March of 1961, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. You would not lose over 3 months if we delayed the 
program a year. That is figuring on those set dates. 

General Srptey. May I point out, Mr. Chairman, that the amount 
requested, $750,000, is approximately a quarter, nearly a quarter of 
the total amount of this small project. It would delay the comple 
tion and consequently the realization of the benefits by an entire year. 

Mr. Rasavt. I don’t follow that. When would you let your con- 
tracts ¢ 

General Ststey. Mr. Chairman, if the funds were not appropri- 
ated as requested this year, we could not expect to have construc- 
tion funds available until August or September of 1961 

Mr. Ravavr. How much of the $750,000 is for design, how much 
for construction ? 

General Sretey. $15,000 is included for engineering design, sir. 
Of that, $14,200 is for advanced engineering, and $800 is for engineer- 
ing during construction. 

Mr. Ragsavr. All right. 

Mr. Fenron. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavr. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. I notice that they have itemized there that the U.S. 
Coast Guard participates in this project. Just how does that happen 
generally ¢ 

General Srstey. Dr. Fenton, this small amount of $1,000 by the 
Coast Guard is for navigational aids. In this case, the U.S. Coast 
Guard will use $1,000 from their appropriation to place additional 
navigation aids, sir. 

WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER, MASS. 


Mr. Razavur. Weymouth Fore River, $750,000 to complete. Insert 
pages 20 through 24. No questions . 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION)—WEyYMOUTH FoRE RIVER, Mass. 
(30-Foor PROJECT) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.— Weymouth Fore River rises in Braintree, Mass., and flows north 
ward 7.5 miles to empty into Hingham Bay on the south side of Boston Harbor. 
It is navigable and tidal to an old dam at East Braintree, 6.2 miles above the 
mouth. Entrance to Weymouth Fore River is sangre’ either through West Gut 
between Nut and Peddocks Islands or through Nantasket Gut between Peddocks 
Island and the mainland. 

Authorization.—1940, 1945, and 1954 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 


Estimated non- Federal cost are rn 
Ct CONNIE nd «osc eciticawenecdcinus 


Other costs 


Appropriations to June 30, 1959 __...-.--- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date a 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_- 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


Total estimated project cost_.......--.--.--- 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels. 


| 
| 
Amount 
| 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal (Corps 

| of Engineers) 

cost 


$6, 034, 000 | 
22, 000 | 
85, 000 


85,000 | 

6, 339, 000 | 
2, 276, 000 
OO Ba acs cet cent eas 

5, 284, 000 88 
750, 000 100 
Picco cain amines 


Dredge channel 30 feet deep, 300 to 500 feet wide, from deep water 


in Boston Harbor along the southerly half of the Narrows Channel in Nantasket 


Roads and through Nantasket Gut, across Hingham Bay into Weymouth Fore 
liver to Weymouth Fore River Bridge and extending through and above the 
bridge to form a maneuvering basin 470 to 650 feet wide. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Dredging ; : ‘ 67 | April 1960. 


Ledge removal : ae 7 : aboses January 1961. 
Entire project.......-.-- a aha obama 50 Do. 
Not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Weymouth Fore River is an important channel contributing to the commerce 
of Boston. Commerce in Weymouth Fore River amounted to 2,311,300 tons in 
1958, including through traffic to Town River. Over 90 percent of the com- 
me ree was in coal and petroleum earried in tankers and colliers having drafts of 
25 to 32 feet. Under existing conditions, large tankers operate on the tide and 
in a circuitous route around West Gut incurring dangers of grounding, lost time 
waiting the tides, and inefficient operations due to underloading. Improvement 
is essential to provide a direct and safer route for present and prospective traffic 
of deep-draft tankers and colliers and to insure a continuous and unimpeded 
transportation of fuels to the many industries served by the project. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to— 


Comple te ledge removal y : _. $719, 000 


Engineering and design —__- Penne ; 2, 000 
Supervision and administr: ition. ; a i ; 29, OOO 
Total_ anf Be RS Se Ba A op et ot ein oF i aoc 750, 000 


The amount requested for fiscal vear 1961 will permit completion of ledge re- 
moval initiated in fiscal vear 1960 under a continuing contract and would also 
provide for completion of the project for full realization of benefits to be derived 
from the improvement. 

Completed modifications, Weymouth Fore River—The completed work consists 
of a channel 27 feet deep, with a general width of 300 feet from a point in Hingham 
Bay between Nut and Peddocks Islands to Weymouth Fore River Bridge as 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935 (H. Doc. 207—72-1 
This work was completed in 1940 at a cost of $335,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications, Weymouth Fore eee None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests must bear the cost of altering the submarine 
utilities, not owned by the United States, at an estimated aad of $85,000. 
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Local interests, including the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the Bethlehem 
Steel Co., and the city of Quincey, have contributed about $229,000 under condi- 
tions of local cooperation in connection with previous improvements. In addi- 
tion, local interests have incurred costs of over $770,000 to date for further 
improvements to Weymouth Fore River which included channel, berth and basin 
dredging, and improved docking facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances to hold and save the United States 
free from all claims for damages due to the construction of the project were 
furnished by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on September 17, 1956. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) 
estimate of cost of $6,034,000 is a decrease of $686,000 from the latest estimate 
($6,720,000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $505,000 due to an increase 
in the volume of ordinary materials to be dredged was offset by decreases of 
$1,100,000 due to a reduction in the quantity of ledge rock to be removed and a 
reduction of $91,000 in engineering and design and supervision and administration 
based on reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- |Budget, fiscal! complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 ifter fiscal 

year 1961 


(1) (2 (3) (4) 5 6) 


Modification in 1940 Pirer and 
Harbor Act (H. Doc. 568, 76th 
Conq., $d sess.); 1945 River and 
Harbor Act (H. Doc. 291, 77th 
Cong., 1 sess.); and 1954 Piver 
and Harbor Act (H. Doc. 555, | 
82d Cong., 2d sess. 


Channels: | | 


Dredge channel to 30 feet___-_| $3, 880, 000 | $1, 932, 000 | $1, 948, 000 0 | 0 

Ledge removal to 32 feet___--| 1, 600, 000 | 0} 510, 000 $1, 090, 000 0 

Preauthorization studies_.._...-- 40, 000 | 10, 000 | 0 0 0 

Engineering and design._.--_----| 183, 000 | 166, 400 | 14, 600 2, WOO 0 

Supervision and administration -. 331, 000 137, 100 | 142, 900 51, 000 | 0 
Total applied cost (Corps } i 

of Engineers funds only) -| 6, 034, 000 9. 275. 500 92.615. 500 | 1, 143. 000 | 0 


Undistributed cost 





Total project cost (Corps | 


of Engineers funds only) -| 6, 034, 000 2, 275, 500 | 2, 615, 500 | 1, 143, 000 | 0 
Pending adjustments__....-_..-- Dd eubindbaonaivae | 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- 


neers funds only Sea dial 6, 034, 000 2, 275, 500 2.615, 500 | 1, 143, 000 0 
Undelivered orders. ........----- a= see 500 370, 500 - 371, 000 0 
Total obligations.......... 6, 034, 000 2, 276, 000 | 2, 986, 000 772, 000 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| 
Appropriation.__ ere PR es Sete ak or 2, 276, 000 3, 008, 000 | 0 | 0 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
prior year ......... ee ie 0 | 22, 000 0 
Total funds available for 
IN cite cancncoinne I a i a ta can 3, 008, 000 ehaneitioade 0 
REOTITAOR TOTOIIOG «0. coe en anncnsccsonsce A te oe Se ee ees eo 750, 000 0 





GREAT LAKES TO HUDSON RIVER WATERWAY, N.Y. 


Mr. Razavt. Great Lakes to Hudson River Waterway, $400,000. 
Insert pages 26 through 30. This project seems to be long drawn out. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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Locks AND Dams (NAVIGATION)—GREAT LAKES 
ro Hupson River WarTerway, N.Y. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.— This waterway consists of that portion of the New York State Barge 


Canal system extending from the Hudson River at Waterford to Oswego Harbor, 
N.Y., on Lake Ontario, and is usually referred to as the Erie and Oswego Canals. 
Its length is 184 miles. 


Authorization.— 1935 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts. 
Benefit/cost ratio.— 1935 act, 3.2 to 1; 1945 act, 5.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


ee a a ss a adie ations wegen ms Sei enensnamenins | _ SR Oe Vane wccmacéensoos 
a a 9h eh oe a a hi eccahenmaem aemalaine TT OO Ro oe 
Ce No ESA nisin den uanenineaaeohun de panama eee PT itcecce@abanbane 
I heii s vicar altel anes peundeenbeuenspengwesues$ass> nnn | Se OR Nin daninniecacnmcs 
a I I nui needanieeadaecbwaaanacde aus SO Cisne cs 
RTOS GO SEND Bt; BOOP pce cncennidenusacsesssceeceumceonesenccdn | Fa SORE Nnvieansmicescacuen 
Aonropriations for fecal year 1900. ..........-..-.5-.<.-...---~ Sate wale Ge Reccusnaudenseeie 
RRR CUNO <r nericicicsmesbhinnsous detemunpnunawiessiacas See 24, 573, 000 | 63 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961........-.......--.-----..... | 400, 000 5 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __.....-..--.-..--.--- 2... eee STF OR i iswcicctbweniectes 





1 Includes $37,200,000f or work under the 1935 act which ts subject to a cost limitation of $27,000,000. Esti- 
mated expenditures through fiscal year 1960 under this act are $23,246,000. 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations: Increase overhead clearances of structures to 20 feet. 
Canals: Deepening between locks to 14 feet, including bank revetment. 
Locks: Increase depth of all locks between Waterford and Oswego from 12 feet 
to 13 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Relocations: Increasing overhead clearances. ............-.------------ 21 | June 1964, 
Canals: Deepening between locks to 14 feet..........-.......-...-.-.-- 86 Do. 
Locks: Deepening through locks to 13 feet_..........-...-.---.-------- 36 April 1961, 


Entire project _ - a WEEE 60 | June 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This waterway is one of national importance to commercial navigation. It 
provides a navigable connection between the Atlantic Seaboard and the Great 
Lakes area for the movement of commodities vital to the national defense and 
essential civilian requirements. Many defense plants are located on and receive 
shipments via the canal system, among which are the General Electric Co., and the 
American Locomotive Co. at Schenectady and the Solvay Process Co. at Syracuse. 
Much of the petroleum fuel and other petroleum products utilized by communities 
and industries in central and northern New York and the eastern Great Lakes 
areas are transported over this waterway. The State Barge Canal serves the 
important industrial cities of Schenectady, Utica, Rome, Syracuse, and Oswego. 

Approximately 4 million tons of traffic used this waterway during the 1958 
season. Traffic consists largely of petroleum products, scrap iron, steel products, 
chemicals, fertilizers, and agricultural products. Shipping interests variously 
estimate that the loads carried by vessels can be increased 10 to 18 percent by a 
l-foot increase in draft, which will be made possible by the deepening of the locks 
to project depth of 13 feet. However, these benefits will not be realized until 
existing depths at certain structures contemplated under the 1935 act are altered 
to achieve improvement in maximum draft consistent with the lock sill lowering. 
This work ineludes the reconstruction of four guard gates and the lowering of a 
dive culvert under the canal at Oswego. Completion of work on guard gates 
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1 and 2, currently underway by the State, will permit access by deeper draft 
vessels to the 50-mile improved stretch of the canal between Waterford and 
Amsterdam, including some important cargo terminals. 

Fiscal year 1961, The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to 


Complete construction of guard gates 1 and 2 and the raising of bridge 
| 


E-—5 under continuing contract $355, 000 
Supervision and administration 45, 000 
Total. _- a DPS ae nas : - 4 400, 000 


Non-Federal costs —The cost to local interests in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the 1945 River and Harbor Act for deepening 
through locks from Waterford to Oswego is estimated at $213,000 for engineering 
supervision, and administration, to be incurred by the State of New York in con- 
nection with construction of the project modification. 

In addition, prior to the beginning of the New York State Barge Canal improve- 
ment, about 1905, the State of New York expended approximately $115 millior 
for the construction, care, and maintenance of the Erie Canal. From 1905 t 
June 30, 1938, the cost of construction of the improved barge canal system and 
terminals, borne by the State, totals about $180 million. Annual maintenance of 
the improved system averages $3,750,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The requirements of local cooperation have bee 
fully complied with. An agreement between the Chief of Engineers and the 
Department of Public Works, State of New York, adopted June 21, 1935, modi- 
fied on March 30, 1936, and further supplemented on June 5, 1947 (for the 1945 
modification), contains all provisions necessary for efficient prosecution of the im- 
provement. In complying with this agreement, the State has submitted detailed 
plans and specifications for review and approval by the Federal Government prior 
to the State’s advertisement of construction work. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—-No change in the latest estimate 
$38,950,000) submitted to Congress. Internal adjustments have been made 
within the overall estimate to reflect recent bid experience, savings on work com- 
pleted, and price level advances on uncommitted work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 

year 1961 
















(2) (3) (4) 


(6) 









Modification in River and Har- 
bors Act of 1935 (H. Doc. 20, 
73d Cong., 2d sess.): 








Relocations_..... ...----| $13, 309, 000 52, 818, 000 $450, 000 $655, 000 $9, 386, 000 
Canals 22, 324, 000 19, 074, 000 Pree ve 3, 250, 000 
Preauthorization studies : 15, 000 15, 000 ‘ " . 
Supervision and adminis- 


tration , 552, 000 








Subtotal costs (1935 modi- 
fication) _ wade : 37. 






200, 000 


t 

& 
~ 
a 


, 000 476, 000 690, 000 13, 264, 000 










Modification in River and Har- 
bors Act of 1945 (S. Doc. 252, 
79th Cong., 2d sess.) 


















Locks 1, 645, 000 552, 300 385, 000 707, 700 
Preauthorization studies e 10, 000 10, 000 z 


Supervision and adminis- 
tration 





95, 000 





Subtotal costs 
fication 


1945 modi- 


, 750, 000 612, 000 405, 500 a 





, 000 712, 500 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 38, 950, 000 23, 382, 000 81, 500 710, 000 | 13, 976, 500 
ndistributed costs—None 











Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) 35, 950, 000 23, 382, 000 881, 500 710, 000 13, 976, 500 
Pending adjustments, none 








Total cost (Federal funds 
only) 38, 950, 000 23, 382, 000 881, 500 710, 000 13, 976, 500 
Undelivered orders... 5 











Total obligations. - 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





Appropriations 
nobligated carryover from 
prior year 


| 






Total funds 
obligation 
Appropriation required _- 


available for 
ate cokcemaniote 24, 135, 500 441, 500 sa eines sia 
aha si 400, 000 13, 976, 500 











Mr. Rasaut. Does the progress being made by the State actually 
indicate a need for the $400,000 requested for 1961? 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir; this $400,000 requested for 1961 is to 
meet the needs of a continuing contract the State entered into in June 
1959. ‘The contractor is on the} job. 


QUINCY SHORE BEACH, MASS. 








Mr. Rasaut. Quincy Shore Beach, $625,000. Insert pages 32 
through 36 
(The pages referred to follow :) 








O2SS82 60 
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BeacH Erosion Conrront Prosjecrs— Quincy SHORE Beracu,. Mass. 
(NEW) 


Location.— Quincey Shore Reservation Beach is in the city of Quiney, Mass., at 
the head of Quincey Bay in Boston Harbor, 6 miles southeast of the citv of Boston, 
The project area comprises the southerly 6,700 feet of the publicly owned Quiney 
Shore Reservation which is under the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan District 
Commission. The reservation comprises a narrow public beach, seawalls and 
riprap shore protection, parking areas, and a boulevard. 

{uthorization.— 1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Re nefit-cost ratio. . 2 aol. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal Corps 
of Engineers) 
cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers : arta haacaielspitl 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)-__..--- sip dai Gullit ila iaiasacaiaa 0 
Estimated non- Federal cost : sl inencitactlamcise ance : 1, 293, 000 

Cash contribution.................-- shtyiibdets kis sian elect 0 


$649, 000 


I pt a a 1, 293, 000 4 
Total estimated project cost .........._- as i ia ec 1, 942, 000 os 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 _-_- atiod a : 7 ae 4, 000 = 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960____.____- ate 0 


Appropriations to date._........__..__- PRISE EE ES it EE ae 4, 000 0.¢ 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__._._. ienieninkiaiaiacemanise 645, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__...--.-.----..---. elt oe a ae 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Seawalls.— Construct a concrete-eneased steel sheet-pile bulkhead with a top 
elevation of 18 feet above mean low water for a distance of 4,750 feet; construct 
a concrete seawall with top elevation of 19.2 feet above mean low water in extension 
of the existing parapet wall for a distance of 325 feet; and construct a culvert at 
Sachem Creek and extend existing drains across the beach to discharge seaward 
of the recommended fill. 

Beach replenishment.— Place approximately 126,000 cubie yards of sand and 
gravel and 221,500 cubic yards of sand on the beach between Hovey Street and 
Rufe’s Hummock seawall, a distance of 8,500 feet to provide a backshore elevatior 
of 15 feet above mean low water. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
EtAc Whe A Ache suds sbeadantumice ode kbwikdikicmbdbeadnauleninaaiae Completed_.| September 1959. 
Beach replenishment oars Do. 
Entire project. ............. peels CU UNC Oe 2 cate OO mI Camis oe Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Quincy Shore Beach is one of the principal recreational beaches in the Metro- 
politan Boston area. The usability of the beach is impaired by its eroded condi- 
tion and the properties adjacent to the beach have been seriously damaged from 
high waters passing over the old seawall. The benefits to be derived from the 
improvement are the prevention of direct damages, the prevention of indirect 
damages, the increase of land and property values, the increase of recreational 
facilities, the protection of yacht club structures and the improvement of traffie 
conditions on the shore drive. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in recog- 
nition of the healthful and recreational value of its shore area, included the project 
in its construction program. Construction was completed in September 1959. 

Fiscal year 1961.—Construction of the beach erosion control project for Quincy 
Shore by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts was completed in September 1959. 
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Requested appropriation for budget fiscal year amounting to $645,000 will be 
used to reimburse the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for the Federal share of 
the cost of construction. 

Completed modifications, Quincy Shore Beach.—None. 

Remaining authorized modifications, Quincy Shore Beach.—None. 

Non-F ederal costs.—Adoption of the project by the United States authorizing 
Federal participation in the amount of one-third ot the first cost of the construc- 
tion was authorized subject to the conditions that the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts give satisfactory assurances that it will: (@) maintain the protective 
and improvement measures during the useful life thereof as may be required 
to serve their intended purpose; (b) hold and save the United States free from all 
claims for damages that may arise either before, during or after prosecution of 
the work; (c) not permit water pollution that would endanger the health of 
bathers; and (d) maintain continued public ownership of the beach and its 
administration for public use only. The non-Federal share of the project costs, 
including the non-Federal share of the preauthorization studies cost, is presently 
estimated to be $1,293,000. Estimated average annual maintenance cost of the 
project to be incurred by local interests is $9,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances that all requirements of local cooperation 
would be met were furnished by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in March 
1958 

Comparison of Federal cost estumates The current estimate of Federal cost of 
$649,000 is an increase of $240,000 over the latest estimate ($409,000, September 
1953) submitted to Congress for project authorization in 1954. The increase is 
based on actual costs incurred by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and 
inclusion of preauthorization studies cost, not previously reported. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 


Balance to 


Feature | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
1) | (2) (3) (4) } 5 6) 
RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF SEPT. 
3, 1954 (H. DOC. 145, 82D CONG., 
1ST SESS, | 
| 
a iy os. 2 Kamins 1, 127, 000 = : ee 
Bes ach replenis shment.-..------ ~ Sus, OU) |.....s- - iipenisiwnpan SRAM Ne cabin Siegal nk hacen 
Preauthorization studies-__.....- 7,009 | 7, 000 s selene ears 
; I 1, 942, 000 I Set ed 1, 935, 000 
TOON on cnwclaniminneies 648, 500 3,500 |__ ~ 645. 000 - 
Non-Federal share............__. | 1, 293, 500 3, 500 1, 290, 000 . REPS 


| - 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds and non- | 
Federal funds) ........--. 1, 942, 000 | 7, 000 | 


| 7 eee ee | ggeeegngnpe st: Vee 
Undistributed costs..........__- ca a oe Sc cptecandereta bere eared seas Baas tnd ain, Soredes apeiat nm gipecibaaaiaen ooacoat cade eee ae 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds and non-Federal 
I Sn re ee 1, 942, 000 TAGE Unatawsbe son 1, 935, 000 st 
Pending adjustments............|.............- Li convenionsuieep lack ucnrmagaesns on sedednexniestecadisscenaeus 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
and non-Federal funds) 1, 942, 000 ei Soe hel Ay Se Nn seaanecccaen 
Undelivered orders a a nee 2a : 
URC en cc | 7, 000 | eed 1, 935, 000 
Method of financing (Federal | | - : 
Share only: | 
Appropriation..........----- 3.5 | 


Unobligated carryover from 
DRY IE Se Bt aaah oi aun ckemmenikeutemdowidan 


Total funds available for 
obligation. -—-- 


Note.—P roject constructed by local interests. Federal share equals one-third of the construction cost of 
he project a ind one-half the cost of preauthorization studies, 
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Mr. Ranaut. This is a reimbursement for part of the cost of a 
purely recreational project built by the State under the beach ero. 
sion control program. How did we get into this business, and are 
there any beach erosion control projects approved so far for anything 
but waterfront playgrounds which produce large income for the 
States involved ? 

General Sister. This project was authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act of 1954, Mr. Chairman, to construct a bulkhead 4,750 
long and a sea wall 325 feet long. The work has already been com- 
pleted by the State of Massachusetts in September of 1959, and the 
amount of $645,000 in the budget is for the legal requirement of reim- 
bursement to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for the Federal 
share. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is a big departure from what we have been doing 
in the past. It seems to be taking the whole water front. The com- 
mittee feels obliged to at least call attention to it. 


HALL MEADOW BROOK RESERVOIR, CONN, 


Hall Meadow Brook Dam, $1 million. Insert pages 38 through 42. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ReEservorrs (Fitoop Contrro.)—Hatt MEapvow Brook Reskrvorr, Cony, 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The damsite is located in the city of Torrington, Conn., on Hall 
Meadow Brook, 0.4 mile above its confluence with the West Branch of the 
Naugatuck River. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulate 

Amount percent ol 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions. 

Other costs_-_---- 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 55 feet. 

Length: 1,080 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Ogee, 

Capacity: 25,000 cubie feet per second. 

Crest length: 200 feet. 
feservoir capacity: Flood control, 7,200 acre-feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent complete Completion schedule 


Not started Z October 1961. 
+ June 1962 
Construction not started ‘ Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Flood protection is urgently needed for the Torrington area and that portion 
of the Naugatuck River upstream from the authorized Thomaston project. 
Damages in the area extending downstream from the proposed damsite on Hall 
Meadow Brook through Torrington to the upstream limit of the authorized 
Thomaston Reservoir area in the 1955 flood took six lives and caused losses of 
$23,300,000. Operation of the Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir project will pro- 
vide flood, protection for the Torrington area, will reduce flood flows in the West 
Branch of the Naugatuck River and, in combination with the authorized East 
Branch Reservoir, will reduce floodflows below the East Branch. 


Fiscal year 1961.—-The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to 


Continue road relocations_ ace oo $260, 000 


Initiate reservoir clearing_--—-_- : saree Ores 20, 000 
Initiate construction of dam s ae =e 600, 000 
Engineering and design_____________-_- ; pcoeeee : 10, 000 
Supervision and administration___—__- sete . 80, 000 


aaa erat ata Cs sa atta ag 


Expenditure of these funds will provide for economical prosecution of the 
project during the fiscal year. 

Von-Federal costs —The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the project is estimated at $460,000 for lands and easements. 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $3,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Loeal interests are required to provide, without 
ost to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
the construction and operation of the project. In 1957 the legislature of the 
State of Connecticut authorized a bond issue for the fullfilling of all local assur- 
ances for Mad River, Hall Meadow, and East Branch Reservoirs. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress ($2,210,000). 











1028 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


: Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- Budeet, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 vear 1961 ufter fiscal 


vear 1961 


l 2 3 } (5 (6) 
Relocations... $510, 000 ani c $69, 000 $260, 000 $181, 000 
Reservoir oe 55, 000 ——s 3 : E 20, 000 35. 00 
ey swomias ; 5 1, 254, 000 |__. esate ; 600, 000 654, 000 
Road___- 6, 000 : ; : 6, 00 
Preauthorization stu : 20, 000 $20, 000 fend se 
Engineering and soe m ; 204, 000 : 160. 000 40, 000 4, 000 
Supervision and administration 161, 000 2 15.000 80, 000 66, 00K 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
era] funds only ‘ 2. 210, 000 20, 000 244, 000 1, 000, 000 946, 000 


Undistributed cost 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only =a 2, 210, 000 20, 000 244, 000 1, 000, 000 946, 000 
i Se er win uhinbiiicenial duatennidachien cabanas nuNuewn 


Total cost (Federal funds 
only). ere 2. 210, 000 20, 000 244, 000 1, 000, 000 946, 000 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations-._-. ates 20, 000 244, 000 1, 000, 000 946, 000 
METHOD OP FINANCING 


Appropriation. ___- _ 5 7 20, 000 244, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
Srer Foer........ sitet een ‘ eit are nea 
Total funds available for 
obligation i on wed 20, 000 244, 000 
Appropriation required 


1, 000, OOK 946, 000 


Mr. Rapaut. This project is not yet started. What is the status 
of your design memo, and when will you let the first contract? 

General Sistey. The design memorandum was completed in Feb- 
ruary this year for Hall Meadow Brook, Mr. Chairman, for the relo- 
cations part of the project. 

Mr. Razaut. When do you expect. to let a contract! 

General Stntey. For the relocations I would expect to give notice to 
proceed in May of this year, sir. 


MAD RIVER RESERVOIR. CONN. 
Mr. Rapaur. Mad River Reservoir, $870,000. 
Insert pages 44 through 48. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
RESERVOIRS (FLoop ContrRoL)—Map RIveR RESERVOIR, CONN. 


CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located in the town of Winchester, Conn., about 2.2 
miles above the confluence with the Still River and about 0.3 mile northwest ol 


the city of Winsted. 
Authorization. 1958 Flood Control Act. 
Bene fit-cost ratio 1:6 to i. 


Est 
E 


Tot 
Ap] 
Ap] 
Ap} 
AP] 
Bal 


Da 


Spi 





ice to 
plete 
fiseal 
1961 





5181, 000 
35, 000 
654, 000 
6, 006 


66, 000 


946, 000 


946, 000 


946, 000 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 











Rieti in NOE WA ng 2 oct oS ce nabeeweecccceuess E P ‘ 3 | en eee 
renee In: SURI ERIE ON oS oo aac hk eaenseeanemn nas | MN UI ex ir co'sFapeii cute toncarinitsh 
Cash contributions._-... --- siae i tt nc sale Ssh nigra oce at axon =e a 1 Wola gacrcetaenetiassainteas 
Other costs.......<... DER LoReadsden haRaeaun de dandne Ge GO Ein cacosaseunsens 
Total estimated project cost ae aecaale Eisele s Saw eiermaae Seaarhce | Oe ia ene cases 
i TaLAnren 10 SONS Gy Ao co ccnar nye cnas oucoankpsnmanseiwenns TO Er ot oom 
De AAONE Se MONE PORT AGOUS oie cdanna pens vicar ccctewsroesdeaseccune DOE tonianawencaecany 
RAGIN SOMME a. ot aun s pmeannccchanasscenseaes pietnm a citeaa 286, 000 5 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__.....-.-.-- oe ee 870, 00 19 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__........--.----.- Sa -| eer ee 
i 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 168 feet. 

Length: 1,040 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Ogee. 

Capacity: 38,000 cubic feet per second. 

Crest length: 250 feet. 
teservoir capacity: Flood control, 9,630 acre-feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent complete Completion schedule 

Relocations ciccinbaneoddcwcst  TROe Tne ie ..| November 1961. 
Dam ee are ee ts — _do- . October 1963. 


MN CRINGE 5 nS cess aicdacco wns nb bad cehakunk Construction not started _- Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Flood protection is urgently needed for the protection of Winsted, Conn., and 
downstream areas. Six major floods have occurred in the Mad River Basin since 
1900. In the greatest flood of record, August 1955, seven lives were lost and 
damages downstream of the Mad River Dam site were over $18 million. The 
operation of the Mad River Dam and Reservoir would reduce flood damages in 
reaches of the Mad and Still Rivers downstream from the project to the confluence 
of the Still River and Sandy Brook. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $870,000 will be applied to— 
Continue road reloeations____ ; eee er ue : $580, 000 
initiate consurueuon OF GAIN... .... os Ss cee eee eae es 50, 000 
Engineering and design___ eee Eee eee oe i. ey. See _. 175, 000 
Supervision and administration. ____ Eee 65, 000 


Fo a +e AREER ETN sea 870, 000 

Expenditure of these funds will provide for economical prosecution of the project 
during the fiseal year. 

Non-Federal costs.—The imtial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the project is estimated at $390,000 for lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way necessary for construction of the project. 

Local interests also are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $1,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are required to provide, without cost 
to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the 
construction and operation of the project. In 1927 the Legislature of the State 
of Connecticut authorized a bond issue for the fulfilling of all local assurances 
for Mad River, Hall Meadow, and East Branch Reservoirs. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress ($5,970,000). 


Total 








Relocations. 


Reservoir. .-- ale ; : 4, 000 
Dam_. aie nae aa 3, 969, 000 
Road 13, 000 
Preauthorization studies 18, 000 $18, 
Engineering and design 483, 000 : 
Supervision and administration 446, 000 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 5, 970, 000 18, 
Undistributed cost- 
otal project cost (Federal 
funds only 5, 970, 000 18 
Pending adjustment 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) ‘ fet 5, 970, 000 18, 
Undelivered orders 
Total obligations. .- 18, 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriation ae 18 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year.-. o« owe - 
Total funds available for 
obligation oe 18, 
Appropriation required -_- ia 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Project cost 
estimate 


Feature 


te 
“~ 


$1, 037, 000 


Total to 
June 30, 1959 


000 


000 


O00 


000 


000 


OOO 


000 


Current 


cal year 1960 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


fis- Budget, fiscal 


year 1961 


(4 (H) 
$53, 000 $580, 000 $404, 000 
ae 4, 000 
. 50, 000 3, 919, 000 
13, 000 
195,000} 175,000| 113, 000 
20, 000 65, 000 361, 000 
268, 000 870, 000 4,814, 000 
268, 000 870, 000 4,814, 000 
268, 000 870, 000 4, 814, 000 
268, 000 870, 000 4,814, 000 
268, OOO 
268, 000 ~ 
S70, O00 4,814, 000 


Mr. Rasavur. This project is not yet started. 
your design memo and when will you let the 


one ¢ 


General Stptey. In May. 

Mr. Ranaut. May for the general design memo ? 

General Stntey. Before that, sir. 
in May. 


What is the status of 
first contract on this 


We expect to start construction 


THOMASTON RESERVOIR, CONN, 


Mr. Ranavr. Thomaston Dam, $1,547,000 to complete. Insert pages 
00 through 54. No questions. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


Location. 
Housatonic 


bridge 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CoNTROL 


(CONTINUING) 


crossing of the Naugatuck River 


and Torrington in Litchfield County, Conn. 


Authorization. 
Benefit-cost ratio. 


1944 Flood Control Act. 
5.8 to 1. 


in 


THOMASTON 


RESERVOIR, 


CONN. 


On the Naugatuck River 30.4 miles above its confluence with the 
fiver at Derby, and 1.6 miles above the I 
the 


"S. Routes Nos. 6 and 202 
village 
reservoir will lie in the towns of Harwinton, Plymouth, 


of Thomaston. 


The 


Litchfield, Thomaston, 





ti 
stl 
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App 
App 
App 
App 


Bala 
Dat 


Spi 


Res 


Darr 
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effe 
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pro 
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>4,! 
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] 
ALO! 
Wwol 
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Cor 
Cor 


Suy 





ce to 
lete 
iscal 
1961 


) 


104, 000 

4, 000 
919, 000 
13, 000 
113, 000 
361, 000 


$14, 000 


814, 000 


814, 000 


814, 000 


814, 00 
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Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
seca de sini ‘ SRE ~ | ; a 
Estimated Federal cost ciécieies A ; a $14, 400, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


0 

Cash contribution ve 0 | 

Other costs_-- 5 acai ird sider 0 “ 
Total estimated project cost $ es saece ens Sf ecske 14, 400, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 ed 8, 453, 000 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1960- 5 dccah enue a , SIN bs Sincaimncentean 

Appropriations to date ‘ 2 ; ainteiaielale 12, 853, 000 89 
Appropriation request for fise al year 1961_.._.--..------- a er: 1, 547, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__............-__- ohh 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth and rock fill. 
Height: 142 feet. 
Length: 2,000 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled side channel concrete overflow, 
Crest elevation: 494 feet mean sea level. 
Capacity: 132,200 cubic feet per second. 
I ength: 450 feet. 
teservoir capacity: Flood control: 42,000 acre-feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


| 
| 
| 


complete 
Land acquisition ; = ‘ ‘ eee 84 | September 1960. 
Relocations--_- 7 ; oeatiiawns 7 75 | December 1960 
Dam ; oe 77 


ié Do 
April 1959, 
78 | December 1960. 


Dam closure 
Entire project 


JUSTIFICATION 


Thomaston Reservoir lies in a highly industrialized and densely populated 
section of southern New England. Construction of the project is necessary to 
effect major reductions in flood damages along the Naugatuck River, Conn., from 
Thomaston to the mouth, including Waterbury, Naugatuck, Beacon Falls, 
Seymour, Ansonia, and Derby. The Naugatuck River Valley is one of the 
country’s major brass and metal manufacturing centers. In addition, textile, 
rubber, and chemical plants are located in the valley. The output of these 
industries, which are concentrated in the towns and cities downstream of the 
proposed project, is of major importance to the national and local economy. 

The flood of December 1948 caused damages amounting to $3,750,000 down- 
stream of the dam site. It is estimated that these damages would amount to 
$4,950,000 from a flood of similar magnitude under present conditions and that 
operation of the Thomaston project would prevent $4,500,000 of these damages. 

The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to nearly $194 million 
along the Naugatuck River below the Thomaston site. Thomaston Reservoir 
would have prevented $149 million of these damages had it been in operation 
during this flood. Annual benefits for the project are estimated at $3,370,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,547,000 will be applied to 
Complete land acquisition 
Complete relocations_ 

( vomple te construction of dam_- 


ie agen i abana oa ..-- 9101, 500 
; 806, 100 
sa teks us ils sata 521, 000 


Engineering and design______ ee EP tina 43, 400 
Supervision and administr: ition. Ec ae 75, 000 
RN Ne oe ee a a el a ale al ee ee re 
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The expenditure of these funds will complete the project during the fiscal year. 

Non-Federal costs.—N one. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$14,400,000 is an increase of $100,000 from the latest estimate ($14,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is due primarily to new estimate for State 
road relocation and increased cost of dam due to increased rock quantities re- 
sulting from a series of rockslides and fallout. These increases were partially 
offset by decrease in town road relocations resulting from favorable bids. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| | | year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages $1, 846, 000 $1, 364, 500 | $380, 000 $101, 500 
Relocations 6, 426, 000 2, 880, 900 2, 739, 000 | 806, 100 
Reservoir__-- 31, 000 29, 100 | 1, 900 
Dam_.--- 4, 076, 000 2, 360, 600 | 1, 194, 400 | 521, 000 
Roads- 66, 000 15, 200 50, 800 
Recreation facilities ; | 27, 000 27, 000 |. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_| 61,000 | 32, 300 28, 700 | 
Permanent operating equipment-| 18, 000 | 18, 000 | 4 
Preauthorization studies_-.._-. | 20, 000 20,000 |_.--- | 7 
Engineering and design---- | 1, 044, 000 768, 100 232, 500 | 43, 400 
Supervision and administration--} 785, 000 375, 000 335, 000 75, 000 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only) | 14, 400, 000 7, 845, 700 5, 007, 300 | 1, 547, 000 
Undistributed cost --.......-----] 102, 000 | ~102, 000 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only) -- 14, 400, 000 7, 947, 700 4, 905, 300 1, 547, 000 
Pending adjustments-- ce 


Total cost (Federal funds | 


only) } 14,400,000 7, 947, 700 4, 905, 300 1, 547, 000 
Undelivered orders -- | 378, 300 —378, 300 
Total obligations 8, 326, 000 4, 527, 000 1, 547. 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriation. i 8, 453, 000 4, 400, 000 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
prior year _ _- 127, 000 | : 
Total funds available for | 
obligation __ _- 8, 453, 000 4, 527, 000 
Appropriation required__-_- | 1, 547, 000 





WEST HILL RESERVOIR, MASS. 


Mr. Rasautr. West Hill Reservoir, $733,000 to complete. Insert 
pages 56 through 60. No questions. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
Reservoirs (FLtoop Contro.t)—West Hitt Reservoir, Mass. 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—The project is located on the West River, Mass., 3 miles above its 
confluence with the Blackstone River and 2.5 miles northeast of Uxbridge, Mass. 


Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Estim 
Estim 
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Appro 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost._...........- Jdch nn wevibbehsbkuel odds 














é ’ GR SER GE Giidccuscsdisidas 
Estimated non-Federal cost. _-._.- imaplgkistintcdatendidet bidbscd abled a pede | @ his cassia ia 
a ellen | PT gs acstrisesaneraivicntincs 
SO a ca eeiwenen ee taietiatatlgs chai ea tah | 0 ee eae 
Tatel GUCIIROEIE WOOINOE: QOUE 0 6 ssaccss hc ieee salpcilide padaadesemvdabameens DIO DO hi sss ncncnanee 
eT ee SO on a baci co nnemanmeninaueencnswednamacioul Bas acosica wae oncahenen 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. ..-- nition RRR deub aa eiaten me wee wee sei | SPOEG Wiss nusxescueasee 
RETIN OO GIO 5 oon hak endiadenansdnun nes senawiiredccenaawanes 1, 497, 700 | 67 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_-....._-..--....------------ 733, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961. ..._-......-.---.-----.---- Se Oe ee eee 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled, earthfill. 
Height: 48 feet. 
Length: 2,400 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Overflow. 
Capacity: 8,900 cubic feet per second. 
Length: 50 feet. 
teservoir capacity: Flood control: 12,350 acre-feet. 
Dikes: 
Length: 1,200 feet. 
Height (average): 10 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 

Percent complete | Completion schedule 
eee [ae ee s ape at -—___—— nai 
Land acquisition. ..........-.- FEE eee ey ae 40 | December 1960. 
Relocations... - Ee SEG Awd ae nnee wee seo teS 12 | June 1961. 

Dam Ste ee ol eee eee 56 | December 1960. 
DIN, oa soos chan pence naadssecuGuadeusee Sn aeaeanpeomn ante Oa ein ataianwal -| April 1960. 
Entire project 


csciciis ote resin bee me lec wa aes eraiatnn ws 42 | June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The West Hill Reservoir is the only authorized reservoir project in the Black- 
stone River Basin. Construction of this project would provide reductions in 
flood stages at downstream damage centers along the West River in Massachusetts 
and the Blackstone River in Massachusetts and Rhode Island. It would 
augment the protection to be provided by the Woonsocket local protection 
project, and provide a degree of protection for that portion of the city which is 
outside the area of the local protection project. 

The West Hill Reservoir would have prevented approximately $12,215,000 in 
damages had it been in operation during the record flood of August 1955. Annual 
benefits for the project are estimated at $195,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $733,000 will be applied to— 


Complete land acquisition 


ee eas oe oan as eee oe $79, 500 
Complete relocations___ 


saa da ear ee eS 346, 000 
Initiate and complete clearing of reservoir area__- 51, 000 
Complete construction of dam______- ‘ ; ; ; 139, 900 
Initiate and complete construction of recreation facilities 30, 000 
Complete access road, buildings, grounds, and utilities_—__- anne 4, 000 
Purchase permanent operating equipment____._._---_-- : 6, 000 
Engineering and design___ =. ee cs : 6, 600 


Supervision and administration __ 


res ape abe a hhast eas ‘ 70, 000 


NR re ete Sra i Je be ay Bh he 733, 000 
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The expenditure of these funds will provide for completion of the project 
during the fiscal year. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,230,000 is a decrease of $170,000 from the latest estimate ($2,400,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases totaling $70,000 for relocations, recreation 
facilities, and engineering and design were more than offset by decreases totaling 
$240,000 due to a favorable bid and reduced land costs. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- , Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


(1) 2 (3) { 5) 6 
Lands and damages_.. a, i $296, 000 $66, 500 $150, 000 $79, 500 
Relocations..__. 2 e 680, 000 |. 334, 000 346, 000 !___. 
Reservoir __.--- ; ‘ ‘Sk _ oa eed AID Beeeiieah const 
Dam__. a 2 Z se 684, 000 | 4, 300 539, 800 TIT Vaivaciacicesiereintananl 
Road... -_- 7,000 4,000 ye 
Recreation facilities : 30, 000 . 30, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 1, 000 a 5 1,000 |_. 
Permanent operating equipment 6,000 |... = ; 6, 000 
Preauthorization studies 7,000 7,000 Poor 
Engineering and design 311, 000 279, 400 25, 000 GOO. ccs ctees 

17, 000 70 


Supervision and administr ation 157, 000 


70, 000 70, 000 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) Kin 2, 230, 000 374, 200 1, 122, 800 733, 000 
Undistributed cost- -- 


Total project cost (Federal 


funds only)__-- veh 2, 230, 000 374, 200 1, 122, 800 733, 000 — 
se a ee ae eee bungie ebb baswednebialowtnwnhanienen 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) . ¥ ak 2, 230, 000 374, 200 1, 122, 800 733, 000 
Undelivered orders-.--- : : 111, 900 —111, 900 
Total obligations - - i 2, 230, 000 486, 100 1,010, 900 733, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( 
Appropriations : alae : 522, 000 975, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 1 
prior year... alee . . end 35, 900 
Total funds available for | 
obligation c zo ; 522, 000 1,010, 900 5 
4 ppropriation required gene te sine ‘ = clara spel cinntiatad otk GEO OO Tn ccnoescinaees 


WESTVILLE RESERVOIR, MASS. 


Mr. Ranaut. ‘Westville Reservoir,” $2 660,000. Insert pages (2 
through 66. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ReEsERVoIRS (FLOOD ConrTROL)—WESTVILLE RESERVOIR, MAss. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located on the Quinebaug River, a tributary of the 
Thames River in the towns of Southbridge and Sturbridge, Mass., 0.75 mile 
upstream from the Massachusetts Route No. 131 bridge crossing of the Quinebaug 
liver in Southbridge, Mass., and 56.7 miles upstream from its confluence with 
the Shetucket River. 

Authorization. 1941 Flood Control Act, 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


: 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 


$6, 760, OOO 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


0 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs___- di “ ‘ — 0 

Total estimated project cost 6, 760, 000 | 

Appropriation to June 30, 1959 328, 000 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 _ _- ; : ‘ 1, 640, 000 

Appropriations to date - i 1, 968, 000 29 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 ‘ 2, 660, 000 69 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 Soden = 2, 132, 000 100 

PHYSICAL DATA 

Dan 
Tvpe Earthfill 
Height: 78 feet. 

Length: 560 feet. 

Spillwas 
Type: Ogee weir, chute in rock. 

Capacity: 24,500 cubie feet per second. 
Crest length: 200 feet. 

Reservoir capacity: 1Cre-feel 
Flood control 11, OOO 
Operating pool 100 

Total 11, 100 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent complete Completion schedule 

Land acquisition 2 December 1961 

Relocations > Not started Do 

Dam do February 1962 

Dam closure November 1960. 

Entire project Construction not started February 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Westville project is a unit of the authorized plan for flood control in the 
Thames River Basin. The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to 
$61,680,000 in this basin. Had the Westville Dam been in operation at that 
time, damages amounting to $5,500,000 would have been prevented on the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers. 

In combination with the East Brimfield project, the Westville project will pro- 
vide substantial protection for Southbridge, Mass., and a large measure of pro- 
tection for other downstream communities, including Putnam, Danielson, Jewett 
City, and Norwich, Conn., industrial and business centers on the Quinebaug and 
Thames Rivers. 

Fiscal year 1961,—The requested amount of $2,660,000 will be applied to 


Continue construction of dam $640, 000 
Continue land acquisition 1, 000, 000 
Continue relocations 890, 090 
Engine ering and design 31, 090 
Supervision and administration 189, 090 


Total 


2, 660, 000 


Expenditure of these funds will provide for economical prosecution of the proj- 
ect during the fiscal vear. 
Non-Federal costs. None. 


j 
Matus 


of local cooperation.— None required, 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,760,000 is a decrease of $690,000 from the latest estimate ($7,450,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease is the result of completion of detailed plan- 
ning studies. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





| Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year1961 | after fiscal 

} | year 1961 

l (2) 3 (4 | (5) (6) 

Lands and damages - -. $2, 700, 000 $3, 500 $516, 600 $1, 254, 000 | $925, O 
Relocations __. , 720, 000 SS 65, 000 1, 190, 000 465, 000 

Reservoir : CNR ac ceae cas Dae Pao 10,000 |. i. 
Dam. DREN Eoin ceccccnsies 65, 000 774, 000 | 601, 00 
Road ; 27, 000 ES 17,000 | 10, 000 
Recreation facilities 36, 000 SP a a hol Seiden ie 36, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities a en edteaabe catia aaeech 45, 000 | 2, 000 
Permanent operating equipment ID” Bcinkicc ie cent careers Ss haa eel we educa carla 12, 00 

Preauthorization studies Eos 8, 000 Eh cesctecrainaadee ‘ SE Ws savdhas aces : 
Engineering and design 460, 000 | 282, 400 | 134, 000 31,000 | 12, 6X 
Supervision and administration 300, 000 15, 000 28, 000 189, 000 | 68, 00 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) ee 6, 760, 000 308, 900 808, 600 | 3, 510, 000 2, 132, 500 
Undistributed cost 


Total project cost (Federal 
NT CY oe cecentecce | 6, 760, 000 | 308, 900 808, 600 | 3, 510, 000 


| 2, 132, 50 
Pending adjustments_........-- 


Total cost (Federal funds | 


i eenais ee 6, 760,000 | 308, 900 808, 600 | 3, 510, 000 2, 132, 500 
PURI I ictal enacted +3, 700 | EMME Isc cemcanss an 
a nn | 312, 600 804, 900 | 3, 510, 000 2. 132, 50 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
RE oe ctcececesen vncnweninndeen | 327, 500 DO Nencancinns aaa aaeean cba 
Unobligated carryover from | 
GOT WOME ns cedccceccedecnews | asnncsceccnsus|esucsecesusces 14, 900 850, 000 ound 
Total funds available for | } | 
a ecccial ae i 1,654,000 '|....<.- eed ees. 
A ppropriation required_.......-- he atl 2, 660, 000 2, 132, 50 


| 


Mr. Rasaut. This project is not yet started. What is its status! 
General Starry. Advance notice to bidders, Mr. Chairman, was 1s 
sued on the 15th of this month. I expect to advertise for construc- 
tion before the end of February, to open bids at the end of March. 
Mr. Ranaut. All right. 


HOPKINTON-EVERETT RESERVOIR, N.H. 
Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir, $8,370,000. Insert pages 68 throug! 


pill 
- 

) 
(2 


(The pages referred to follow :) 
Reservoirs (FLoop ContTroL)—HopKkintTon-EVERETT Reservoir, N.H. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The site of the Hopkinton Dam is on the Contoocook River, 17: 


miles above its junction with the Merrimack River and about one-half mile up| 


stream from the village of West Hopkinton. The site of the Everett Dam is ©! 


the Piseataquog River, 16 miles above its junction with the Merrimack River, | 


and about 1.3 miles Southeast of the Village of East Weare. 
Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 
Renefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost_- 25, 700, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution. 0 
Other costs 


pais ; | 0 
: 25, 700, 000 
2, 267, 000 


Total estimated project cost 
| 
3, 768, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1959 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_- 
Appropriations to date 


* 6, 035, 000 24 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 s 8. 370, 000 56 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1961 11, 295, 000 100 


Physical data 





Hopkinton Everett 

Dam 

I oan a erica cate bie tise Gh Gap avers eit PGT s cnccsncenwes Earth fill. 

OT SE Ae ani |, A Tee | 115 feet. 

RI tin he ce ee eee aed 1 MOEN i cadinctrpecens 2,000 feet. 
opliiway: ! 

Sh cite oe era te a ed oe Bi Overfiow. 

Capacity -.- es ena eae ka ia dngeieaed | 59,700 cubic feet per 28,500 cubic feet per 

| second, second. 

eo pas tc nee aeeee ve cicrcietamibtee 180 feet. 
Canals: | 

SEI ont tciin) nach uh hee aesdtaneeosn be aes eae etion BOOK no cnccecceteen | 13,500 feet. 

WEEE 5 Miveeidanepencess So ciscei i chenigcic aan soul oka ctier ive weet bie Tt OGhi ccc cancusecnnn 160 feet. 
Dikes } 

ANI cod akt atbabaaeeaumee scadnenasgees DENG TEGiack i ccicncsain 6,400 feet. 

SOI tiated aka sadinmten Galanin otenanimiinn samen Ra in odacueee 50 feet. 








Reservoir capacity.—Flood control 157, 300 acre-feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 
a) 








hand encuistion oo ciccccccccccun hatte cane sare allah uashstsnicedienitanlctcoaF ices 23 | June 1963. 
i 4 December 1962. 
Dam: | 
i ne 1 | September 1962. 
UN i cae tinue otisl mst abara Sika mere a ote a (1) | September 1963. 
Dam closure: 
VIE 6 oc cinatineicdantipahi Pubied tisk hada esebidsat saws wioaaaTdel eae gules | September 1960. 
ala ee po Sasedasee ae | July 1962. 
Pen I goo tee cee ae Sane usraaaaes annette 12 | September 1963. 





1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Hopkinton-Everett project is an important unit in the comprehensive plan 
of improvement for flood control in the Merrimack River Basin. This project, 
together with the three completed reservoirs, will control about 32 percent of the 
total drainage area of the Merrimack River Basin. Construction of this reservoir 
is required, in addition to the completed reservoirs, to reduce flood stages to below 
the grade of dikes at those downstream cities now having local protective works. 
The downstream protective works will continue to provide a false sense of security 
until the complementary upstream storage insures adequate control of floodwaters. 
It is estimated that upon a recurrence of the.1936 and 1938 floods, the Hopkinton- 
Everett project would reduce stages at Manchester, N.H., by 4 feet and 3.4 feet, 
respectively, and at Lowell, Mass., by 3 feet and 2.6 feet, respectively. Under 
present conditions of development, without Hopkinton-Everett protection, these 
floods would cause $163,700,000 and $53,600,000 in damages, respectively, of 
which the project could prevent $40 million and $17,400,000 respectively. About 
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200 industries, producing woolen, cotton and synthetic textiles, mica products, 
paper and paper box products, gypsum board, shoe machinery, plastics, and 
electronic equipment, would benefit from this protection. Annual flood control 
benefits for the project are estimated at $1,800,000 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $8,370,000 will be apphed to: 


Continue land acquisition. - . ; $1, 200, 000 
Continue relocations 2, 932, 700 
Continue dam construction 2, 076, 700 
(Continue canal and levee construction 2 1, 332, 000 
Engineering and design . 378, 600 
Supervision and administration 450, 000 

OUR ee ccc 8, 370, 000 


The funds are needed to continue an orderly construction schedule for the 
project. 

Non-Federal costs.—- None 

Status of local coo pe ration. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate. The current Federal cost estimate of 
$25,700,000 is a decrease of $5,100,000 from the latest estimate ($30,800,000 
submitted to Congress. The decrease is due to receipt of favorable bids for the 
contract for the dams and appurtenant features and to revised relocations esti- 
mates based on actual agreements and abandonment of railroad. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fi Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 


year 196] 


l 2 3 4 6 
Lands and damages $4, 700, 000 $663, 500 $720, 000 $1, 200, 000 $2, 116, 50 
Relocations 7, 931, 000 81, 600 1, 136, 700 3, 332, 700 3, 380, 000 
Reservoir 500, 000 500, 000 
Dams 5, 150, 000 390, 000 2. 170, 000 2, 590, 000 
Roads and bridges ‘ 81, 000 5. 000 76, OM 
Canals 2, 050, 000 175, 000 730, 000 1, 145, 000 
Levees 1, 372. 000 200), O00 602, 000 420, 000 
Kecreation facilities 180, 000 180, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 188, 000 2, 000 186, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 25, 000 25, 000 
Preauthorization studies 40, 000 40, 000 , 
Engineering and design 2, 213, 000 1, 152, 800 600, 100 378, 600 81, 50 
Supervision and administration 1, 270, 000 70, 100 214, 900 450, 000 535, 00 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only 25, 700, 000 2, 008, 000 3. 533, 700 &, 863, 300 11, 295, 000 
Undistributed cost (none 
Total project cost 25, 700, 000 2. 008, 000 3, 533, 700 &, 863, 300 11, 205, 00 
Pending adjustments (none) 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only) 25, 700, OOO 2, 008, 000 3, 533, 700 8, 863, 300 11, 295, 00 
Tndelivered orders - +249, 600 —249, 600 
Total obligations 2, 257, 600 3, 284. 100 &, 863, 300 11, 295, 0M 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriation. -- 2, 267, 000 3, 768, 000 
Unobligated carryover from } 
prior year 9, 400 493, 300 
Total funds available for 
obligation 2, 267, 000 3, 777, 400 
Appropriation required s &, 370, 000 11, 295, 00 


Mr. Ragpavut. You are showing a sizable carryover of $493,300 in 
the 1961? What is holding up this project ? 

General Ststry. I had delays in the land acquisition program on 
this project initially, Mr. Chairman, and also in the State road relo- 
cation part. 
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25, 000 


w~ 
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Mr. Ranaur. Have they been straightened out ? 

General Siptey. Yes, sir; those delays have been straightened out 
and I think fully, to answer your previous question, we are indicating 
a saving of about $500,000 resulting from the abandonment of the 
railroad, 

Mr. Rapavur. Under this situation, could you reduce the figure to 
$8 million ora little less ¢ 

General Sistey. No, sir; we have taken account of the amount of 
the carryover in our budget request for fiscal 1961, and we need all of 
the $8,370,000 requested, sir. 


FOX POINT BARRIER, RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Ranaut. Fox Point hurricane barrier, $800,000. Insert pages 
74 through 79. 


(The pages referred to follow :) 


LocaL Protection Prosecr (FLoop CoNnTROL Fox 


Point BARRIER, 
RHODE ISLAND 


Location.—The project is located on the Providence River 
the city of Providence, R.1. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—-2.4 to 1. 


at Fox Point, in 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost 


$11, 426, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


4, 854, 000 
Cash contributions 4, 104, 000 
Other cost 750, 000 
otal estimated project cost _ - 16, 280, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 700, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 195, 000 
Appropriations to date 895, 0U0 8 
Appropriations requested for fiscal vear 1961 800, 000 15 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 9, 731, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
River barriers: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Length and height: 290 by 48 feet. 
River gates: 
Structure: Reinforced concrete. 
Size: 148 by 61.5 by 58 feet high. 
Gates: Three 40- by 40-foot tainters. 
Operating mechanism: Electric hoist. 
Cooling water canal: 
Size: 1,450 feet long by 70 to 150 feet wide. 
Structure: Steel and timber wall. 
Pumping plant: 
Structure: Reinforced concrete. 
Size: 214 by 91 by 95 feet high. 
Pumps: Five 120-inch, 150 revolutions per minute. 
Motors: Five 4,300-horsepower electric. 
Cooling water gates: Two 10 by 15 feet, slide. 
Land dikes: 
Type: Earth with rock facing. 
Length and height: 1,850 by 17 feet, maximum. 
Gates: Three vehicular. 


H2SS2. -60 66 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





—EE $$$ eee 


Percent complete Completion schedule 


| mid 


Cooling water canal_-___--- : << ‘ en 1 > be June 1962. 
Levees and floodwalls_-__. ESPs ee es (i ee ’ December 1963. 
Pumping plant Dede d dhe tabibdale:ciaeubind aiccuilestbariea (i : Do 
Grounds and utilities _._._- oe ae Do. 


Entire project............. sselilecitetileia caine eta midestatteece Do. 


1 Not started 
? Construction not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fox Point barrier would provide full protection for the center of Providence 
from storm-tide flooding. The barrier would ang? the downtown area where 
35 percent of the total experienced damage in the Narragansett Bay area has 
occurred. 

The Narragansett Bay area has experienced heavy tidal flood losses in recent 
hurricanes. Hurricane tidal surges are funneled into the bay and flood densely 
populated and de ‘veloped areas, especially in the vicinity of Providence, Newport, 
and Fall River. Flood losses are estimated at $120 million for the September 
1938 hurricane and $92 million for the August 1954 hurricane. Over 250 lives 
were lost in Narragansett Bay and along the Rhode Island coast during the 1938 
and 1954 hurricanes. It is estimated that a recurrence of a flood of 1938 magni- 
tude under present economic conditions would cause over $42 million damages 
in the Fox Point protection area. These losses would be prevented by the project. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $800,000 (Federal funds) will be 
applied to— 

Initiate continuing contract for construction of entire project—-_-_--- $688, 000 


Serr ONNT MENMEMNEY Son Cacao anne aew wea Dinko 53, 500 
Supervision and administration__...._.....--------- sc eieiccliniter ie aia tk be 58, 500 


nn 800, 000 


Non-Federal costs. initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the project is estimated at $4,854,000, broken down as follows: 





IsaIEIANS KE ra I ei $750, 000 
Non-Federal contributions (30 percent of total estimated cost less the 


cost of lands, damages, relocations, and preauthorization studies)__ 4, 104, 000 | 


Sa I al ae ee ES ie 4, 854, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The estimated annual cost for maintenance and operation is $50,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—In a letter dated September 10, 1958, from the 
mayor of Providence, R.I., local interests agreed to requirements of local coop- 
eration. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,426,000 is a decrease of $1,405,000 from the latest estimate ($12,831,000 
submitted to Congress. The decreased estimate is based on detailed studies for 
the general design memorandum. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item 


a 


Levees and floodwalls- --.- 
Pumping plant Debi ele 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 
Preauthorization studies____- --| 
Engineering and design___- =a 
Supervision and administration. 


Total 
eral 
funds) 

Undistributed cost--.- 


(Fed- 
non-Federal | 


applied cost 
and 


Total project cost (Federal 
and non-Federal funds) - 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- 
butions) 


Federal funds 
Total applie 1 cost. 
Undistributed cost 


Total project cost__. 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost 
Undelivered orders. 
Total obligations. - 
Non-Federal contributions: 
lotal applied cost. _- 
Undistributed cost 


Total project cost 
Pending adjustments 


lots il cost 
ndelivered orders_ 
lotal oblig 


rations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 
\ppropris ations ____- 
Unobligated ec: urryover from | 
oe ee 
rotal funds < 
obligation. —- 
Appro] 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligation. ._.. 4 
Contributions required 





Mr. Risaur. This project is not yet started. 


Project cost 
estimate 


$7, 821, 000 
5, 070, 000 
380, 000 
100, 000 
1, 036, OOO 
1, 123, 000 


15, 530, 000 


15, 530, OOO 


15, 530, 000 


11, 426, 000 


11, 426, 000 


11, 426, 000 
11, 426, 000 
4, 104, 000 
4, 140, 000 


4, 104, 000 


4. 140, OOO 


WIGKION TOE on cc leccuccescsscce i ialoereibiience tie 
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Total to 


June 30, 1959 | 


"$100, 000 


256, 700 
15, 800 


372, 500 


372, 500 


2, 500 
100 


372, 600 


700, GOO 


700, 000 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 | 


$492, 300 
30, 200 


§22, 500 
—100 


522, 400 


195, OOO 


327, 400 





Budget, 





Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


fiscal 
year 1961 


(5) | (6) 

| 
$1, 284, 000 $6, 537, 000 
5, 070, 000 
380, 000 
95, 000 ; 192. 000 
104, 000 973, 000 
1, 483, 000 13, 152, 000 
1, 483, 000 | 13, 152, 000 
1, 483, 000 13, 152, 000 
800, 000 9, 731, 000 
800, 000 97, 31, 000 
S00, 000 9, 731, 000 
800, 000 731, 000 

| 
683, 000 | 3, 421, 000 
683, 000 | 3, 421, 000 
683, 000 } 3, 421, 000 

| 
683, 000 $, 421, 000 
eas ee on gees 
800, 000 | 9, 731, 000 


t 83, 000 ‘ | Bete 3, 4 2] Fi 000 


Explain briefly its 


condition, give us the design memo status, and the date of the first 


contract, construction 
General Srpiey. 


contract. 
The Fox Point barrier across the mouth of the 


Providence River, at the head of Narragansett Bay in Rhode Island, 
would provide full protection for the center of Providence from 


storm-tide flooding. 





Flood losses 


are estimated at $120 million for 
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the September 1938 hurricane, which is the hurricane of record. Over 
250 lives were lost in Narr: iwansett Bay and Rhode Island from hur- 
ricanes in recent years. It is estim: ated that a recurrence of the flood 
of 1938 under present economic conditions would cause over $42 mil- 
lion of damages in the Fox Point protection area. These losses would 
be entirely prevented by this project. 

Mr. Ranaut. What about the design memo and the date of the first 
contract ? 
General Sistey. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, the design memoran- 
dum has been completed and the contract will be started on the Ist 
of January. 
Mr. Ranaut, This year or next year? 
General Smiry. Next vear, sir. 
Mr. Ranaut. What is the cause of the delay ? 
General Stetey. The Chairman will recall that under earlier ques- 
tioning by Mr. Fogarty, I indicated that the project had been re- 
designed and moved 900 feet upstream at a considerable saving to the 
Government ? 
Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 
General Smpiry. These designs are just being completed and by the 
Ist of January we will be prepared to place the project under con- 
struction. 
Mr. Raravur. What are the savings, how did the savings affect the 
benefit /cost. ratio? 
General Sretey. The benefit /cost ratio increased from 2.2 which I 
testified to last year, to 2.4 this vear. 
Mr. Razavut. What about the conditions of the river, the tempera- 
tures and soon? Can you do that work in January up there now? 
General Srptry. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Focartry. This is the one, Mr. Chairman, on which they said 
they had capabilities of using $200,000 more, the sum they asked the 
Bureau of the Budget for. 


BALL MOUNTAIN RESERVOTR, VT. 


Mr. Raravr. “Ball Mountain Dam,” $2.223,000 to complete, insert 
pages 81 through 85 in the record; no questions. 
(The papers referred to follow :) 


REsERVorIRS (FLoop ContTrROL)—BALL MovunNtTAIN RESERVOIR, VT. 


(CONTINUING 


Vt. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1944 and 1954, 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0 to 1. 


Location.—On the West River, 29.0 miles above its junction with the Con- 
necticut River at Brattleboro, Vt., and approximately 2 miles north of Jamaica, 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost __- : ‘ ’ $10, 300, 000 ‘ J 
Eatmated non-Federal cost 

‘ash contribution_ - 7 ; 0 

Other costs : 0 | x 
Potal estimated project cost. ____- ert . 10, 300, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959___._..._._.-_-- 7 6, 317, 000 : Z 
{ppropriations for fiscal year 1960 é 1, 760, 000 | 
Appropriations to date ___- : need 8, 077, 000 | 79 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 2, 223, 000 | 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 ce cae ‘as ees 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dams: 

Type: Rolled fill earth and rock. 

Height: 265 feet above streambed. 

Length: 915 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Chute. 

Capacity: 190,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control: 54,600 acre-feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


| Percent complete Completion schedule 


Land acquisition 95 | June 1960. 


Relocations__-_- oa Aaa ; ‘ i 100 | December 1959. 
Dam... ‘ . = 62 | June 1961. 
Dam closure _-- ae Bac matibaeions May 1959. 
Access road ___- : nice J : 90 | June 1960. 
Entire project ; i 68 | June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will be operated as a unit of a comprehensive system for flood 
control in the Connecticut River Basin. It is the initial unit of a three-reservoir 
system on the West River which is a principal flood-producing tributary. Con- 
trol of the West River is of prime importance in the development of any system 
of reservoirs for the Connecticut River Basin. Dikes and flood walls have been 
onstructed downstream on the Connecticut River, but the effective grades of 
these local protective works are predicated on completion of a comprehensive 
plan of reservoirs. The reservoirs constructed to date do not provide adequate 
storage. The southern part of the basin constitutes one of the more important 
industrial areas of the Nation and the output of the area is of major importance 
in the national and local economy. 

The operation of Ball Mountain Reservoir in a major flood such as March 1936 
would be particularly effective in reducing peak stages at the major damage 
centers of Springfield and Hartford. Under present conditions, operation of the 
reservoir would prevent damages estimated at $9,990,000 in a recurrence of the 
1936 flood. Annual benefits for the project are estimated at $838,000. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,223,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of dam $1, 992, 800 
Initiate and complete construction of recre ation fac ilitie ‘S $3, 000 
Complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities 76, 000 
Engineering and design 200 
Supervision and administration 89, 000 

Total . oe aie a a aaa tas . 2 223.060 


The expenditure of these funds will provide for completion of the project during 


+} 


he fiscal vear. 
Von-Federal costs.—None. 








Status of local cooperation. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimate. 
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The current 





-None required. 


Federal cost estimate of 


$10,300,000 is a decrease of $200,000 from the latest estimate ($10,500,000) sub- 
The decrease is due to; savings in lands upon final appraisals; 


mitted to Congress. 


new relocation estimates based on contract price and actual agreements; 


reduction in contingencies on access road. 


Item 


(1) 


Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Reservoir 
Dam 

Road ; ad 
Recreation facilities 


Buildings, grounds, and utilities 
Permanent operating equipment 


Preauthorization studies 
Engineering and design 


Supervision and administration 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 


eral funds only) 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Federal 


funds only) 


Pending adjustments___- 


Total cost (Federal funds | 


only) _.-.- 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINAN( 
Appropriations 


Unobligated 
prior year 


earryover from 


| 
Project cost 
estimate 


241, 000 216, 700 a 8 
84, 000 63, 700 20, 400 
4, 900 4, 900 cee 
7, 434, 000 2, 908, 700 2, 532, 500 | 1, 992, 800 
caekines 736, 000 | 595, 300 co 
SON foc accdsenseblennks kepeneccl 43,000 | _- 
126, 000 50, 000 | 76, 000 
20, 000 a 20, 000 
10, 000 10, 000 = 
860, 000 813, 800 24, 000 22, 200 |. 
741, 000 454, 000 198, 000 | 89, 000 
sy 10, 300, 000 | 5, 067, 100 3, 009, 900 | 2, 223, 000 | 
ate Sale Gecicacbice 2, 300 —2, 300 
| 
a 10, 300,000 | —-5, 069, 400 3,007,600 | 2, 223, 000 


Total funds available for | 


obligation 
Appropriation required 


Mr. Ranaut. North Hartland Reservoir, $735,000 to complete, 


NORTH HARTLAND R 


insert pages 87 through 91. 


(The pages re 


RESERVOIRS (FLoop ControL_)—NortTH HARTLAND 


Location.—On the Ottauquechee River in the town of Hartland, Vt., about 14 


ferred to follow:) 


Total to 
June 30, 1959 


Current fis- | Budget, fiscal 
cal year 1960 | year 1961 


(4) (5) 


ESERVOIR, VT. 


(CONTINUING) 


miles above the confluence with the Connecticut River. 


Authorization. 


Bene fit-cost ratio. 


1941 Flood Control Act. 
2.0:to 1. 


| 
| 


10, 300, 000 5, 069, 400 3, 007, 600 2, 223, 000 | 
a iets -| +1, 121, 300 —1, 121, 300 |__- 
re | 6, 190, 700 1, 886, 300 2, 223, 000 
ING 
apnea 6, 317, 000 1, 760, 000 
126, 300 

i 

cabbie gall ite kensie' dasa 6, 317 , 886, 300 |....--.- 


2, 223, 000 


and 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
complete 
after fisca} 
year 196] 


(6) 


RESERVOIR, VT. 


Estin 
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Summarized financial data 





|} Accumulated 
Amount perrent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 











| 
Estimated Federal cost......................-. Se ee eae er iene $6, 610,000 |__.-.- seaoate ese 
Estimated non-Federal cost: | 
Cash contribution. ----_- iiawTitacnaewe Maes mah aban Rae omieaunaaarein iss taseond 
EN 6s alten cen aan eS awn Rasa NaE ROW EaNCadneDenaaNeaeeonne hee oe eee 

Sn en IIR OI 5a ee oe cnancaeneneuoaece | Os see 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959___......--.------------------------------ | 8,208, 000 |... eensq-—-- 

seers SR I FD Boon darn ace seeccsennnsemncnscecwseacsa« BOOT fe cecioa taps : 

RIDIN REARDON sn pn coc avesntaddcenctcccesaueanennan EEE | 5, 875, 000 | 89 
Appropris ations requested for fiscal year 1961...-........--...---.-------- | 735, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 --..-.--.----...---------- ----| Di io ciemngrnteeos 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 185 feet. 
Length: 1,630 feet. 
Spillway: _ 
Type: Side channel. 
Capacity: 160,900 cubic feet per second. 
Crest length: 450 feet. 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
a A ei aanr ce Oe 70, 890 
DSTA i ae ae enue ome ee mae. ere 530 

ce sls ae a ra Rr hl ee ie ere , 4 20 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent complete | Completion schedule 

—_~— —— — ee — ———— ee $$$ — —_ _ HEIRS Base—ai ee — —— 

en ee Oe yas ae PR Se 92 | June 1960. 

SN a Nt nS Se ee ae (*) Do. 


DN ganas ea a to Pe Gee eee eek ee 73 | January 1961. 


June 1959. 


Ace a hg a ea ee cae 28 | October 1960. 
Buildings, gr rounds, SITS TTT ee ee IE 77 Do. 
Entire project. .............<.. Fe es oe ne eae 73 | January 1961. 





1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a necessary element of flood control in the Connecticut River 
Basin and will operate as a unit in a comprehensive plan which provides for con- 
struction of both local protective works and reservoirs. Local protective works 

have been constructed downstream, but are subject to failure in major floods unless 
flood heights are reduced by more upstream storage. ( vomple tion of the compre- 
hensive plan is necessary to reduce the flood stage of the design flood to the design 
grade of local protective works. The southe 4 _part of the basin constitutes one 
of the more important industrial areas of the Nation and the output of the area 
is Of major importance in the national and loeal economy. 

The provision of storage for control of floodflows on the Ottauquechee River 
is an essential factor in the development of an effective flood control plan for the 
Connecticut River Basin. In the major floods of 1927, 1936, and 1938, the Ottau- 
quechee River contributed from 12 to 16 percent of the total flow in the Connecti- 
cut River below White River Junction. 

The record flood of March 1936 caused damages of $44,600,000 along the 
Vonnecticut River below its confluence with the Ottauquechee River. Operation 
of North Hartland Reservoir in conjunction with the completed reservoirs would 
prevent damages estimated at $13,250,000 in a flood of 1936 magnitude under 


present-day developments. Annual benefits for the project are estimated at 
$676,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $735,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of dam_- : : = $417, 100 
Complete construction of access roads and buildings, grounds, and 
utilities ie 30, 300 
Complete construction of recreation facilities. ; ; 84, 000 
Complete purchase of permanent operating equipment 30, 000 
Engineering and design-- = oe s 66, 600 
Supervision and administration 107, 000 
Total___- . a we Sass i. . . 735, 000 


Expenditure of these funds will provide for completion of the project during 
the fiscal year. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal estimate of $6,610,000 
is a decrease of $440,000 from the latest estimate ($7,050,000) submitted to Con- 
gress. Decreases of $338,700 for relocations, $40,000 for design, and $10,000 for 
supervision and administration resulted from detailed studies for design memo- 
randum. Additional decrease of $51,300 for lands and damages resulted from 
successful negotiations, detailed appraisals, and reduced contingencies. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 vear 1961 after fiscal 
year 194] 
(1 (2 3 { 5 6 
Lands and damages - siniaaats $694, 700 $549, 800 $144, 900 
Relocations...........- me ee 60. 300 
Reservoir__- Fe ate re 25, 000 25. 000 
ee ee ATES Ta 4. 488, 000 1, 787. 800 2, 283, 100 $417, 100 
Roads _ I 42, 000 | 7. 600 24, 000 10, 400 
Recreation facilities es 100, 000 14, 000 84,000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 85, 000 61, 500 3, 600 19, 900 
Permanent operating equipment 45, 000 15, 000 30, 000 
Preauthorization studies___- 10, 000 10, 000 ‘ 
Engineering and design eee! 560, 000 452, 400 41, 000 66, 600 
Supervision and administration. 500, 000 197, 000 ¥ 196, 000 107, 000 : 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only : 6, 610, 000 3, 091, 100 2, 783, 900 735, 000 
Undistributed cost - - ; els 4 +1, 900 —1, 900 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds only 6, 610, 000 3, 093, 000 2, 782, 000 735, 000 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only : 6, 610. 000 3. 093. 000 2, 782, 000 735, 000 : 
Undelivered orders = +188, 200 188. 200 
Total obligations 4 3, 281, 200 2, 493, 800 735. 000 


METHOD OP FINANCING 


Appropriations . 4 ; . 3, 368, 000 2. 507, 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year - 86, 800 


Total funds available for 
obligation : 


‘ 3, 368, 000 =. 
Appropriation re quire “he 


93, 800 . 
E 735, 000 


NORTH SPRINGFIELD RESERVOIR, VT. 


Mr. Rasaur. North Springfield Reservoir, $531,000 to complete 
Insert pages 93 through 97. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


| 
| 











oO: 


17, 100 


30, 300 
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{ESERVOIRS (FLoop CoONTROL)—NortTH SPRINGFIELD RESERVOIR, VT. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location. —On the Black River, 8.7 miles above its junction with the Connecticut 
River, and 3 miles northwest of Springfield, Vt. 

Authorization. 1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost_- 


e $6, 580, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_ 


Sbcbiicbig caine ss Bebeitaabae rs Baamaast : 0 é 
Renee IRR RIINOIND ac nimanchemeneseua PScakihsaeeena seiaa gies 0 ‘ 
i a - . i al rel thle 0 


Total estimated project cost 

Appropriation to June 30, 1959___ 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date nig panies 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1961 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


6, 580, 000 
3, 980, 000 
! 2,069, 000 
cea ae 6, 049, 000 92 
enphan oo apices Same 531, 000 100 


re eae . U 


Includes permanent transfer of $80,000 to project. 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earthfill. 

Height: 120 feet. 

Length: 2,940 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Side channel. 

Capacity: 130,000 cubie feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity, flood control: 50,600 acre-feet. 


Slatus (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent complete Completion schedule 


T 


ind acquisition. : ~ a 97 | September 1960 
Kelocation 65 | November 1960 
Dam 

Ist phase —— : — eb 100 
2d phase : 7 . oe ee 75 | December 1960. 

dam closure . a z ee PE May 1959 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities __- a 91 | June 1960 
Entire project : aes ae ae 79 | December 1960 


' 


JUSTIFICATION 
The project will be operated as a unit of a comprehensive system for flood 
control in the Connecticut River Basin. It will provide substantial flood reduc- 
ions at Springfield, Vt., an industrial community on the Black River, which is 
severely affected by floods. This town is an important unit in the economy of 
the State of Vermont. In addition, the project is required as part of a reservoir 
system. In a recurrence of the record flood of March 1936, operation of the 
reservoir would prevent damages estimated at $9,890,000 under present conditions 
Dikes and floodwalls have been constructed downstream on the Connecticut River 
but the effeetive grades of these local protective works are predicated on comple- 
tion of the comprehensive reservoir system. The reservoirs constructed to date 
do not have adequate storage. The southern portion of the basin constitutes one 
of the more important industrial areas of the nation and the output of the area is 
Of major importance in the national and local economy. Annual flood control 
henefits for the project are estimated at $513,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $531,000 will be applied to: 


Complete land acquisition S500 
Complete road relocations _ -- 143, 800 
Complete dam . 312, 600 
Initiate and complete recreation facilities 30, 000 
Engineering and design : 700 
Supervision and administration 43, 400 

Total Se _ Sia wae Deu , 531, 000 


The expenditure of these funds will provide for completion of the project during 
the fiseal vear. 

Non-Federal cost—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,580,000 is a decrease of $220,000 from the latest estimate ($6,800,000) sub. 
mitted to Congress. Increase of $14,000 for Town Road relocation redesign was 
more than offset by decreases of: $163,000 in land and damages resulting from 
successful purchases in the early stages of the project, and $71,000 in relocations 
due to contract award, favorable bids, and detailed estimates for agreements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| Balance to 

Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


1 (2) (3 4 5 (6) 


Lands and damages sa dace $791, 000 | $633, 900 $146, 100 | 621,000 |...-.. 
Relocations ae 832, 000 182, 400 505, 800 143, 800 | s 
Reservoir- satan iraaiatie salient niacin 14, 000 | 7, 200 6, 800 |_- 
cnc a — 3, 681, 000 2, 019, 500 1, 348, 900 312, 600 
Roads__--- ge 2 RMD Be 42,000 |_..--. “ss es 
tecreation facilities ose 2a. G00 | ........ Si ba 30, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__| 57, 000 | 51, 200 | 5, 800 “ 
Permanent operating equipment WD Bescccine mel 16, 000 
Preauthorization studies_._..___- 10, 000 10, 000 aa 3 = 
Engineering and design__- aie 662, 000 | 654, 600 6, 700 700 
Supervision and administration. 445, 000 242, 000 159, 600 $5, £00 to cccccnanme 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only). 4 6, 580, 000 | 3, 800, 800 2, 237, 700 541, 500 
Undistributed cost. ......-..__- os : 3, 900 —3, 900 = 
fotal project costs (Fed- 
eral funds only a 6, 580, 000 3, 804, 700 2, 233, 800 541, 500 
Pending adjustment (none) ---- ie 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 4 7 6, 580, 000 3, 804, 700 2, 233, 800 541, 500 
Undelivered orders__- ‘ - ‘ +-167, 400 Ed, MD Dc nicenusoarctweee suede 
Potal obligations... ...----. sie nile asad 3, 972, 100 2. 066, 400 541, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( 
Appropriatior 7 Nom I sr ee ee 3, 980, 000 2, 069, OO a 
U nobligated carryover from prior | 
PO irbad te rackobkhbngadewtneskpabuanooe 7, 900 10, 500 ee 
rotal funds available for 
obligation Te eee (OE ta = 3, 979, 500 2, 076, 900 
Appropriation required Baas acts ite besa foe 531, 000 


1 Includes $80,000 permanent transfer to project. 
TOWNSHEND RESERVOIR, VT. 


Mr. Ranaut. Townshend Dam and Reservoir, $1,554,000 to com- 
plete, insert pages 99 to 103. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


Esti 


Esti 


Tot 
App 
App 

App 
App 
Bala 


Da 


Spi 





$500 
143, 800 
312, 600 
30, 000 
700 

43, 400 


531, 000 


t during 


mate of 
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RESERVOIRS (FLOOD COoNTROL)—TOWNSHEND RESERVOIR, VT. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On West River 19.1 miles above its confluence with the Connecticut 
liver and about 1 mile north of Townshend, Vt. 

Authorization.—1944 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent ol 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost--_---- a . tere. $7, 070, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 
Cash contribution tara sean Seiden cen 0 
Other costs___- ; < a J z mers is 0 
Total estimated project cost - en ere Sale e 7,070, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959___.......---.-- —s ee 3. 896. 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960_.........---- oe ; aes 1 1, 620, 000 | aes 
Appropriations to date_ - - he ae ents 5 516. 000 78 











Appropriation request for fiscal year 1961__- eet i 1, 554, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 -__-.-....--.--- ie wees 0 noe 
1 Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $80,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earthfill. 

Height: 133 feet. 

Length: 1,700 feet. 
Spillway : 

Type: Concrete, side channel. 

Length: 438.9 feet. 

Capacity: 200,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control: 33,500 acre-feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent complete Completion schedul 
nd acquisition 71 December 1960 
ation ee . 98 | June 1961, 
oe 52 Do. 
closure __. : baa oe September 1959 
> project i ‘ 67 June 1961 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will be operated as a unit of a comprehensive system for flood 
control in the Connecticut River Basin. It is 4 unit of a three-reservoir system 
on the West River which is a major contributor to flood peaks on the lower 
Connecticut River. Control of the West River is of prime importance in the 
development of any system of reservoirs for the Connecticut River Basin. Dikes 
and floodwalls have been constructed downstream on the Connecticut River, 
but the effective grades of these local protective works are predicated on comple- 
ton of a comprehensive plan of reservoirs. The reservoirs constructed to date 
do not provide adequate storage. The southern part of the basin constitutes one 
of the more important industrial areas of the Nation and the output of the area is 
of major importance in the national and local economy. Operation of the reservoir 
would prevent damages estimated at $6,770,000 in a recurrence of the record flood 
of March 1936 under present conditions Annual benefits for the project are 
estimated at $502,000. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,554,000 will be applied to 


Complete construction of dam $1, 272, 900 

Complete relocations, buildings, grounds, and utilities; and initiate 
and complete access road 111, 600 
Initiate and complete recreation facilities 44, OOO 
Initiate and complete purchase of permanent operating equipment 15, 000 
Engineering and design 8, 500 
Supervision and administration 102, 000 
Total 1, 554, 000 


\ppropriation of these funds will permit completion of the project during the 
fiscal vear. 

Von-Federal costs None. 

Status of local cooperation. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,070,000 is a decrease of SS80,000 from the latest estimate ($7,150,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease is due to savings in land acquisitions. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 








Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 year 1961 ilter fisca 
year 196] 
l (2 3 4 4 (f 
Lands and damages $415. 000 $180, 400 $220, 000 $14, 600 
Rel 1. 432. 000 1. 375, 300 39, 700 17, 000 
Reservoir 34, 000 27, 200 6, S00 ae 
Dam 3, 800, 000 845, 9D0 1, 631, 200 1, 272, 900 
ids 75, OOO : 75, 000 
eation facilities $4. O00 — 44 000 
ildings, grounds, and utilities 65, 000 33, 100 12, 300 19 600 
Permanent operating equipment 15, 000 a 15, OOO 
Preauthorization studic 10, 000 10. 000 fs or, 
Engineering and design___- 640, 000 605, 500 2t3, 000 8, 500 
Supervision and administration 540, 000 258, 000 180, 000 102, 000 
Total applied cost (Fed 
eral funds only . 7. 070. 000 3, 385, 400 2 116, 000 1. 568. 600 
U ndistributed cost 1, 300 —1, 300 
Total project cost Fed 
eral funds only r 7. 070. 000 3. 386, TOO 2 114. 700 1, 568, 600 
Pending adjustment 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 7. 070. 000 3, 386, 700 2 114, 700 1. S68, 600 
l lelivered orders . ‘ +295, 200 —295, 200 
Total obligations 3 681. 900 1. 819. 500 1. 568. 600 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 
Appropriations eee 3, 896, 000 1. 620. 000 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior vear eid 214, 100 14, 600 
Total funds available for 
obligation 3, 896, 000 1.914. 100 
Appropriation required 1, 554, 000 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $80,000 


Mr. Ragwavt. Point Judith Harbor of Refuge, and Point Judith 

Pond. 
Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman, might I just interject a question here! 
Mr. Rapsaur. On which one? 
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CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN 





Mr. Botanp. This is a general question with respect to flood con- 
trol in the Connecticut River Basin. I notice, General Sibley, that 
the vast majority of these reservoirs now will be completed in 1961. 
[ think Ball Mountain will be completed with the funds appropriated 
which you will get in 1961; North Hartland will be completed; is that 
right ¢ 

General Stprey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Townshend will be completed. 

General Siptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Now what projects have you that—do you have any 
projects getting started in the Connecticut River Basin on flood con- 
trol? You are now coming to the end of a number of them which 
have been planned and programed for the Connecticut River Basin. 
How many dams and reservoirs are you starting in the Connecticut 
River Basm—pure flood control? None of these are multiple purpose, 
[ take it ? 

General Ststey. No, sir. Mr. Boland, Littleville, which I testified 
to a moment ago—— 

Mr. Botanp. Yes. 

General Srstey (continuing). And Mad River are the two prin- 
cipal ones that will be started in the Connecticut. 

Mr. Botanp. All right. Will you supply for the record a list of 
dams and reservoirs that have been proposed and that are in the gen- 
eral overall plan for flood control for the Connecticut River Basin 
that you have not started, but are a necessary adjunct to an adequate 
flood control program in the Connecticut River Basin ? 

(General Stntey. Yes, sir; I'll be glad to provide that, Mr. Boland. 

(The matter referred to follows: :) 


ConneEcticutT River Basin 


List of flood control projects proposed and not started, but necessary for 
adequate flood protection: 


Authorized projects: 
Brockway Reservoir, Vt.' 
Cambridgeport Reservoir, Vt.! 
Claremont Reservoir, N.H.? 
Gaysville Reservoir, Vt. 
Honey Hill Reservoir, N.H.! 
Island Reservoir, Vt. 
Littleville Reservoir, ‘Mass. 
South Tunbridge Reservoir, Vt.! 
Sugar Hill Reservoir, N.H.! 
Victory Reservoir, Vt. 
West Canaan Reservoir, N.H. 
Proposed projects: 
Colebrook River Reservoir, Conn. 
Sucker Brook Reservoir, Conn. 
Conant Brook Reservoir, Mass. 
Chicopee Falls local protection, Mass 
Three Rivers local protection, Mass. 
Westfield local protection, Mass. 
ST 
Inactive project, alternate sites to be studied. 
* Deferred for restudy. 











1052 


General Ststry. Mr. Boland, we think we have an orderly program 
of future work not only in the Connecticut but in our other basins, 
T have now a total of 25 authorized reservoirs in the Connecticut and 
10 local protective works, making a total of 35 projects and several 
reports on the way. In view of your sarlier statement of the Corps 
of Engineers stewardship, which I appreciate, IT would like to take 
this opportunity, if the chairman will permit, to congratulate this 
committee. In the last 4 years since the disastrous August 1955 floods, 
we have completed and have now under operation in New England 
15 flood control dams at a cost of $35 million; we have 11 under con- 
struction today at a cost of $90 alilion: and 5 more in design today 
for a cost of $42 million. This is 31 flood-control projects at. a total 
cost. of $167 million in just over 4 years, Mr, Chairman, and in all of 
New England’s history before August of 1955 only 23 projects had 
been built. 

Mr. Boranp. That speaks well for the committee, as you indicated, 
and for the Corps of Engineers in the New England Division. This 
committee recognizes from all the testimony that we have gleaned over 
the years, and the years that many of my seniors have sat here, that 
time and tide and flood wait for no man. So that we ought to con- 
tinue to go ahead and to bring to an end as quickly as possible our 
program which wil! protect the lives and the property of people in 
areas that are flooded or would become ravaged by floods. 

General Srmtry. I have recommended 16 projects, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. We are moving ahead satisfactorily and rapidly. 

Mr. Ranaut. I can go back to that storm. You know it’s an ill 
wind that blows no man good, so that storm did some good for New 
England, although it was a terrible thing when it happened. 

Mr. Botanp. That’s true. 

Mr. Razavt. The members of the committee have been very devoted 
to it. TI was noticing as I was reading here, the two words “to com- 
plete,” “to complete,” and the General has told us how much has been 
completed and how much is to be done. I don’t think there is any 
danger of closing this office over there. 

Mr. Botanp. No; I am sure they will still have a lot of work and 
an active program. 

Mr. Ranaut. We can proceed now. 


POINT JUDITH HARBOR OF REFUGE, R.I. 


Point Judith Harbor of Refuge, insert pages 105-106. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, REHABILITATION, CHANNELS, AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION)—Pornt JupirH Harsor oF REFUGE, BREAKWATERS, RHODE 
ISLAND 

(INITIATION AND COMPLETION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—On the coast of Rhode Island about 14 miles south- 
west of New London, Conn. The rehabilitation project consists of rebuilding the 


main breakwater and the east shore arm breakwater. The main breakwater is | 


6,970 feet long and the east shore arm breakwater is 2,240 feet long. 
Authorization.—1890 and 1907 River and Harbor Acts, 
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Summarized financial data 
Reconnaissance estimate__-_ s : 3 ; $1, 050, 000 


Preconstruction planning estim: ae Rs os 13, 000 
} 


Appropriations to supe oo. eee ee Ae he ts : None 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961_- ; 13, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning ‘after 1961- ; None 


Present condition.—Existing breakwaters were csiaaianad in 1914. The main 
breakwater has deteriorated. The end of the east shore arm breakwater has been 
demolished. The generally poor condition of the breakwaters is such that they 
no longer provide the protection for which they were authorized. Partial repairs 
were made to the breakwaters in fiscal year 1951. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The breakwaters form two sides of the authorized harbor of refuge, which is 
generally triangular in shape. The harbor is used extensively by yachts during the 
boa ting season and by numerous commercial craft, including those in the coast wise 
trade, during periods of abnormal weather. The progressive deterioration of the 
breakwater structures is preventing full use of the harbor and its facilities for 
commercial and recreational purposes and is exposing the harbor traffic to increas- 
ing hazards. 

The breakwaters also protect the entrance to Point Judith Pond and make 
possible the use of the harbor facilities by the ferry to Block Island, a large fishing 
fleet and numerous recreational craft. The surge in the harbor due to the 
deteriorated condition of the breakwaters also prevents use of the State pier for 
unloading fish. 

The drafts and trips of vessels accommodated during calendar year 1958 were 
as follows: 


Vessel trips 


Inbound Outbound 
13 to 12 feet__ 3 3 
11 to 10 feet_- 258 259 
ito 8 feet_. rere ne eS i : 7 oe a 658 107 
Teen eee es be oe igs A tees ae 4,578 5, 129 
ED ee as A a 4 SOT 5, 497 | 5, 498 


The commerce handled in 1958 totaled 50,843 tons, consisting chiefly of fish 


and fish products. In addition, 76,637 passengers and 4,697 automobiles were 
accommodated. Recreational use of the area is extensive. 


Mr. Ranaut. Please explain this rehabilitation project. 

General Srptey. This 1s a request, Mr. Chairman, for $13,000 to 
complete the planning for this major rehabilitation project in Rhode 
Island. Partial repairs to the breakwaters were made in 1951. It is 
desired to rehabilitate the entire project which has been badly dam- 
aged by storms, at an estimated cost of $1,050,000 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the value of the project ? a 

Mr. Focarry. The Army Engineers have been good enough to come 
down and spend a day with us in Rhode Island each of the last 2 or 3 
years and have looked over this breakwater. If we do not do some- 
thing about it soon, it will be washed away and it would cost 8 or 10 
times more to repl ace it than to rehabilitate it now. I wish I had some 
pictures to show the committee the holes in this project. 

General Sister. This project was built in 1914, sir. 
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OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, NEW ENGLAND Basin 


Mr. Rapavr. “Operation and maintenance,” $2,171,700, insert pages 
107 through 109; no questions. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 196] 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors._-The budget .estimate of $1,664,000 provides for — 
essential maintenance work on four channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 


maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal har. Man 
bors and waterways by means of dredging and the operation and repair of project Thor 
structures, all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
Obligations Barre 
Birct 
- "Te Bufft 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated East 
Ho 
Fiscal KI 
Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated 1-time fiscal 


repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 


odie 
CONNECTICUT 
Bridgeport Harbor $74, 100 $14, 000 $14,000 | Repair seawall 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Boston Harbor $42, 970 46, 970 $15, 000 15,000 | Dredging 
Cape Cod Canal 884, 396 941,350 1,000,000 (500,000 ($90,000 (1,590,000 | Dredging, 
operation 
and repairof — ort! 
project facili- 
ties. 
Gloucester Harbor and 45, 000 45,000 | Dredging 
Annisquam River ' 
Other projects maintained 133, 319 (1, 024, 300 
periodically oa 
Total channels and |1, 060, 685 |2, 086, 720 1, 664, 000 ; 
harbors 9 
ee re et | estin 
Dasir 


(b) Locks, dams, and canals.— None. 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 


Fiseal | 
Fiscal year 1960 | Recurring main- 
Project year. 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
mated) , 1-time fiscal 
repairs | year 1961 | 
| | Annual Peri- | 
| | odie 
3 | 
Total navigation $1, 060, 685} $2, O86, 721 $1, 664, 006 


2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $501,000 for the operation and mail 
tenance of 20 flood control reservoirs in the basin provides for the minimut 
amount necessary for operational requirements and urgently needed maintenant} 
work. This estimate includes requirements for six projects which will be placeé) ~ 
in operation during budget vear 1961. The amount requested for maintenant 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of projet} 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day fun} 
tioning of the project. Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated unde! 
remarks. 
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Obligations 












































pages | . . 
’ | | Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
a oa i 
| Fiscal | 
| Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project lryear 1959; (esti- | tenance Total, Remarks 
| mated) |_ i 1-time fiseal 
| | | | repairs | year 1961 | 
Annual | Peri- | 
| odic 
: | | 
ides for —_— -_~ iE enene << a ema emia eieey a rire 
. | 
. the list CONNECTICUT 
isists of | 
stal har Mansfield Hollow Reser- | $25,564 | $29,760 | $25,000 | $6,000 Seren $31, 000 Repair project 
=. voir | | facilities. 
f project Thomaston Reservoir _.___- pes sc 23,000 |_..-- eee 23, 000 | 
ts. | | 
MASSACHUSETTS | 
{ | 
Barre Falls Reservoir | 20, 644 | 21, 740 24, 000 Jeeee .-| 24,000 | 
Birch Hill Reservoir | 20, 685 23, 210 UN To cw cmsll owe 21, 000 | 
o iy 4 Buffumville Reservoir 20,583 |} 19,990} 21,000 |_------ .|--- ae 21, 000 | 
East Brimfield Reservoir ___} dennsae) Sapna t* ( 100 t.<...-- Pe 18, 000 | 
Hodges Village Reservoir : 14,430 | 18, 000 . 3 18, 000 | 
ightville Reservoir 35, 057 25,000 } 24,000 24,000 | 
Tully Reservoir 5 coma 17, 933 | 15, 890 | 18, 000 18, 000 | 
pmarks Westhill Reservoir ; 11, 000 osanm 11, 000 | 
NEW HAMPSHIRI } 
ickwater Reservoir 6,374 | 10, 540 8.000 1...-.... — 8. 000 
McDowell Reser- 18, 942 40, 660 19, 000 19, 000 
klin Falls Reservoir 33, 488 43,200 | 35,000 | 9,000 |$65, 000 109,000 | Repair roads and 
| trash rack. 
ir seawall, | Otter Brook Reservoir ib, 632 21, 960 29 OOO 22. 000 
Surry Mount Reservoi: } 20,111 | 19,120 22, 000 x se 22, 000 
VERMON1 
ging. 
iging, Mountain Reservoir 23, 000 7 3, 000 
pration Nor Hartland Reservoi 23. 000 000 
d repair of North Springfield Reser- 21, 000 21, 000 
yject facili- . 
s. ownshend Reservoir 22, 000 22, 000 
iging. ‘hion Village Reservoir 24, 167 24, 570 23, 000 23, GOU | 
Total, reservoirs 261, 180 323, 620 501, 000 
b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
_| estimate of $6,700 provides for inspection of 16 completed projects within the 
basin. 
- Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal om = 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- | | 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance | | Total, Remarks 
s mated) - 1 time fisca 
Remarks repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odie 
~ ion of completed 
VOrKS $6, 689 $6, SSO $6, 700 $6, 700 
ond Total fiood ontrol 
channel work, in- 
spections and mis- 
ail- ( eous maint 
and = - ince 6. 689 6, 5SO ( i. 
» minimul 
aintenant tal flood control 267, S69 330, 200 5O7, TOK 
il be placee) — pees . ; 
Laintenanct 
e of project} 
y-day fune} 
‘ated under] 
; 52882—60——_67 
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> 


3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 
None. 











1 | 
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
| Fiscal | 
| Fiseal | year 1960) Recurring main- | 
Project | year 1959 esti- tenance | Total, 
| mated) |. 1-time fisca 
| | | repairs | year 1961 
| | Annual Peri- | 
odic | 
Grand total New | 
England basin_..___|$1, 328, 554) $2, 416, 92 ‘ | | fs $2, 171, 706 


MIDDLE ATLANTIC BASIN 


WITNESS 


BRIG. GEN. T. H. LIPSCOMB, DIVISION ENGINEER, 
ATLANTIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Rasavut. Middle Atlantic Basin, general investigations. 


pages 3, 4, and 5. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscAL YEAR 1961] 
i. Surveys 
a) Navigation The amount of $127,200 is requ 
of 13 studies during fiscal year 1961. 7] 


eight reports and progress on five others. 
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rre 12, 000 0 8, 000 

W 35, 000 14, 600 20, 400 | 
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(b) Flood control studies —The amount of $151,500 is requested for prosecution 
of four studies during fiscal year 1961. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


ee I a ,:< SS 





| Total | Allocation | Tentative |, dditional to 
Study estimated prior to | allocation, jcomplete after 
| Federal fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
bd cost 161 =| = 1981S | S961 
ee Se 
pl ere ; 
New Jersey: Passaic River, N. J. and N.Y-~....| $714, 000 | $426, 500 $100, 000 | $187, 500 
Pennsylvania: West Brat ich ©=Susquehanna | 
i) od caacccbuasessanaeteeesiems 277, 000 27, 300 | 25, 000 | 24, 700 
Virginia: | 
Rappahannock River, Salem Church------| 85, 500 38, 500 11, 500 35, 500 
Roanoke River, Va. and N.C.-............- 70, 500 36, 400 15, 000 | 19, 100 
WU, So 5 Se eiivdidnccaneneeneczcaes | 1, 147, 000 | 728, 700 151, 500 256, 800 
| | 











(c) Special studies.—The amount of $490,000 is requested for prosecution of the 
foliowing two studies during fiscal ‘year 1961. Tentative allocations by studies 
follow: 


Total 











Allocation | Tentative {Additional to 
Study | estimated | priorto | allocation, jcomplete after 
| Federal fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
cost | 1961 } 1961 : 1961 
i =~ aman siiiclaitianenadicibio cae 
Hudson River siltation study-..........-..---- | $550, 000 | $457, 000 $90, 000 $3, 000 
PONOGNRG TAAVOS COVIOW on cicedivennancdousscacse 1, 501, 500 | 790, 000 400, 000 1311, 500 
Nr ee Te og 2,051, 500 | 1, 247, 000 490, 000 31 15 500 
Grand total. Sa laced ie bleh i a 3, 527, 700 | 2, 102, 100 | 768, 700 0 | 656, 900 
— —_ — — — - : —~——— — ! —— 
1 Estimated cost excludes $208,500 provided from Northeast flood studies and includes $50,000 used for 


navigation study. 


Mr. Ranaut. As in the case of the New England division, we lave 
another rash of one-man navigation studies on apparently little-used 
inlets and creeks. If any of these studies are urgent, please indicate 
which ones and why, General. 

General Lirscoms. All of these studies are urgent and they apply to 
a part of the United States which is rather unusual. A great many of 
them are in the Delmar, Va., Peninsula where Maryland, Virginia, 
and Delaware come together. This is completely surrounded by water 
and the people of the region are unusually de pendent on the water for 
their livelihood through fishing and through the transportation which 
it affords. The access to the mainland is by bridges in the Ann: apolis 
area and across the Chesapeake & Delaw are Canal. While these proj- 
ects are rather small and limited in scope, the cost would be small too 
ad, of course, we have to investigate small as well as large projects. 
Many of them are for completion. I would like to point out there are 
only two new starts for navigation: Tred Avon River, Md., and 


Windmill Point Creek, Va. 


POTOMAC RIVER REVIEW 

Mr. Rapaut. Please give us the up-to-date story of the Potomac 
River review. 

General Lirscoms. Yes,sir. We are currently well advanced in this 
stud y—— 

Mr. Ranaut. Proceed, sir. 

General Lirscoms. This study is fairly well advanced. It started 
out as a comprehensive study of all the water resources of the Potomac 
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River and last year in accordance with the directive of Congress the 
scope was curtailed and we are now proceeding on that study with 
emphasis on water supply, pollution abate ‘ment, and flood control by 
local protection works. ‘The study has been carried out in conjunction 
with the agencies of the States of Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, 
and Pennsylvania ; the District of Columbia; the Interstate Commis- 
sion on the Potomac River Basin; the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council, and with other agencies of the Federal Government. 

We have come to the point where we can now estimate that to meet 
the requirements of water supply and pollution abatement through the 
year 2010, about 50 years from now, we will require upstream storage 
equal to about 1,700,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Rasavut. What have you got now? 

General Lirscoms. We have one dam we can count on now which 
is Savage River, and I don’t have the capacity of that, but it’s 
smi 

Mr. Razavut. You do not have the capacity ? 

General Liescoms. I donot have it right here. It isa small dam. 

Mr. Rapaut. Youcould supply it for ‘the record ? 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir; I will supply it for the record. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is the acre-feet capacity. 

General Lirscomn. Acre-feet, yes, sir. It is a very small portion of 
the total requirement. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


























The Savage River Reservoir has a capacity of 20,000 acre-feet. 






INTERIM REPORT 














Mr. Rasavutr. We will put your interim report, request by the com- 
mittee last year, into the record at this point. 


(The report referred to follows :) 














PoTOMAC RIVER BASIN REVIEW REPORT—INFORMATION FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEES 







AUTHORITY 











This information is furnished in response to the request of the Appropriations 
Committee, 86th Congress, 1st session. The Potomac River study was authorized 
by a Senate Public Works Committee resolution of January 26, 1956, calling for 
a comprehensive plan with emphasis on water supply and pollution abatement. 
At present, the study is based on the Senate Public Works Committee resolution 
of July 6, 1959, calling for a plan for water supply, pollution abatement, and 
flood control through channelization and levees. 














POPULATION AND AREA NEEDS 








> 


The basin population is now estimated at 3 million persons, with about 2 
million residing in the metropolitan area. The Department of Commerce esti- 
mates a growth to a total of 7,300,000 persons by the year 2010, with 5,500,000 
living in a greatly expanded metropolitan area. This expansion of total popula- 
tion, coupled with an expected decline of farm population, indicates increased 
urbanization and industrial development throughout the basin and an increasing 
demand for water. 

Area needs include domestic and industrial water requirements, increases 10 
minimum riverflows essential to assimilate treated effluents, protection from silt, 
and provisions for flood control, recreation, and fish and wildlife conservation. 
The Potomac River, in spite of the impressive size of its estuary at Washington, 
has a small flow, as compared with other major river systems. The average 
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annual discharge is 8 million acre-feet, as compared with 28 million acre-feet for 
the Susquehanna River Basin and 191 million acre-feet for the Ohio. The 8 
million acre-feet annual discharge is the equivalent of 11,000 cubic feet per 
second, if the river is discharged at a uniform rate throughout the year. Ac- 
tually the rate fluctuates widely, and, in 1930, has been experienced as low as 
857 cubic feet per second for a period of 30 days and 1,227 cubic feet per second 
for a period of 180 days. In order to provide for water supply alone, a minimum 
fiow of 1,525 cubie feet per second must be maintained in the Potomac at Wash- 
ington, whereas for pollution abatement, an additional minimum flow at Wash- 
ington, of 2,280 cubic feet per second must be maintained, giving a total mini- 
mum of 3,805 cubie feet per second in the year 2010. The provision of these 
minimum flows will require a total surface storage of approximately 1,700,000 
acre-feet, and a reasonable provision for flood control would require less than 
1 million acre-feet additional storage. The total storage requirement for a com- 
prehensive plan would therefore represent about one-third of the annual runoff. 
The minimum flows for pollution abatement were determined on the basis of 
meeting the water quality standards recommended by the Interstate Commission 
on the Potomac River Basin, and were based on the assumption that the urban 
wastes would receive the highest practicable degree of treatment, before being 
discharged to the streams. This treatment must be at least 85 percent in the 
metropolitan area and 75 percent in the remainder of the basin by the year 1980, 
and 90 percent throughout the basin by the year 2010. Minimum regulated flows 
up to 6,000 cubic feet per second for pollution abatement in the metropolitan 
area are desirable to prevent nuisance conditions from algae. Table 1 shows 
the domestie and industrial water needs for selected areas throughout the basin, 
estimated by the U.S. Public Health Service. The estimated total requirements 
for water supply and pollution abatement, at critical points in the basin, are 
shown on figure 1. In estimating these requirements, it has been assumed that 
the Patuxent River, Md., and Occoquan Creek, Va., will continue to be a source 
of water for the Washington metropolitan area. The amount of water expected 
to be withdrawn from streams for irrigation was added to the water supply and 
pollution abatement requirements. 


PROGRAM FOR WATER SUPPLY, POLLUTION ABATEMENT, AND LOCAL FLOOD PROTECTION 


Elements for consideration 


A development of the water resources of the Potomac River Basin which will 
fulfill the water supply and pollution abatement requirements should include 
consideration of the following elements. 

(a) Provisions for the maximum practical degree of sewage and waste treat- 
ment throughout the basin. 

(b) Land treatment and conservation measures to reduce erosion. 

(c) Surface water reservoirs. 

It is assumed that the first two can be, and probably will be carried out under 
existing authorities and responsibilities of other Federal, State, and local agen- 
cies. Consequently, the next section deals only with the problem of river develop- 
ment by use of surface water reservoirs. 


Water supply and pollution abatement plan 


Possible features of an ultimate project, which could supply the water neces- 
sary to meet the estimated minimum water supply and pollution abatement re- 
quirements, could consist of 12 reservoirs, such as indicated on figure 2, having 
a combined total storage capacity of 1,680,000 acre-feet and a total surface area 
of 57,400 acres. The total estimated first cost of these reservoirs would be in 
the order of $233 million. They would serve to meet the needs in various por- 
tions of the basin, as described below. 

Three reservoirs could be required in the North Branch Basin. These could 

be located on the Stony River near U.S. Highway 50, on the Savage River 
upstream of the existing reservoir and on the North Branch near Bloomington, 
Md. They could provide water for the towns and industries in the North 
Branch area, some flows for water supplies and pollution abatement downstream, 
and, if maximum waste treatment is achieved, they could maintain an adequate 
water quality in the now grossly polluted North Branch. 
; To fulfill the requirements of the South Branch Potomac River area, and also, 
im conjunction with other reservoirs in the system, to provide a satisfactory 
minimum flow as far downstream as Harpers Ferry, W. Va., one reservoir could 
be provided in the South Branch, upstream from Petersburg, W. Va. 
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The estimated water requirements for the Conococheague Creek area, in the 
vicinity of Mercersburg and Chambersburg, Pa., exceed the capability of that 
stream. Two reservoirs, located on Conococheague Creek upstream from Cham- 
bersburg, and on the West Branch upstream from Mercersburg, could be devel- 
oped to partially fulfill the requirements. The limited water supply available 
from these reservoirs may be a limiting factor in the economic growth of that 
part of the basin. 

It does not appear, at this time, to be economically feasible to provide surface 
water impoundments on Antietam Creek for water supply and pollution abate- 
ment for the Hagerstown, Md., and Waynesboro, Pa., area. It may be assumed 
that this area could pump water from the Potomac at Williamsport, Md., just 
as Hagerstown is now doing, and discharge treated effluents into the main 
Potomac. 

Storage on Opequon Creek appears to be more economical than on the North 
Fork of the Shenandoah for water supply to the Winchester, Va., area. It also 
appears that it could be more feasible for Martinsburg, W. Va., to get its water 
from the Potomac than from Opequon Creek. To satisfy the Winchester area 
water requirements, one reservoir could be located on Opequon Creek, down- 
stream from Winchester, Va. 

The Harrisonburg-Staunton-Waynesboro, Va., area might require two reser- 
voirs in the upper Shenandoah River Valley. One could be located on the North 
River, upstream of Harrisonburg, Va., and the other on the Middle River, down- 
stream from Staunton, Va. These reservoirs could satisfy all requirements of 
the North and Middle Rivers. However, the pollution load in the South River 
below Waynesboro could not be reduced below that provided by maximum waste 
treatment. In the upper South Fork of the Shenandoah, these reservoirs would 
maintain the desired standards of water quality. The water supply and pollu 
tion abatement needs of the Front Royal, Va., area could require another reser- 
voir on the South Fork of the Shenandoah, downstream from Luray, Va. It 
could provide for the requirements along the Shenandoah, and assist in providing 
satisfactory minimum flow as far downstream as the Washington metropolitan 
area. 

At this stage of the studies, it appears that one reservoir could be required on 
the Monocacy River, above Frederick, Md., to fulfill the requirements of the 
Frederick-Gettysburg, Pa., area. Water supplies might have to be pumped from 
such a reservoir. 

The total dependable flow upstream from Washington, D.C., as provided by 
the reservoirs discussed thus far, would not be sufficient to satisfy even the 
minimum requirements of the Washington metropolitan area. <A reservoir to 
meet these requirements could be located on the Potomac River above Great 
Falls. 

Other arrangements are capable of providing for the same requirements. Many 
variations as to the location and individual size of reservoirs are possible. For 
example, a reservoir located on the lower Shenandoah or one on the lower South 
Branch, both in combination with an increase in size of some of the other reser- 
voirs, could be substituted for the reservoir above Great Falls. Such changes 
could increase the cost for reservoirs by as much as $30 million. Another possi- 
bility might be the elimination of potential reservoirs on the main stems of the 
Potomac, Shenandoah, and South Branch, which would require 19 tributary 
reservoirs costing a total of about $272 million. The locations and pertinent 
data of these alternates are also shown on figure 2. The requirements of the 
metropolitan area alone, however, could be met by maximum development of 
the reservoir in the South Branch above Petersburg, W. Va., and the one on the 
Potomac River above Great Falls at a total estimated cost of about $120 million. 
Further studies must also be made to determine if the construction of the 
Monocacy Reservoir might be more economical than enlarging the reservoir 
above Great Falls, and pumping from this source into the Monocacy Basin. If 
it should be determined that additional flows are necessary, above the stated 
minimums, these flows could be provided by increasing the size of some of the 
reservoirs. The selection of the final program for water sunply and pollution 
abatement still remains for continued study and determination. 

Local flood protection plan 

Possible features of a plan for local flood protection would consist of levees, 
floodwalls, channel improvements, drainage structures, and flood plain zoning 
regulations. Such features appear feasible only at points where flood damages 
are concentrated in relatively small areas such as urban and industrial centers. 
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Only detailed studies, yet to be made, will show where these methods are the best 
and most economical way of obtaining adequate flood protection. Some of the 
most likely areas where flood protection by channelization and levees appear 
feasible, are the urban centers on the main stem of the Potomac from Paw Paw, 
W. Va., to Point of Rocks, Md. Limited local protection works might also be 
feasible at the larger towns in the South Branch and the Shenandoah. 

Extent of local cooperation 

Local participation will be required for construction of reservoirs for water 
supply and pollution abatement and for local flood protection measures. Pre- 
liminary studies show that about half of the $233 million tentative first cost of 
the reservoir system described above would be chargeable to water supply. Under 
existing statutes this cost would be a non-Federal responsibility. The remaining 
half of the first cost of the reservoir system would be chargeable to pollution 
abatement. ‘The distribution of this cost for repayment must be based on a 
determination as to whether the benefits are local, or widespread and general. 
Under present policies, the temporary deferment of provisions for direct waste 
treatment as a result of flow regulation, is considered a local benefit calling for 
appropriate non-Federal participation in reservoir costs. Where flow regulation 
is required to maintain desired standards of stream quality over and above that 
provided by a reasonable maximum level of direct waste treatment, the resulting 
benefits may be considered to be general in nature and a basis for Federal par- 
ticipation. Both types of benefits would be provided by the reservoir system 
described. ‘These may warrant sharing of reservoir costs, chargeable to pollu- 
tion abatement, between Federal and local interests. More detailed study is 
required to establish a fair division of costs. The costs that may be allocated 
for recreation and fish and wildlife conservation arising from water supply and 
pollution abatement operations, would be shared by Federal and non-Federal 
interests in proportion to the general and local nature of these benefits. In the 
case of local flood protection measures, non-Federal interests would be required 
to bear the costs of lands, easements, and rights-of-way in accordance with long- 
established policy. 

Discussion 

A plan for water supply and pollution abatement by means of reservoirs is 
considered to be the most feasible after careful examination of the following 
alternative means of meeting the requirements of the basin. 

Diversions from adjacent watersheds were considered. Neighboring water- 
sheds to the north and west of the Potomac are already fully developed, or pre- 
empted to serve, respectively, the Baltimore area and highly industrialized areas 
in West Virginia and Ohic. The Rappahannock River to the south could furnish 
some water, but its entire water-producing potential would be but a part of the 
water needed by the metropolitan area. The added cost of transmission of only 
those amounts in excess of needs in that basin would make such water far more 
expensive than that obtained from the Potomac. 

The use of ground water resources for satisfying the large water supply 
demand was analyzed. The coastal plain areas of Maryland and Virginia and 
the Great Valley contain most of the available ground water. In the remainder 
of the basin, ground water is generally only sufficient for individual farm or 
home supplies. A well field of maximum development near the metropolitan 
area probably could yield an average of only 150 million gallons daily (equivalent 
to 232 cubic feet per second streamflow). This would provide for about one- 
Seventh of the metropolitan area water supply requirements and nothing for 
pollution abatement. Such a well field would be many times greater than any 
Similar system previously developed; would involve problems of pollution in 
the area from which the water-bearing strata receive their supply, and cost 
about $140 million, not including the cost for pumping. This would also deplete 
available ground water supplies and preclude further development of ground 
water in much of the area east and southeast of Washington, which area must, 
in the future, depend largely on these supplies. The use of ground water in 
the Great Valley region must be studied further. Its utilization for a major 

yvater supply could reduce the requirements for surface storage in the Shenan- 

doah region. Ground water and storage in small farm ponds are probably the 
only practicable means of meeting the needs of farms and small rural com- 
munities. 

Saline water conversion was considered. All existing processes involve intri- 
cate equipment, high initial investment, and large fuel supplies. Even the most 
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optimistic cost estimates, of the present and foreseeable future, indicate that 
the cost of providing a large source of water by this method would be more than 
20 times the cost of an equivalent amount of water from surface reservoirs. 

Reclamation of polluted waters from treatment plants or from the estuary 
was considered. The U.S. Public Health Service states that recirculation of 
sewage is not an acceptable normal source of domestic water supply. The only 
water-treatment method presently available. which lends itself to complete 
recirculation or use of the estuary is distillation. Such a procedure would be 
relatively as expensive as for saline water conversion. 

Waste-treatment processes capable of achieving greater than 90-percent reduc- 
tion of pollution loads were investigated and found to be impractical. For 
example, waste-stabilization ponds, for further purification of treatment-plant 
efiuents, would require an area of 9 square miles to satisfy the metropolitan 
area requirements. 


PROGRAM FOR COMPREHENSIVE RIVBR BASIN DEVELOPMENT 


Elements for consideration 


Comprehensive river basin development would require consideration of flood 
prevention by reservoirs, land-treatment measures, facilities for recreation, and 
fish and wildlife conservation, in addition to those elements enumerated for water 
supply, pollution abatement, and local flood protection. 

Flood protection by reservoirs is usually the most suitable means, where large 
areas must be protected, and effective storage can be obtained at reasonable 
cost. In the Potomac River Basin, a need for protection by reservoirs appears 
indicated on some of the tributaries and some portions of the main stem. A 
flood of the magnitude of the maximum of record would cause severe damages in 
the Washington metropolitan area. A much larger flood is considered possible, 
with damages in excess of $40 million. Flood control, by local protection works 
alone, appears difficult in this area, because of the extensive highway and street 
system along the river. Therefore, flood control by reservoirs must be investi- 
gated. It is probable that such needed flood protection can be economically 
justified only as a part of reservoirs planned for other purposes. In general, 
this flood control can be provided by enlarging the storage capacities of reservoirs 
considered for water supply and pollution abatement. 

Land-treatment measures should be provided wherever necessary. Also, small 
flood-control reservoirs for the protection of small communities and rural areas 
upstream of large reservoirs should be provided wherever justified. These small 
reservoirs, together with land treatment, may be the only means of reducing 
flood and sediment damages in some of the upstream areas. 

Facilities for recreation, including swimming, fishing, and boating on rivers 
and lakes are all needed in this area and will become more and more in demand as 
the basin population increases. A recent survey, conducted by the Health and 
Welfare Council of the National Capital Area and the University of Maryland, 
showed that the improvement most desired is the building of large researvoirs 
or the cleaning up of the Potomac so as to provide nearby water areas for 
boating, water skiing, swimming, and fishing. Fifty-four percent of the ques- 
tionnaires returned carried this item. Reservoirs properly managed can increase 
the opportunity for recreation. Recreation features would modify plans for 
individual reservoirs by the addition of land and access roads to the reservoir 
areas: by adjustments to operation schedules to accommodate recreation and 
enhance fish propagation, and possible enlargement of some reservoirs to reduce 
water surface fluctuations. 

Present studies indicate that hydroelectrie power is not an important need 
to be met in planning for the development of the water resources of the Potomac 
and should be considered only as an adjunct to plans for water supply and 
pollution abatement. Investigation of sites and proposals specifically for hydro- 
electric power are not contemplated. 


Comprehensive plan 


Possible features of a comprehensive plan for the development of the water 
resources of the Potomac River Basin for all needed purposes, would resemble 
the water supply and pollution abatement plan with the addition of the features 
discussed above. Further study will be required to define such a plan and its 
cost, but present indications are that the cost of the river development phase 
of such a plan would be in the order of magnitude of $400 million. 
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Extent of local cooperation 


Comprehensive development of the water resources of a basin must be a 
cooperative Operation in which Federal and non-Federal interests share in the 
cost proportionally to their responsibilities and benefits. The costs allocated to 
the water supply and pollution abatement features could be apportioned similarly 
to those in the water supply plan. Local flood protection, where justified, could 
be constructed with Federal funds, with local communities contributing the cost 
of lands, easements, and relocations. Land-treatment measures and small 
reservoirs for flood protection would be built with Federal funds, with local 
interests providing lands, easements, relocations, and funds for contract ad- 
ministration. When flood control is added to a reservoir, the share of the cost 
ean be federally financed, except where special benefits to local areas can be 
dearly identified. Under the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958, local 
interests may pay for the water-supply features over a period of 50 years. Costs 
allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife features are distributed between 
Federal and non-Federal interests in relation to the benefiting area’s importance 
as a purely local recreation area or a regional one. Multiple-purpose develop- 
ment would reduce the costs for each purpose with a resulting proportionate 
reduction of the cost share of each level of government. 


SCHEDULING 


Basin water supply and pollution abatement needs are such that a water 
shortage exists now and will become progressively worse. To meet these needs, 
actual construction of the plan should be started at the earliest practicable date 
and completed by 1985. On the basis of a plan for water supply and pollution 
abatement only, constructed over a period of 15 years, annual investments on 
the order of $15 million would be required. A comprehensive plan, including 
flood control and other features, would, similarly, require annual investments 
on the order of $26 million for the same period. 









ATTITUDE OF AFFECTED INTERESTS 
Local governments in the metropolitan area of Washington, responsible for 
furnishing water, would be concerned with the major portion of costs for de- 
velopment of water supply and pollution abatement. Programs for expansion of 
water-distribution systems and sewage treatment are in progress in these areas. 
These agencies all recognize the ultimate necessity for development of new 
sources of water supply. Historically, the State of Maryland exercises legal 
control over the waters of the Potomac River in the reaches adjacent to the 
metropolitan area and issues permits for withdrawal of water. Such permits 
have been recently issued to Maryland and Virginia interests, with the proviso 
of appropriate participation in costs of river development for water supply. 
The District of Columbia Commissioners are well appraised of the probable 
necessity for cost participation. 

Local communities in the North Branch Potomac River Valley, the Shenan- 
doah Valley, the Monocacy Valley, and others are becoming increasingly aware 
of the necessity for new sources of water supply and, in several instances, are 
making independent plans for its procurement. The attitude of these and other 
small localities with regard to sharing of river-development costs has not been 
determined since no proposals have been offered. In fact, many are presently 
unaware of the seriousness of the future situations concerning their needs for 
water. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The conclusions drawn from the studies to date are— 
(a) Development of the water resources of the Potomac River is neces- 
Sary to serve urgent water supply and sanitary needs of the present and 
future populations of the basin. Such development should be comprehensive 
in scope to provide also for flood control, recreation, fish and wildlife, and 
other needs of the basin. 

(b) Development of water resources to meet these needs can be accom- 
plished in part by a system of reservoirs distributed over the basin, with 
possible supplemental flood protection by levees and channelization at some 
locations along the Potomac and its tributaries. This development is 
predicated on concurrent or prior achievement of the necessary high degree 
of waste treatment and erosion control. 
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(c) Additional studies are required to confirm the preliminary estj- 
mates of requirements and to develop in detail the engineering and cost data 
for the plan and the economic bases for sharing of costs. 

(d) It is considered that only a comprehensive study, which covers the 
entire basin and all water uses, will result in a report which will show all 
the interrelated aspects of proposed developments. 


TaBLE 1.— Domestic and industrial water requirements for the year 2010 


Domestic ! Industrial ? | Total 


ee 


Million | Cubie | Million Cubic Million Cubie 
gallons | feet per | gallons feet per | gallons feet per 
daily second “daily | second | daily second 


— 
| 


North Branch, Md. and W. Va..._-.----- 19 30 227 | 350 246 | 


Petersburg and Moorefield, W. Va 8 12 29 | 46 37 
Romney, W. V: | 9 3 45 | 70 54 | 
SN TN NN Re nema namans | 3 f 15 23 18 
Hancock and Berkeley Springs, Md. and | 
W. Va. lf - 74 | 5 | 89 
Mercersburg and Chambe rsburg, Pa__..--| 17 | 26 48 
Waynesboro, Hagerstown, Williamsport, 
Martinsburg, Shepherdstown, Pa., | 
Md., and W. Va 
Wincheste I a a le 
Harrisonburg, Staunton, W aynesboro, 





Va . 
Saat , Sy aes ‘ pbeakie 
Harpers Ferry, Charles T own, Bruns- 
wick, and Point of Rocks, W. Va. and | 
| 7) 
Monocacy Basin, Md g 76 147 
Metropolitan area, District of Columbia, | 
Maryland, and Virginia 3.............-- | 1, 080 














1 Peak daily demand. 

2? Average daily demand. 

3 Total average daily demand. 

41,525 cubic feet per second from Potomac River and 145 cubic feet per second from Occoquan Crees 
and Patuxent River. 





Figure 1 
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ASSISTANCE OF COOPERATING 





AGENCIES 


This report reflects the results of preliminary investigations and studies by 
agencies cooperating with the Corps of Engineers on the Potomac River Basin 
survey as follows: 


. Department of Agriculture_- . Rural water needs and erosion data. 


us S. Department of Commerce____—- Population projections. 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac Water quality standards. 
River Basin. 
Pe: GeCClORICR! BUtvey nn nesn ee Groundwater, streamflow, and _ sedi- 


mentation data. 
_...._.. Water supply and pollution abatement 
requirements and methods. 


U.S. Publie Health Service___- 


In addition, data available from other agencies, such as the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Park Service, and Office of Saline Water were 
considered. 

Mr. Ranavur. Before increasing the already high level of appropria- 
tions for this study, the committee desires some information on pos- 
sible features of the ultimate project and the amount of the local 
contributions of reimbursement which could be expected if the river 
development is undertaken. 

Now, what have you learned from that ? 

General Lirscoms. You are referring now to the Potomac River 
study, I believe. 

Mr. Rapavr. Submit it with the report. We will have this report 
in the record that you have submitted, but you just might briefly 
state some of the highlights of the report. 

General Lipscomn. All right, sir. 

Mr. Raspaur. As you have submitted it. 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. I told you we need about 1,700,000 
acre-feet for pollution abatement and water supply alone. This is 
to meet the requirements of the total basin. ‘Those requirements are 
about 60 percent in the Washington Metropolitan area and about 40 
percent in upstream areas. In meeting some of these r requirements 
the water will be used twice. 

To meet the total acre-foot requirement, we can use several combina- 
tions of reservoirs, using about 12 as a minimum and about 19 as a 
maximum. ‘These will not be large dams in the sense that you are 
familiar with in many parts of the c ountry. The total area of all the 
reservoirs would be equal to about 90 square miles. In conjunction 
with this, we will have to have a continuation of the current pollu- 
tion abatement program for domestic sewage and industrial waste. 
Mr. Rasavr. All right. Thank you, sir. 

General Lirscomn. Yes, sir. 







NAVIGATION STUDIES 





Mr. Ranaut. I notice on page 3 of the justification ander Maryland 
you have St. Michaels, Tred Avon River and Wicomico River. What 
kind of traffic have you there? 

General Lrpscomp. W e have on the Wicomico River some bulk cargo 
vessels which are coming in with the idea of bringing in grain for the 
industry there, primarily poultry, and also some prospect of carrying 






1068 


out some of the produce in the area, also through these vessels which 
are fairly light draft. About 20 feet of draft is what is contemplated, 


DELAWARE RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Fenton. I do not see anything here on your survey for the 
Delaware River Basin in Pennsylvania. 

General Lirscoms. This is a survey which is not in this program 
because the 1960 funds were adequate to complete that report. The 
report will be completed and forwarded to the Chief of Engineers 
by July of 1960. 

Mr. Fenron. The report has not been completed then ? 

General Lipscoms. No, sir; it is nearing completion and a summary 
of the preliminary findings will be disseminated within the next 2 
weeks. ‘Then public hearings will be held to get the reaction of the 
public to the findings of the report. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavur. Mr. Jensen. 


POTOMAC RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Jensen. What is the total amount that has been spent to date 
by the Corps of Engineers in re studies on the Potomac River begin- 
ning with the original 308 report ¢ 

General Lirscoms. I don’t have that figure. Would you like me 
to supply it for the record ¢ 

Mr. JENSEN. Supply it for the record. 


(‘The matter referred to follows :) 


The total amount spent for studies on the Potomac River, beginning with the 
308 report, is approximately $1,438,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, General, you just said that on this Potomac 
water reservoir program it would cover, the water would cover only 
90 square miles. Now, 90 square miles at first flash does not sound li ke 
a very large area, but when you multiply 640 acres by 90 you come up 
with a figure of 57,600 acres which you propose to inundate. Now, 
what kind of land is in that area that you propose to inundate? You 
know farmland around this part of the country is pretty important. 
We just have little acreages on which folks can raise vegetables, grow 
tobacco, and so on. 

Mr. Rasavut. Are you talking about acre-feet or water ? 

Mr. Jensen. I am talking about actual acres; this is going to cover 
57,600 acres of land. It is going to inundate that much land, and 
that is not a small area Ninety square miles does not sound like too 
much, but when you consider that in ae res it really is quite an area. 

Mr. Razavur. You are talking under the heading of the up-to-date 
study on the Potomac River review ? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Have you made an estimate of the final cost of all those proposed 
dams, and the related facilities, lands, ete., that such a project entails, 
General ? 

General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have that? 
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General Lirscoms. We have not completed our study and so we 
cannot give you final figures. I will give you such preliminary figures 
as I can. 

We anticipate that the most economical program from the point of 
view of providing the minimum acre-feet required would cost about 

$233 million for the 12-reservoir system. 

" Now, there are other combinations which we could use and which 
we are ’studying, because there are always objections to any reservoir 
site, and it will be necessary to study very carefully where these are 
most acceptable. 

The highest priced system which we are studying would be around 

$300 million rather than $233 million and would use a larger number 
of reservoirs than the most economical plan. We do not contemplate 
extensive inundation of agricultural lands in any of these plans. I do 
not mean to say that there will be no inundation of the agricultural 
lands, but the need to prevent such inundation has been taken into 
account throughout our studies. 

Mr. JenseN. Will this proposed plan inundate any small hamlets 
or villages? You know that is a costly undertaking. 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir; it is a costly undertaking, and I cannot 
say positively that no small towns or vill: ages would be inundated. 
Since the total price is $233 million, and it does include the cost of the 
land, there could not be ve ry much in the way of urban development. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Just in a few words, I guess you have al- 
ready explained it in some detail, just what will be the benefits that 
will be derived from this comprehensiv e program that you envision 4 

General Lirscoms. The program that I have spoken of is not com- 
prehensive, in that it is related only to w aes supply, pollution abate- 
ment, and elimin: ation of flood damage |} y local protection works. 

Mr. Jensen. That is quite a comprehensive undertaking. 

General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. It leaves out, however, any considera- 
tion of recreation, hydroelectric power, and flood control by impound- 
ments. Now, then, the benefits are primarily—— 

Mr. Jensen. Goahead. You are on the primary benefits. 

General Lirscoms. The benefits are primarily the providing of 
water, not only for the Washington metropolitan area that is going 
to be in serious trouble for water in another decade and could be in 
serious trouble today if we had an exceptionally dry period, but it 
will also provide water supply for many other areas in the basin which 
also are In urgent need of water supply. The Staunton, Va., area, 
forexample, and Hagerstown, Md. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; that leads me to this question. 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Washington, D.C., and other municipalities in the 
area will take water from that reservoir. What will be the charge 
made to these political subdivisions for the taking of water from these 
projec ts? 

General Lirscomp. Under the law they would have to pay for the 
cost of providing that water supply feature. 

Mr. Jensen. Over a period of how m: ny years ? 

General Lirscoms. If they immediately start taking the water, they 
pay in advance. 
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Mr. Jensen. All right. Do you propose before you go too far on 
this proposal and before we spend too much money on this proposal, 
do you intend and will you get firm contracts from those porstions 
subdivisions which will guarantee to the taxpayers of America that 
the payments will be made ? 

General Lirscomn. Of course, we cannot get firm contracts until 
we complete our studies, because until then we won't have an allocation 
of costs. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I realize that. 

General Lirscoms. After we complete our stud y— 

Mr. Jensen. I might tell you, General, one of the reasons I asked 
you that question of course, we generally ask that question relative 
to any project where great local benefits are derived, but this thing 
is quite fresh in our minds. We just had a general before us who 
indicated it was proposed to provide a water supply for political sub- 
divisions in a proposed reservoir. He asked us to appropriate great 
sums of money for the project on a promise by the Governor, not by 
the legislature of the State, that maybe within 10 years after the 
project was completed they might decide to take water out of this 
reservoir in question and pay ‘the going rate. The committee did 
not take very kindly to that kind of a proposition. Generally, we 
never appropriate any great sums of money for a project until we 
have had firm commitments and contracts from the local interests to 
the effects that they would pay specified amounts for such benefits. 

So, before you get too far into this, General, I would suggest to 
you that you so inform the people that are hereby affected and let 
them know that this committee is going to take a pretty serious look 
at any request for funds for construction. 

General Lirscomn. The Engineer Commissioner of the District of 
Columbia is well aware that the District will have to pay for water 
furnished for this purpose and recognizes, however, that they must 
have the water and there is no other practical source. 

Mr. JeNnseN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rarvavut. We will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 


Tuurspay, Fresruary 25, 1960. 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. 
We will resume consideration of the budget for the Middle Atlantic 
Basin. 


ApvANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


INLAND WATERWAY FROM DELAWARE RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, DEL 
AND MD. 


Advance engineering, inland waterway from Delaware River to 
Chesapeake Bay, $103,000 to complete. 

Insert pages 8 and 9. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


INLAND WATERWAY FROM DELAWARE RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE Bay, 
DEL. AND Mb. 


(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Part Il: 35-foot channel and anchorage and replace iwo bridges 
Location and description —The project extends from Reedy Point on Delaware 
River through a land cut to Elk River, thencegfollowinggElk Riverjand upper 


Chesapeake Bay to deep water in Chesapeake Bay, a distance of 46 miles. Part I 
of the project provide s for construction of a new bridge across the canal at Summit, 
Del., which is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1960. Part Il of the project 


provides for a channel 35 feet deep and 450 feet wide, which generally follows the 
existing ¢unal alinement except for a cutoff at the Pennsylvania Railroad bridge; 
for the construction of new bridee crossings for the Pennsylvania Railroad and 
the highway at Reedy Point; and for an anchorage inj Elky River. 
Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.3 to 1 for the entire canal improvement authorized by the 
1954 River and Harbor Act. 


Summarized financial data 


et erin dre nrc een 8 a se es cea ccs nw aie __ $98, 840, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_-- ~~ -_--- eee ee sess 6, 000 

Local contributions ________- ee Sates Baad ; 0 

Other costs _ - 5 Reet tenet a Fleer ee 6, 000 
Total estimated project cost Pepe eee epee ne int iets 98, 846, 000 
Preronstruction pianning estimate _ se 2a ei bea 480, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960_ a EI costs 1 377, 000 
Plenning aliocation for fiscal year 1961__ 103, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 __ 0 


i Includes $36,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This waterway connects Delaware River and the port of Philadelphia with 
Chesapeake Bay and the ports of Baltimore and Norfolk. Oceangoing vessels 
traveling between Baltimore and Philadelphia formerly were forced to journey 
by way of Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Ocean, and Delaware Bay. A saving of 286 
jautical miles is realized, nearly a day’s traveltime, by vessels using the project 
between these cities. The deepening, widening, and realinement of the waterway, 
and the removal of restrictive bridges will allow full and economical use of the 
waterway by vessels transporting the existing and prospective commerce of the 
area. The project will also reduce the hazards of navigating the existing water- 
Way. 

Non-Federal cests.—Local interests are required to furnish rights-of-way needed 
for replacement of the teedy Point Bridge. The costs are estimated to be $6,000. 

In connection with part I of the project, local interests were required to furnish 
rights-of-way for approaches to the Summit Bridge at an estimated cost of $4,000. 

Local interests have also furnished rights-of-way in connection with the recon- 
struction of the St. Georges and Chesapeake City Bridges at costs of $151,000 and 
975,000. respectively. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of compliance with local cooperation 
requirements, furnished by the State of Delaware have been accepted. They 
have provided the necessary rights-of-way for construction of Summit Bridge 
and are constructing connecting highways to this bridge. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$98,840,000 is an increase of $4,690,000 from the latest estimate ($94,150,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is due solely to higher price levels. 


Mr. Cannon. You can complete it for that amount, can you, Gen- 
eral ¢ 


General Liescoms. It will complete the necessary planning prior 
to construct ion, yes, sir. 


52882-—_60-———68 
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Mr. Cannon. You will not ask further money for additional plan- 
ning ? 

General Lirscoms. No, sir. The additional planning money will 
come concurrent with construction funds. 


NICHOLS, N.Y. 


Mr. Cannon. Nichols, N.Y., $51,000 to complete. Insert pages 11 
and 12. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DrEsIGN—LoOcCAL PROTECTION PRroJEcts (F Loop 
CONTROL ) 


NicHois, N.Y. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and descripiion.—The project is located at the junction of Wappasening 
Creek with the North Branch of the Susquehanna River about 16 miles upstream 
from the mouth of the Chemung River. The plan of improvement provides for 
levees and appurtenant works along the left bank of Wappasening Creek and 
downstream along the left bank of the Susquehanna River. 

Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost_. Cia aaa ties pclae und unio ani abeemaae tds ts Sd $820, 000 ia 
Estimated non-Federal cost __..-----.----------- agin Re 34, OOO 

Cash contribut at . ) 

Other costs_- sciianciemnec teams hat i. ee el I ee 34, OO 
Inn IT IS ii abba eawemdianeeec 854, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate................................. 

TITERS Gl PRIO BU, ROU nnarcnneensccecsnesscousscencwasnees awined 149 
Planning allocat 





Balance to ¢ ympl te 


1 Includes $10,000 preauthorization studies c¢ 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project is necessary for the protection of the village of Nichols from flooding 
on the North Branch Susquehanna River and Wappasening Creek and is an in- 
tegral part of the comprehensive plan for flood control in southern New York. 
Several major floods causing extensive damage in the area have occurred in recent 
years. Lesser flooding occurs frequently. Four lives have been lost in the tow! 
due to floods. <A recurrence of the record flood of March 1936 would result in 
losses in the community estimated at $550,000, of which about 40 percent would 
be residential, with the balance involving commercial, industrial, public, and 
utility losses. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $34,000, broken down as follows: 


I og Ra a a i $23, 000 
a iene ae oer ed Ska ae ae 11, OU 


MOREE he Dn 6 al Ca Sk 34, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
will be $4,600. 
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Status of local cooperation.—Local interests indicated, at the time of preparation 
of the preauthorization study report, that cooperation would be provided upon 
request. Formal assurances of local cooperation were requested from the State 
of New York on November 25, 1959. No difficulties are anticipated in this 
regard. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$820,000 is an increase of $35,000 from the latest estimate ($785,000) submitted 
to Congress and is due to the price level change. 


CURWENSVILLE RESERVOIR, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. Curwensville Reservoir, $280,000. Insert pages 14 
and 15. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CURWENSVILLE RESERVOIR, Pa. 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the West Branch of the 
Susquehanna River about 2.6 miles from Curwensville, Clearfield County, Pa. 
The project consists of an earth-fill dam 2,850 feet long, rising 131 feet above 
the streambed, with a spillway and gate-controlled outlet works. 
will! provide 119,300 acre-feet of flood control storage. 

Authorization. —1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2 to 1. 





The reservoir 


Summarized financial data 





PRIIIEIAAAS A OCROP OR ORI oo Se ee ce mene aed $22, 500, 000 
teumatec non-lederal cost...$...-.....-.---..ceee<« econ in 0 
Total estimated project cost.........-_--- wwtceeetace -ccsu. 22; 500:0080 
Preconstruction planning estimate_..........---__-- ; ; $75, OOO 
ANHTODTIALIONS 46 June ao. 1960... ..... ~~. 1 469, OOO 

ning allocation for fiscal year 1961____--- Z sada Se 7 280, OOO 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961_ 126, 000 


Tr 


' Includes $19,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


Justification.—The project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control 
nthe West Branch Susquehanna River. Curwensvilie Dam together with the 
completed George B Stevenson I am (First Fork), Kettle Creek Dam now under 
construction and the authorized dam at Blanchard will provide substantial 
flood protection to urban and rural areas in the West Branch Basin including 
Clearfield, Renovo, Lock Haven, Jersey Shore, and communities downstream from 
Williamsport, Pa. The basin plan would reduce damages from a recurrence of 
he 1936 flood by more than $25 million along the West Branch, and by 
n S$ million along the main stem; a total reduction of more than $33 million. 
The Curwensville Reservoir would account for 36 percent of the total reduction. 
Construction of the Curwensville Reservoir is essential to the protection of the 
important community of Clearfield and other areas downstream. 

Non-Federal costs —None. 

Siatus of local cooperation.—In accordance with the Flood Control Act of 1954, 
the Water and Power Resources Board, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, adopted 
aresolution on May 9, 1956, furnishing assurances to the Federal Government that 
operation of George B. Stevenson Reservoir will be coordinated with operation of 
the reservoirs proposed at Curwensville, Kettle Creek, and Blanchard in order to 
secure optimum flood control benefits. 

George B. Stevenson Reservoir on First Fork Sinnemahoning Creek in Cameron 
and Potter Counties, Pa., has heen constructed by the Commonwealth of Penn- 
Sylvania at a first cost of $18,100,000, with estimated annual charges of $684,000, 
including $30,000 for operation and maintenance. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimalte-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$22,500,000 is a decrease of $5,500,000 from the latest estimate ($28 million) 


more 
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submitted to Congress, and is based on the results of more detailed planning of 
construction and relocations features. 


ELKLAND, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. “Elkland, Pa.,”’ $75,000. Insert pages 17 and 18, 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN—LOCAL PROTECTION PrOJEcTS (FLOOD 
CONTROL ) 


ELKLAND, Pa. 
(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.— FE lkland is located on the left bank of the Cowanesque 
River about 12 miles above its confluence with the Tioga River, a tributary of 
the Chemung River. The plan of improvement provides for about 1 1,000 feet 
of levees extend f 


ing from the west end of the borough downstream alone th 


left bank of the Cowanesque River. 
Authorization 1958 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratvo.—1.8 to 1. 
Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost $1, 440, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 200, 000 
Cash contributions 0) 
Other costs 200, 000 
Total estimated project cost 1, 640, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 120, 600 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 1 20, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961 75, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961 25, 000 


1 Preauthorization studies costs only. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project for the protection of the Borough of Elkland, Pa., is an integral 
part of the comprehensive plan for flood control on the North Branch, Susque- 
hanna River and tributaries. This community has suffered extensive damace 
in the past from flooding of the Cowanesque River. The area subject to inunda- 
tion comprises about 128 acres and includes 365 residences, 12 publie buildings, 
47 commercial establishments and 2 industrial plants. Recurrence of the maxi- 
mum flood of record (May 1946) would cause estimated damaves of $1 million 
under current conditions. Recurrence of the flood of April 1940 would cause 
damaces amounting to $600,000 at current price levels. The project would 
eliminate all damavce from floods even greater than the maximum of record. 

Non-Federal cosis.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $200,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands_._- i a ai a a a a $160, 000 
IRR SS 40, 000 


TR hg ee ee er 8 a ee _.. 200, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance is 
$4,600. 

Status of local cooneration.—Formal assurances of local cooperation for the 
project will be requested in the budget year. Local interests indicated, at the 
time of preparation of the preauthorization study report, that cooperation would 
be provided upon request. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,440,000 (July 1959 prices) reflects an increase of $340,000 over the document 
estimate of $1,100,000 (February 1954 prices). The increase is based on price 
level rise, and on the inelusion of preauthorization study costs in the amount 
of $20,000. 





the 
and 
imp 





ning of 


Lnesque 
tary of 
100 feet 
ye the 


140, 000 
200, 000 
0) 

200, 000 
409, 000 
120, 000 
20, 000 

75, 000 

25, 000 


integral 
Susque- 
damage 
inunda- 
rildings, 
e maxi- 
million 
d cause 
- would 
rd. 
truction 
Ws: 

160, 000 
40, 000 


200, 000 


comple- 
nance is 


for the 
, at the 
n would 


mate of 
rcument 
on price 
amount 


1075 


Mr. Cannon. We havea new planning start here. 

General Lrescoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why is it necessary to start it at this time? Why 
can’t this be deferred, in view of the budget situation ? 

General Lipscoms. We have a serious flood threat in this area, an 
excellent benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.8 to 1. We need to continue an 
orderly development of flood control for this area. 

Mr. Cannon. There will not be serious dislocation of the program 
or serious disadvantage if you let this go over for a year. 

General Lirscoms. It is entirely a question of chance, sir. We have 
had rather favorable experience with floods the last few years. In the 
early 1940's it was quite the other way. We had floods in 1940 and 
1946 which under current conditions would do damage greater than the 
total Federal cost of this project. 


TYRONE, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. Tyrone, Pa., $111,000 to complete. That will com- 
plete it ? 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. This completes the planning prior to 
construction. 

Mr. Cannon. You will not request further money for planning on 
this project ? 

General Lirscoms. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 20 and 21. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN ROTECTION (FLoop ConTROL) 
TYRONE, Pa. 


(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—Tyrone, Pa. is located on the little Juniata River at 
the mouth of Bald Eagle Creek. The project provides for construction of levees 
and floodwalls along the little Juniata River, improvement of Bald Eagle Creek, 
improvement or diversion of tributary streams, and provisions for interior drainage. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratco.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost oeownc eu: Soy Oe ee 
Kstimated non-Federal cost : 977, 000 

Raat CONETIOUMIONE. fo ccc ces eesandn 0 

Other costs_ —_-_- ieee 977, 000 
Total estimated project cost er ._... 10,377, 00 
Prereconstruction planning estimate a cette ita 360, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960__- Sindy tad ea eee 1 249, 000 
Planning allocation for fisc al year 1961__ ; 111, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1961- 0 


Includes preauthorization studies costs of $5,000. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Tyrone is a progressive business and manufacturing center of about 8,200 people. 
The largest industry, the West Virginia Pulp & Paper Co., has recently expanded 
its plant and installed modern papermaking machinery at a cost of $30 million. 
A low levee which was constructed along the little Juniata River with WPA funds 
has provided protection only against minor floods. Tyrone has suffered severe 
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flood damage on several occasions. The most recent major flood causing extep- 
sive damage occurred in 1950. A recurrence of the 1936 flood, the maximum of 
record, would cause damages of about $6,600,000 under present conditions, 
About 70 percent of the damage would be in the industrial and business district 
with the remainder divided among residential, public, and utility losses. 

Non-Federal cosis.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $977,000, broken down as follows: 


OR a cl oa er i aOR ys RS eee $385, 000 
a I a paca ee 592, 000 
Ree nA eR ge A Ee ee os maleate 977, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple. 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $16,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Borough of Tyrone, by resolution dated July 
29, 1957, and approved by the burgess on July 29, 1957, reaffirmed assurances 
that it would meet its obligations. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has 
informally agreed to assist the Borough of Tyrone in the fulfillment of the require- 
ments of local cooperation. The project has the full support of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania and the burgess and Borough Council of Tvrone. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9,400,000 is an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate ($9 million) submitted 
to Congress, and is due to change in price level. 


CONSTRUCTION 
BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS, MARYLAND 

Mr. Cannon. Baltimore Harbor and channels, $1,500,000. Insert 
pages 23 through 26. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 

CHANNELS AND Harpors (NAVIGATION ) 
BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS, MARYLAND 
(NEW) 

Location.—Baltimore Harbor is situated at the head of the navigable portion 
of the Patapsco River, approximately 172 miles from the entrance to Chesapeake 
Bay at the Virginia Capes. 


Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


i 





| Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers).........---.------- ee $9000. 000 1....oonsenceete r 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)...---.-----.-.--------..--.-- | 60,000 |... ccc ccceeen 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 

I III nnn) eink cian eae RRS asm m ecm m 0 | 

NN er aaa a es ected (1) 
en MELERREOG WORIONE CORE. «nonce cenncenccccenns piciidetilernlcavkdtents 30, 060, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959__-.....-.-.-- a at Ble 2 28, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_............-.-- ents ea lninth a elintedessenbatiie % 0 
IT oO ak Ried es eleieacare Sireciabeaneahwiarais EE 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961...---..----- ceetaahnaaesiesawenaaal | 1, 500, 000 5 





Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 __--....-...-.-.---.------ haere 28. 472, G00: |..<cecscccuscnen 


1 Not evaluated. 
2 Preauthorization study costs only. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Main ship channels: Cape Henry and York Spit sections, 42 feet deep and 
1,000 feet wide. 
Rappahannock Shoal: 42 feet deep and 800 feet wide, a total of 14.8 miles 
long. 
Main ship channel: Craighill entrance to Fort McHenry, 42 feet deep, 800 
feet wide, and 19.9 miles long. 
Curtis Bay and Ferry Bar Branch channels: 42 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 
3.6 miles long. 
Connecting channel to C. & D. Canal: 35 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 6.4 
miles long. 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Not started. 
Completion schedule.—June 1966. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Baltimore Harbor is a major seaport serving the east coast of the United 
States. It is equipped with excellent loading and unloading facilities, well served 
by railroads which connect the city with the inteiior of the United States, and is 
so situated that it is the east coast port which is nearest the interior industrial 
centers. Asan industrial center, it includes among its many industries the world’s 
largest tidewater steel plant. 

Waterborne commerce through the port averaged nearly 40 million tons for 
the period 1950 through 1954. In 1958 the commerce totaled over 42 million 
tons. A large part of the port’s commerce moves in the foreign trade and a 
very high percentage consists of bulk commodities, principally metal ores and 
petroleum products. In 1954 there were 675 vessel trips with drafts from 30 to 
36 feet. In 1958 there were 1,026 vessel trips with drafts exceeding 30 feet. The 
benefits to be derived from the improvement will result from the use of fully 
loaded superearriers and supertankers in the main channel and from an increase 
in tonnage moved over the connecting channel to the approach to the Chesapeake 
& Delaware Canal. Supercarriers and supertankers are now regularly calling 
at the port under reduced loading. Since two of the major ore piers are located 
on the Curtis Bay and Ferry Bar channels, it is essential that an increase in 
depth from 35 to 42 feet be provided in these branch channels at the earliest 
practicable date. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate channel dredging $1, 300, 000 
Engineering and design 100, 000 
Supervision and administration 100, 000 


Total 1, 500, 000 

The amount requested for fiscal year 1961 will initiate dredging to provide full 

project lengths and depths and partial project widths in the Curtis Bay and 

Ferry Bar branch channels. With these initial improvements, vessels navigating 

the present 39-foot main channel will be able to proceed to ore piers on the branch 
channels with resulting economies from increased loading. 


Completed modifications, Baltimore Harbor and channels, Maryland 

Work completed consists of a main ship channel, 39 feet deep and generally 
600 feet wide from 39-foot depth in Chesapeake Bay opposite the mouth of the 
Magothy River to Fort McHenry; channel 39 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide in 
Chesapeake Bay opposite York Spit; branch channels 35 feet deep and 400 feet 
wide in Ferry Bar and Curtis Bay; a connecting channel to C. & C. Canal ap- 
proaches, 27 feet deep and 400 feet wide, and four anchorages, Riverview No. 1, 
4,500 feet long, 1,500 feet wide, 35 feet deep; Riverview No. 2, 2,400 feet long, 
1,200 feet wide, and 30 feet deep; Fort Misticerr. 3,500 feet long, 400 feet wide, 
and 35 feet deep; Quarantine, 3,500 feet long, 600 feet wide, and 35 feet deep. 
The cost of this completed work is $8,329,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interest of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 42-foot 
channel is considered to be small and has not been evaluated. The local interests 
are expected to expend about $3,990,000 for dredging approaches to wharves and 
for dredging of the northwest branch in order to accommodate the deeper-draft 
vessels which will use the main harbor channels. 
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Local interests also incurred costs of about $1 million in complying with the 
terms of local cooperation for work accomplished on prior modifications of the 
project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have indicated willingness to comply 
with the terms of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) 
cost estimate of $30 million is the same as the last estimate submitted to Congress, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| Balance to 

Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


1958 River and Harbor Act (H. Doc. 
86, 85th Cong., Ist sess.) 
Channels___ = $27, 580,000 |__- ae ates $1, 300, 006 26, 280, 000 
Preauthorization studies 28, 000 $28, 000 a ae ; = 
Engineering and design 392,000 |....-.- ; 100, 292, 000 
Supervisicn and administration - 2, 000, 000 100, , 900, 000 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Total applied cost (Corps | 


of Engineers funds only 30, 000, 000 28, 000 he , 500, 28, 472, 000 
Undistributed costs... ...._..-- es =~ cil 


Total project cost_...__-- 30, 000, 000 28, 000 |_- 
Pending adjustments. --- 

Total cost_- ot 30, 000, 000 28, 000 
Undelivered orders. | 


28, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriation. as 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year....-.- 
Total funds available for | 
obligation peietoas 5 28,000 |_- ss 7 aa 
Appropriations required. ae seiatanieca aaa Sa oe 1, 500, 28, 472, 000 





Mr. Cannon. Again here we have the same situation, a new pro- 
gram. There is really no imminent or urgent necessity for starting it 
immediately. 

General Lirscomsn. Yes, sir, I think there is. This is a port of major 
importance on the Atlantic coast, and it is primarily a bulk cargo port. 
It is falling behind the normal progress of other ports in this area 
for the reason that it is not keeping pace in depths. There are 
hundreds of million of dollars of investment in terminal facilities 
and transportation facilities to make this a good bulk port. 

Mr. Cannon. It isa dredging proposition. 

General Lrescoms. Yes, sir, it is a dredging proposition to enable 
it just to keep pace with the incre asing depth of these bulk cargo 
carriers. Unless it does keep that pace, the traffic will fall off and 
it will not. play its proper role in our national transportation picture. 
Tt has not had the same growth that other ports of similar types have 
had, because we have only 39 feet of depth and a very small tidal 
range at this port. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr.Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. AnpverseNn. General, in connection with this, there is no local 
contribution at all, is there ? 
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General Lipscomn. The local people are required to provide us with 
disposal areas and the usual other prov isions. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. The answer to my question would be, no local con- 
tribution as far as cash is concerned. There is none shown. 

General Lirscoms. Not in terms of a cash contribution. It will cost 
the local people some substantial sums, however, for these other 
elements. 

Mr. AnverseN. Is this not another prime example of building 
supercargo and supertanker ships first and then expecting Uncle Sam 
to prov ide deeper harbors for their operation at no cost to the car- 
riers? Isthat not about it? 

General Lirscoms. The trend has been to the deeper depth vessels, 
and other harbors have the depth to carry them. 

Mr. Anpersen. I know. General, how many of the 1,026 vessel trips 
in 1958 were superships operating at reduced loadings, and what were 
their cargoes? I would lke that put in the record at this point, Mr. 
Chairman. 

General Lipscoms. Yes. 

Mr. AnpERsEN. Do you know approximately how many of those 
1,026 vessel trips in 1958 in to the Baltimore Harbor were superships 
operating at reduced loadings? Could you tell me that approxi- 
mately? You can correct it in the record later. 

Mr. Cannon. You may include that in the record. We would be 
glad to have a definite report. 

(The information requested follows :) 

Of the 1,026 vessel trips in 1958 in Baltimore Harbor, 135 were made by ships 
operating at reduced loadings. Cargoes consisted primarily of iron ore and 
petroleum products. 

Mr. AnpersEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Does this mean you propose to dredge the entire 
Chesapeake Bay? That could be a very expensive operation. 

General Lipscoms. The dredging is intermittent, Mr. Chairman. 
There are some places which are already deep enough, and others 
where you have a bar. When you get close in to the harbor, you do 
have continuous dredging to increase the depth from 39 feet to the 
42 feet which is authorized. 

Mr. Cannon. What would be the extent of that dredging starting 
at the harbor before you reached water deep enough to require no 
dredging ? 

General Lirscoms. We have quite a few miles from mile 154. 

Mr. Cannon. The map which you have here in your justifications 
indicates that you not only have to dredge this from the harbor on 
down, but in the bay proper. You would have to dredge all the ap- 
proach channels up to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. Is that 
true? 

General Lipscomn. Yes, sir, we have to dredge some spits—York 
Spit, Cape Henry Channel, Rappahannock Shoal Channel down to 
the mouth of Chesapeake Bay. 

Mr. Cannon. That would be 25 or 30 miles. 

General Lirscomn. Not the total of them, sir. After we get up 
close to Baltimore. then we have from Mile 154 to Mile 173, about 19 
miles, in which we have continuous dredging. 
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Mr. Cannon. Just one more question. What about the channd 
up to the Northeast River ? 

General Liescoms. I did not understand, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal running north, 

General Lirscoms. The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is at the 
head of the bay. There is a connecting channel which is part of this 
project, however, which extends out from Baltimore Harbor and 
represents a cutoff in the direction of the Chesapeake and Delawar 
Canal. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a draft of only 35 feet there? 

General Lirscoms. We will have 35 feet when this is completed, 
The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal would be 35 feet, too. 

Mr. Cannon. When the transcript comes back to you, I wish you 
would indicate the total length of the dredging and what this would 
eventually involve. 

General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 

The total length of channel dredging required under the 1958 River and Harbor 
Act is 44.7 miles. This is 63 miles more than required under prior 
authorizations. 

Mr. AnpersEN. I quote from the justifications on page 24. This 
seems to be built around deeper depth to permit super-ore carriers ti 
come into this area, does it not, General? You say at one plac 
here: 

Supercarriers and supertankers are now regularly calling at the port unde 
reduced loading. Since two of the major ore piers are located on the Curtis 
Bay and Ferry Bar Channels, it is essential that an increase in depth from % 
to 42 feet be provided in these branch channels at the earliest practicable date 

Mr. Chairman, I want to call to your attention that the last sentene 
on page 24 says: 

With these initial improvements, vessels navigating the present 39-foot maiz 


channel will be able to proceed to ore piers on the branch channels with resulting 
economies from increased loading. 


BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT 


General, I have had difficulty in my State of Minnesota in getting 
consideration from the Army Engineers relative to the Union Stock 
yards situation in South St. Paul. That affects thousands of farmer 
scattered through western Minnesota, northern Iowa, and into the 
Dakotas. Here is another of these projects, Mr. Chairman, as | 
pointed out, such as that one in Oregon and one or two in Kansas and 


Missouri, which seemingly benefit just one particular segment of iy 


dustry, I might say, especially that Oregon situation. There we hal 
a deepe ning of a logging waterw ay for six or seven logging firms 
Here we have something which, if we looked into it very carefully 
evidently will benefit the big steel corporations, the big ore corport 


tions and the oil corporations. I cannot help but wonder why thi 
particular project can be given a 3.1 to 1 benefit-cost ratio when th ; 
Army Engineers will give to our project only a 1.1 to 1 benefit-cost 
ratio. It is not in my district but in my St: ate, in South St. Paulf 


where they have had disastrous floods, two in the last 7 years. 
I am not hitting the general personally, but I am calling attentio 
in this record to the seeming lack of liaison throughout this bill reli 
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tiveto the need. By “need,” I mean the need for the average man and 
not for these big corporations. The benefits accruing here, General, 
simply show perhaps a little additional stock dividend to certain 
corporat ions, would they not, sir? 

General Liescoms. I do not believe so, sir. 

Mr. ANvERSEN. They would not be reflected to the common man, 
would they? Will they help my taxpayer in Minnesota? Here you 
are asking for $30 million, of which maybe the State of Minnesota 
will pay $500,000 at least, on this one particular project. I am won- 
dering just what benefit my people out there will receive or what 
benefit the average man will receive from deepening this particular 
channel so you can take heavier loads of oil and heavier loads of ore 
from foreign countries into this particular port. Just what good will 
it do, General? I would be pleased to listen to you. 

General Lrescoms. Let me point out that the special benefits prob- 
ably do not extend as far over as Minnesota, but they are not localized 
in the city of Baltimore. Most of this cargo moves through Balti- 
more into the interior by rail. 

Mr. Anpersen. All right. I will not be provincial, General. 
will ask you, does this help anybody specifically but the big 
corporat ions ¢ 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. The transportation savings are gen- 
erally passed on to the people who are using the products. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. We have heard that. By the time it gets back to 

the average taxpayer, I wonder just how much does get passed along. 

Mr. Chairman, I would have to object this year to considering any- 
thing like this in view of the fact that the Army Engineers do not 
look more thoroughly into something which benefits and has an effect 
on the economy of thousands of farmers in my area. This kind of 
thing just does not appeal to me today. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Michigan. 

et Rarnaut. Off the record. 

Off the record. ) 

Mr. Cannon. On all our harbors accommodating foreign shipping 
we are having requests up and down the Atlantic seacoast especially, 
and on the gulf, to deepen our channels in order to accommodate 
larger oceangoing cargoes. 


FOREIGN HARBORS 


Just as we are increasing the capacity and the weight of trucks on 
our highways, all over the world they are increasing the capac ity of 
intern: itional shipping. Are the foreign harbors from which this 

shipping comes making similar modifications in their harbor facilities 
to accommodate these same vessels for leaving and for return ? 

General Liescoms. Many of them are making these increased 
depths. Only the last day or so there was a report of a new hopper 
dredge being built in Japan which would dredge Venezuelan channels 
to the full depth so these same vessels which carry these ores and oil 
can operate at full depth. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, Japan is probably our closest competitor. 
With their cheap labor, they are able to produce everything from 
light bulbs to oil and ship it over here in competition with domestic 
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products. I can see how it would be to their advantage to increay 
the carrying capacity of their ships. Whether or not it would be t 
the advantage of our economy to spend these vast sums to deepa 
our channels to receive those ships and receive those foreign produet: 
which are being imported in competition with American-produced 
products is hardly questioned. It is obvious on the face of it. 

Pursuing Mr. Rabaut’s line of inquiry as to which would be th 
more expensive—to permit these foreign ships bringing in foreig 
products to unload and transport their cargoes by lighters over ow 
present harbor facilities or to spend this vast sum of money deep. 
ening them. 

General Lipscome. Generally it is less expensive to spend thes 
sums of money to deepen the harbors. The benefits which we indi: 

cate in our benefit-cost. ratio represent, in general, the difference be 
tween the cost of the lighterage operation in combination with coming 
in with the ship after it has reduced its draft and the cost of coming 
in at full draft. 

Mr. Cannon. Too often there is some indication that the deepening 
of our harbors and the economies effected by deepening our harbor 
are to the advantage of foreign shipping rather than to the advan 
tage of our domestic producers. Would you say that is true? 

General Lirscoms. No, sir; I would not, because many of they 
deep-draft ships are American ships. They are being built by Ameri 
can firms to transport oil and ore primarily from their princip: 
sources of supply, many of which are abroad. 

Mr. Cannon. That is intercoastal shipping. It is not transatlanti 
shipping. 

General Lipscoms. No, sir; it is generally international shipping 
but it is operated primarily by the American firms that are bring 
ing in these raw materials for manufacture in this country. Th 
manufactured products from countries such as J: apan generally mor 
in fairly light-ciraft shipping. They do not move in these large ship: 
which have deep drafts. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Jensen. When this benefit-cost ratio is figured, are those figure 
based entirely on what is of benefit to the U nited States, or does th 
good-neighbor policy, the mutual aid policy of ours, enter into th 
picture? Do we estimate the benefits to our friends across the sea 
who are at least supposed to be our friends, in figuring the benefit t 
those people, also? For this whole dredging progr am we are aske 
to spend billions of dollars to deepen harbors to make them accessil 
to these great ships which ply our channels and seaboard ports. | 
would appear to me that. the benefit will accrue to a great degree! 
foreign shippers. If I can sense the situation, surely the deependiti 
of these harbors and channels will be of great benefit to foreign oceal 
going shipping. Is this great good-neighbor policy of ours consider 
in the benefit-cost. ratio ? 

General Lirscomr. I think I can best answer you by referring to th 
statistics on commerce in this harbor. About 40 percent of it fe 
the last 5 or 6 years is domestic shipping which both originates at 
terminates in the United States. The other 60 percent is foreig 
shipping. Of that, about two-thirds is imports to this country, 0 
exports. 
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Mr. JENSEN. Two-thirds ?¢ 

General Lirscoms. About two-thirds of Baltimore Harbor’s foreign 
shipping is import tonnage into the United States, leaving only one- 
third of 60 percent, or about 20 percent of total tonnage, as foreign 
exportshipping. Most of the benefit is to us. 

Mr. JENSEN. Then surely the deepening of these harbors and chan- 
nels is more for foreign ships than it is for our own ships, because 
you said two-thirds of the goods came from foreign countries. 

’ Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you yield, Mr. Jensen ? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. May I again call your attention to the bottom of 
page 24, the last sentence. I think that tells pretty well what is in 
mind here. I again quote: 

With these initial improvements, vessels navigating the present 39-foot main 
channel— 
mind you, they have the present 39-foot main channel— 
will be able to proceed to ore piers on the branch channels with resulting econ- 
omies in increased loading. 

I maintain, Mr. Jensen, that here we are being asked to appropriate 
money to cut the throat of our ore industry in the State of Minnesota. 

Mr. Jensen. It would appear that the gentleman is not too far 
wrong in that statement. On the face of it, 1 would say the gentleman 
iscompletely justified in making such a statement. 

Mr. Cannon. Would the gentleman from Minnesota say that ex- 
penditures of this character might be considered in the light of sub- 
sidies to the oil industry of the Nation? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Surely, in my opinion, Mr. Chairman, anything 
which has to do with deepening channels anywhere in America to take 
care of these superships is nothing but direct subsidies to the corpora- 
tions involved. 

MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. May I ask the general in that connection, just how 
permanent are these improvements for which these large expenditures 
are asked? How long will it be before it will be necessary again to 
dredge Chesapeake Harbor to take care of the silt and the increment 
which naturally fills these dredged waterways? 

General Lipscoms. Mr. Chairman, we dredge this waterway at its 
present. 39-foot depth every year, and after this improvement is 
made—— 

Mr. Cannon. It requires dredging every year? 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It is not permanent, then, by any means. 

_ General Lirescoms. No, sir. The improvement, however, would not 
merease to any significant degree the amount of maintenance dredging 
which is already required. The amount of maintenance dredging 
required in this harbor is, however, quite small. I do not have the 
precise figure, but it is less than a million dollars a year. Considering 
the large tonnage carried in this harbor, it is one of the most efficient 
that. we have. 

Mr. Magnuson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Washington. 
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EFFECT ON NATIONAL ECONOMT 





Mr. Maanuson. General, under traditional American policy over 
the life of this country, whose responsibility has it been to develop 
and maintain our seacoast harbors ? 

General Lirscoms. The Federal Government’s responsibility. The 
Corps of Engineers has been charged with that for the Federal Goy- 
ernment. 

Mr. Maenuson. If the Federal Government did not do it, where 
would the responsibility fall ? 

General Lipscoms. It would have to be through some combination 
of the States, because, of course, Chesapeake Bay is an interstate 
waterway in which many States have an interest. 

Mr. Maanuson. The need for these deeper channels is because of 
improvement and modernization of our cargo vessels? 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. Ours and those of foreign countries. What would 
happen to a harbor or a city, say Baltimore, if we decided just to let 
its harbor go and not keep pace with modern improvements and 
construction ? 

General Lirscoms. What would happen is what is already begin- 
ning to happen. A large part of the terminal facilities can become 
unused. Incidentally, they do not include just ore unloading piers 
and oil terminals. We also have a substantial number of terminal 
facilities for coal, which is mainly export, and for grain. The whole 
economy of the region suffers a severe dislocation. There are three 
coal piers and three waterfront grain elevators there, in addition to 
four ore piers and some petroleum products terminals. 

Mr. Maenvson. If we let this harbor fall behind other harbors— 
suppose the Congress adopted a policy that it will not improve har- 
bors, what effect would this have on the economy ? 

General Lipscomn. It would necessarily put us in a less favorable 
position in the international markets with respect to a country which 
does improve its navigation facilities so it can use the most efficient 
carriers. 

Mr. Maenuson. These deep-draft vessels which we are proposing 
to provide for are both domestic and foreign vessels, I take it. 

General Lipscomr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenvson. Predominantly domestic? 

General Lirscoms. I could not say, sir. I do not know. 

Mr. Anprrsen. Predominantly foreign? 

Mr. Maanvson. Does the gentlemen from Minnesota have any au- 
thority for that? 

Mr. Anpersen. It seems to me, Mr. Magnuson, we heard earlier 
that 40 percent of this shipping was domestic and the balance foreign. 
Mr. Maenvson. I think the general was talking about cargoes. 

General Lirscomr. I was talking about cargoes; yes, sir. I have 
no figures on the registration of the ships. Where they are built and 
where they are registered is often quite different from even where 
they are owned. I have no figures on that. I was referring only 
to the cargo. 

Mr. Macnuson, That is true. Many American- owned vessels are 
under foreign registry, for example, for various reasons 
General Liescomps. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Macnuson. Just a final observation. Of course the aviation 
industry is improving. Its vehicles are improving. Airplanes are 
improving. As a result, we have to lengthen runways and improve 
airports to accommodate these larger planes which require more room. 
The Federal Government participates in that. I do not make any 
particular brief for the subsidy system, but I think it is part of our 
system, unquestionably. I think it is idle for anyone to say that 
savings which are effected through these harbor improvements to the 
shipping companies are not passed along to the consumer. These are 
intensely competitive businesses, and their prices necessar ily are based 
oeosts. I do not think any shipping company can survive unless it 
meets the competition. It can not meet the competition unless basi- 
cally it bases its prices on realistic costs—unless there is collusion 
among the various companies—because one of them, at least, will pass 
along this saving. When one of them does it, they all have to do it. 

Mr. Ranaut. What does the channel have to be? Fifty feet or sixty 
feet? What is it supposed to be? We run into the same situation 
on length of ships in the inland seas. 

Mr. Magnuson. I cannot say how far we should go. 

Mr. Rasaur. That is what we are talking about. They come along 
and every one of these projects has a wonderful benefit-cost. ratio. 
Benefit to whom? Do you see it reflected in gasoline? 

I do not think it is reflected. 

Mr. Magnuson. How do you know ? 

Mr. Rasaur. All I see is that you get a wonderful headline in the 
American press when gas goes down a tenth of a cent, but when it 
goes up 4 or 5 cents, they fail to mention it except at the gas station. 

Mr. Maenuson. I think it would take a very detailed study and re- 
view of the gasoline price situation to determine—— 

Mr. Rapavur. Maybe we ought to have it. 

Mr. Macnuson. To determine whether a saving in transportation 
costs is being passed along to the consumer. I do not think we can 
sit here and say gasoline did not go down last year; that any savings 
which might have been effected in transportation costs were cobbled 
up by the industry. 

Mr. Ranaut. The American people at the present time are sounding 
a warning to the oil companies of this country by rio fags? cages of 

hesmall car. Why? Because it will use less oil and ¢ The price 
of oil and gas is out of line. 

Mr. Magnuson. That is fine. That is a pressure 

Mr. Ranaut. What will they do? They will raise the price of gas- 
line so it will cost you as much to run a baby buggy as it did a ear. 
Mr. ANDERSEN. Does the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Magnuson. No. One moment. I am almost through. 

_ It seems to me there also has been an implication that we are against 
loreign trade. 

Mr. Ranaut. No, we are not. 

Mr. Magnuson. Of course, you get complaints from specific in- 
dustries about foreign competition, ‘but it seems to me that through 
the whole histor y of this c ountry, its economy has depended to a very 
great extent on foreign trade. We must trade with foreign countries 
We certainly must export. In order to export, we must import. 
Nothing could appear more shortsighted to me than deliberately to 
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handicap our progress and our shipping companies so it would have 
an adverse effect on foreign trade. 

I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Magnuson, of course none of us here wants to 
do anything to stagnate our great ports. The question here is not 
foreign trade, whether we are for or against it. We are all for it up 
to a certain point. The question here is, first, the point I brought 
out in starting this discussion this morning. When we look at this 
entire Army Engineer picture and flood control picture and rivers 
and harbors, the question is whether a project of this nature should be 
sufficiently important to justify a benefit-cost ratio of this nature when 
back in the State of Minnesota we can only secure 1.1 to 1 benefit-cost 
ratio on a flood control proposition which affects thousands of inhabi- 
tants of our State of Minnesota. I maintain this particular project 
for deepening this harbor beyond 39 feet accrues to the benefit mainly 
of certain corporations. My argument is: Are there not many more 
vast projects scattered throughout America which would do more 
good to more people at this time ? 

This may come later, but first I want to get a little consideration 
given to those others which affect a lot of the little people who have 
no way of being heard if we do not speak up in their behalf. 

That is my ‘line of approach. I am not arguing against helping 
out these harbors. They have to have their place in the sun. But at 
the same time, my people back in Minnesota are entitled to certain 
considerations, Mr. Magnuson. I think you will agree with me. I 
have no argument with you. 

Mr. Macnuson. Will the gentleman yield? I am sure we have no 
argument. Certainly I have as much concern for the average tax- 
payer as anybody on thiscommittee. I think we do have to keep these 
things in perspective. If we cannot accept that these benefits accrue 
to the welfare of the country as a whole, if we decide that these bene- 
fits accrue only to the big oil companies or the big ore importers, 
then I suppose we cannot justify this project. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Maenuson. I think they do accrue to the benefit of the country 
as a whole. 

As for comparing a project to a specific project in Minnesota or 
in my State, the State of Washington, when we come to comparing 
benefit-cost ratios it is a very difficult thing. I imagine a good case 
sat be made for many projects over the country where the particu- 

lar Congressman or Senator interested in it cannot see why his should 
not take precedence over another. I know that is true, because I 
listen to them enough for the duration of these hearings every year. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 


TAXES AND FEES FOR WATER CARRIERS 


Mr. Jensen. I think and I know that the primary objection to all 
these expenditures for the dredging of harbors comes from the fact 
that the water transporters pay just about exactly nothing in local, 
State, and Federal taxes, just about exactly nothing. Other modes of 
transportation, the railroads and the trucklines, pay enormous taxes. 
Every time we appropriate more money for the dredging of harbors 
and channels in the interior and along the coastline, we give more 
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competition to the railroads and the trucklines, and hence we receive 
less taxes into the Federal Treasury because of the competition with 
which they cannot live. 

That is the thing that I think is completely out of order. We 
should by all means ‘demand that these water transporters at least pay 
a little. In fact, they should pay a lot more than they are today, 
because today they are paying about exactly nothing in local, State, 
and Federal taxes. The port fees are negligible. 


WATERSHED TREATMENT TO PREVENT SILTING 


General, you talk about silting up the harbors, and hence each year, 
as in the Baltimore Harbor, you have to spend a million dollars to 
dig that silt out. 

General Lirscoms. May I correct that, sir. The figure is $340,000. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, $340,000. That is not hay, either. Where 
does this silt come from ? 

General Lirscoms. It mainly comes down the tributary streams, 
the Patapsco, and so forth. 

Mr. Jensen. You are exactly right. Of course it does. How does 
the silt get into those tributary streams / 

General Liescoms. From other streams and eventually from the 
land. 

Mr. Jensen. From the watershed. If we would spend $340,000 a 
year on watershed treatment to hold the raindrops where they fall and 
thus hold the silt where it lies, instead of letting that silt rush in to the 
harbors, then we would r ally be justified in spending not only 
$340,000 a year for such a program—we would be justified in spending 
much more on the tributaries which feed the silt into Baltimore 
Harbor. 

That silt is soil, topsoil, precious stuff. It is valuable where it les 
on the land, but it is a detriment when it gets into your channels. 

After that precious soil gets into your channel at Baltimore Harbor 
and all the rest. of these harbors all over America, then it is a detri- 
ment and we are asked to appropriate millions upon millions of dollars 
every year to keep the harbors at even the average present depths. 

Iam wondering if, you, General, have ever given that much thought. 
Do you have meet ings with the farmers, with the Soil Conservation 
Service, the district soil conservation commissioners in these water- 

sheds which feed into the h: arbors, and say to them, “Please contour 
and terrace and hold your precious soil where it falls, not only for the 
good of the people there, but also to keep this precious topsoil out of 
our harbors which it costs so much to dredge out.” Do you ever do 
that ? , 

General Lipscomn. Yes, sir; whenever we undertake a comprehen- 
sive sur vey of abasin. We have done it in the Delaware and Potomac 
Basins. It isa long-term measure to reduce silt eventually but it w - 
take many years because the rivers and estuaries are choked with sil 

This material not only comes down the streams but in from the a 

Mr. Jensen. From the sides of the channel 7 

General Lipscomp. Yes: when you dredge the bottom there isa great 
deal on the slopes that keeps coming in as the tides act on it, so it isa 

long- range prospect. 
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Mr. Jensen. General, you must realize that when the water is held 
where it falls, then there is not as much water rushing into your 
channel to wash away the banks. You say it would take a long time? 

My friend, a soil conservation watershed program, where most all 
of the farmers practice soil conservation as recommended by the Soil 
Conservation Service, can be « ‘complet ted within 3 years. I can take you 
to watersheds all around America where the runoff had been tremen- 
dous, and within 3 years there was hi irdly a drop of water running 
off of that watershed. This is because the water was kept where it fell. 

You know that, Mr. Chairman. You have seen it in your own 
district. You see it all over America. It doesn’t take long. 

Mr. Ranaut. The generai admits it would do some good. He says 
you have so much silt in these tributaries, and then the effect of the 
tides, you cannot get rid of it entirely. It is a very good program. 
T agree with you concerning the program, but you will have the silt 
for a number of years, anyway, because it is still in those tributaries 
when you have rain. 

Mr. Fenton. General, this is one of the greatest seaports in the 
country, is it not? 

General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What is its relative standing compared with other 
seaports ? 

General Lipscoms. On the east coast, New York Harbor is greater 
and Philadelphia is greater. Baltimore Harbor is third. 

I do not know how it compares with west coast ports because they 
are not in my territory. I can get you that information if you would 
like it. 

Mr. Fenton. If you would, please. 

General Lipscomr. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 

The port of Baltimore ranked fifth among U.S. seaports in tonnage handled 
in 1958, the latest year for which data have been published. 

Mr. Fenron. Certainly this is a program that means progress. | 
agree with the gentleman from Washington on that. I certainly 

cannot see how you are going to penalize great eastern ports in this 
tacos when you accept what the rest of the country is doing. I 
think the Baltimore port request is a very fine project and a reasonable 
one. Certainly I do not see how it will harm your industry up in 
Minnesota, Mr. Andersen, or anyone else. 

After all, the great St. Lawrence Seaway was provided essentially 
for that, particularly for the Canadian ore and I cannot get the 
drift for an argument against progress in one of the greatest ports in 
the country. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 


NEED FOR POLICY ON DEPTHS 


Mr. Razaut. When it comes to depths, when they decided on the 
St. Lawrence Seaway they established a minimum depth. When we 
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speak on this subject we are talking about nothing different from 
what we permitted to be done to us. They established the depth 
at 27 feet to go over the bar. Cannot some final depth be established 
for the rest of the harbors of the United States? In the manner we 
are going about it now we are pitting one harbor against another. 

They have 42 feet here, 45 feet there, and somebody else has to get 
45 feet. 

We had one last year where in one river we had two different depths. 
Then they wanted to dig a new depth in the center. How could they 
use the new depth in the center when the ends were not as deep as the 
center? Itis beyond the ordinary layman to comprehend. 

We are not here to scold but it seems we have no policy. They 
could establish a policy immediately when they set up t the Great 
Lakes. The Bureau said anything over 27 feet you cannot get in. 
In the rest. of the place they sing a different tune. 

What will be the final depth? Uncle Sam is always paying the bill 
here. 

My argument is not against the shippers. As I said before, every- 
thing they have with regard to waterways came through this commit- 
tee, either in our days or in the days before that. Am I correct / 

Mr. Cannon. That is right. 

Mr. Ranaut. We approved the money for it. Most of us have been 
onthis committee a long, long time. 

We have been for them. Weare the best friends they have. 

lam not antishipping. I do not agree with some who said they 
donot make any contribution. After all, water ways are for the benefit 
of the people. 

We should also be cognizant of the fact, however, that we have this 
disparity and consider the implications because at present prices the 
costs are tremendous. 

Mr. Priuton. I would like to commend the gentleman for his state- 
ment. I would like him to know that I completely support the posi- 
tion that he has taken here and the need for the establishment of a 
fixed policy with respect to the depths of these harbors. 

At the present time we have reached an area here where we are 
contemplating depths up to 45 feet, anywhere from 20-plus to 45 feet. 

The U.S. Army Engineers are the supposed experts in the field of 
navigation. I think it is high time that they reviewed this whole 
question, and that they submit that for the record at this time. 

[ would like to have a statement of the present policy as to depths 
and what that policy is with a recommendation as to how deep these 
harbors should be. 

Also I would like to have a policy statement with respect to their 
future intentions regarding what we should do. 

Congress should look at it and study it a bit to determine which of 
these depths are economically feasible and which are not, so we can 
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have a standard policy rather than playing one port against the other 

with respect to de »pths, and so that we have a common policy here which 

will be of benefit both to the shippers and us. This would tell them 

what they can expect with regard to depths, how they should build 

their ships, the use to which they can ou them, and at what ports. 

sa e should look to the future a little rather than acting as we are ona 
‘ratch-as-catch-can_ basis. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, the gentleman understands that the adop- 
tion of such an overall formula is legislative rather than appropria- 
tive. 

I would like to ask the general what recommendations he has made 
to the Legislative Committee as to the adoption of an overall formula 
which would secure some order in these various appropriations which 
the committee has had to adopt following the legislation. 

Mr. Pruuion. In the absence of a legislative policy, in the absence 
of a definite policy on the part of the U.S. Army Engineers, this 
committee could very well adopt a policy of its own with respect to the 
appropr lations. 

Mr. Cannon. We shall be glad to hear from the general. 

General Lirscoms. I would like to point out that the policy of the 
Army Engineers is not related to fixed depths of general application. 
We are dealing with geography here, whic ‘+h is a very important fac- 
tor, and we do not have a uniform geography. 

New York is naturally a deep harbor; Seattle is a naturally deep 
harbor; you could set no limit there. 

Other harbors have natural limitations. 

When we analyze these and report to Congress we recommend 
either that they approve a proposal or disapprove it on the basis of 
whether or not the geography is such that the expected benefits will 
exceed the expected cost, and to try to set any fixed system of depths 
without regard to geography would disregard the economics. 

Here at Baltimore we have a harbor which is approaching its rea- 
sonable limit under the present economic system. If you wanted to 
go to 50 feet, I think you would find we would have an unfavorable 
benefit-to-cost ratio and we would not recommend that Congress ap- 
prove it. 

But it is practical to go 3 feet deeper than the existing depth and 
we will get benefits which will justify it. 

In another harbor this might not be so, so we do made recommenda- 
tions on a constant policy of evaluating the benefits and then recom- 
mending it or recommending against. This is the ceiling we are 
working with against deeper drafts, whether or not the geography 
of our harbors enables us to make these improvements and still show 
a favorable return from that investment. 

This particular one is excellent. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is a good statement. It is true, too. 

Mr. Jensen. I can understand the position which the Army Eng'- 
neers are obliged to take relative to the harbors you mentioned. There | 
are other harbors in a like category. 

I still think, however, that as a general overall picture you could | 
take the position that most t harbors today could accommodate pos | 
sibly 95 percent of the ships with a depth of possibly 35 feet. Would 


that not be possible, General ? 
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General Lirscoms. Ninety-five percent of our ships probably can 
be accommodated with 35 feet. 

We have many harbors also that we cannot deepen to 35 feet. It 
would not be economical. 

(The following additional data was supplied later:) 

On a numerical basis, 95 percent of the ships of the oceangoing world fleet 
could be accommodated in a 35-foot depth channel. Those ships, however, ac 
count for only 83 percent of the existing total deadweight tonnage capacity 
of the tleet. 

Similarly, on the basis of deadweight tonnage capacity, only 76 percent of 
existing bulk cargo carrier capacity and 59 percent of existing tanker capacity 
could be accommodated in a 35-foot depth channel. 

Mr. Jensen. If it is not economically feasible to do it then that 
would be an exception, but we have so many hundreds of harbors 
that could be put in one category, and we could say that a depth of 
30 feet or 35 feet would accommodate almost every ship which would 
ply the waters of this port or this channel. 

By so doing, as Mr. Rabaut and Mr. Pillion have mentioned, the 
committee would have a yardstick which it could use as a base, and 
which the Army Engineers could use as a base, to appropriate these 
moneys. 

It seems to me that you possibly could put the depth of your 
harbors and channels into not more than three categories, and in so 
doing I believe we can save a lot of money. 

There is no ship today which plies the seas and the waterways 
which requires a depth of more than 45 feet, is there ? 

General Lirscoms. I do not believe so, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. But unless the Congress takes a very definite position, 
either the Public Works Committee or this Committee on Appro- 
priations, and puts a limitation on appropriated funds for the deepen- 
ing of these harbors, then these large shippers, these water t ransporters 
will continue to build bigger ships that will require greater and 
greater depths, and it will be a continual problem of trying to accom 
modate them. It will be an endless job of trying to kee pup wil ith 
the shipbuilders and these acuta who insist they have to have bigger 
ships in order to compete with foreign shippers. That is what they 
tell us. 

Are we going to just let this thing go on and on and keep appro- 
priating these millions and hundreds of millions of dollars annually 
for the deepening of these harbors and these channels or are we going 
todo what we owe the people of America and the taxpayers of America 
and say, “This is it. We are not going to deepen any harbors any 
place to a greater depth than is required for the ships which now sail 
the se as.” 

[ think we have to take pretty definite action and do that. 

That isall, Mr. Chairman. 


DELAWARE RIVER BETWEEN PHILADELPHIA, PA., AND TRENTON, N.J 


_Mr. Cannon. Delaware River, Philadelphia Naval Base to Trenton, 
N.J.. $11,700,000. Insert peer d4. 
(The pages referred to follow: 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 


DELAWARE River, PHILADELPHIA NavaL Base TO TRENTON, N.J. (40-Foor 
CHANNEL) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Delaware River flows in a general southerly direction from 
southeastern New York to Delaware Bay. 

Authorization.—1954, 1945, and 1938 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


} Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
| Federal (Corps 
| of Engineers) 


cost 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) .............-..--------.--- OO OER O08 fb ... cneteunaiuae 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)_........-..--_-------- oe. TO GEE law ccacoceucasdll 
Estimated non-Federal cost Sere R Sree 2 ee Os cd c= LR O60 Fs oss a 

I an en ee cbubeabaamnnsener tees r 

Neen nnn nn eee ge ne eu ceubener | A OOO toc cndecnbece 
Total estimated project cost. .......................--- a ae 80, 958, 000 aaa 
On = ea waacasweecninacs 27, 407, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960_--.-............--- nia a Mae ae cars S820) 000 1b ccnneuscacsuunie 
Appropriations to date_____- OTOL PEER, LES ECE EN OT | 38, 702, 000 | 48 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_....._.___- 5 dads case ihrcobtitulers 11, 700, 000 | 63 


sails chaacantcinerea ath icles che da ash 29, 598, OOO 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Naval base to Newbold Island: 40 feet deep and 400 feet wide (500 feet wide 
through Horseshoe Bend). 
Newbold Island to Trenton: 35 feet deep and 300 feet wide. 
Bridge: Railroad lift bridge at Delair, N.J.: 
Horizontal clearance: 500 feet. 
Vertical clearance: 135 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 
Channels: 
Naval base to Newbold Island_..........-..-....__- alg cae a : 38 | Naval base to New- 
bold Island, fiscal 
year 1963. 
smeaan Newbold Island to 
Trenton, fiscal year 


Newbold Island to Trenton 


1964. 
Entire project, fiscal 
year 1964. 
Bridge: 
Reconstruction of Delair Bridge-___- sie eae a hea tae 37 | Reconstruction of 


Delair Bridge, 
December 1961. 
Entire project 


1 Not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Improvement of the navigation facilities of the Delaware River has been one 
of the principal factors in the industrial and economic growth of the Delaware 
Valley. Increasing recognition of the strategic location of the Trenton- 
Philadelphia-Camden area with respect to materials, labor, and markets is result- 
ing in unprecedented industrial expansion in the region. Continuation of the 
improvements on the Delaware River is necessary to permit more general use 
of the larger and more efficient vessels currently engaged in foreign and coastwise 
commerce and provide increased safety for the millions of tons of waterborne com- 
merce transported annually on this waterway. During 1958 the foreign and 
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domestic commerce originating from or consigned to points on this project 
amounted to some 87 million tons. Between Allegheny Avenue and Trenton, 
about 12,800,000 tons were carried on the river, an increase of 130 percent since 
1947. 

Extension of the 40-foot depth of channel from the naval base in Philadelphia 
to the upper end of Newbold Island and provision of a channel 35 feet in depth 
from that point to the Trenton Marine Terminal will permit full utilization of 
the port’s facilities to meet the industrial growth now taking place and planned 
in the large commercial region. It will add some 37 miles of deep water channel 
above Philadelphia and eliminate navigation delays and loading limitations 
occasioned by the present inadequate depths in this section of the river. The 
improvement will particularly influence the transportation of raw materials to 
major steel mills above Philadelphia, as well as the movement of lumber, chemi- 
cals, petroleum, and other manufactured products as far up as the port of 
Trenton. It is estimated that the improved channel will result in savings in 
transportation costs of more than 9 millions of dollars annually. 

Reconstruction of Delair Bridge is necessary to provide safe navigation and 
adequate clearances for both existing vessel traffie and the larger vessels for which 
the improved channel is designed. The present bridge is a menace to navigation. 
It is located on a sharp bend and has draw-span clearances of only 122 and 124 
feet. Shipping interests now take the larger ships through this bridge only during 
davlight hours. In view of this restriction and the time element involved in 
waiting for favorable tides, the existing project dimensions are a cause of lengthy 
delays to shipping. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $11,700,000 will be applied to 


Continue construction of Delair Bridge __ oe ; $3, 708, 000 
Complete dredging, sections D-6 and R-4B_ $14, 000 
Continue dredging sections D-8B and D—9 ’ ; 2, 000, 000 
Continue dredging section D-—10_- Pei ereeee 2. 2, 000, OVO 
Continue excavation of section R-3__________- . tm tod COO 
Engineering and design ‘ . ; 4 125, 000 


Supervision and administration________~ : 668, 000 


OMEN os se eee Ao ; Sie rg hg a _ 11, 700, 000 


The funds requested provide for continuation of construction at an orderly 
pace during the fiscal vear. 


COMPLETED WORK— DELAWARE RIVER NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS FROM DELAWARE 
BAY TO TRENTON, N.J. 


Channel 35 feet deep from Delaware Bay to Allegheny Avenue, including 
anchorages, at a cost of $17,834,000; channel 40 feet deep from Delaware Bay to 
Philadelphia Naval Base, at a cost of $9,119,000; enlarging and deepening of 
Marcus Hook and Mantua Creek Anchorages, at a cost of $3,715,000; and channel 
28 feet deep from Allegheny Avenue to Delair Bridge, thence 25 feet deep to 
Trenton, including auxiliary channels and turning basins, at a cost of $5,190,000. 
The total cost of completed work is $35,858,000. 


OTHER AUTHORIZED WORK REMAINING TO BE DONE 


The 37 feet deep and 600 feet wide portion of the channel from the naval base to 
Allegheny Avenue, including deepening Port Richmond anchorage to 37 feet 
remains to be done, at a cost of $2,781,000. These further improvements are not 
presently scheduled for accomplishment. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required by local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $450,000 broken down as follows: 


Securing land and spoil-disposal areas Gis nsec wee tac max _ $200, 000 
Reconstruction of Delair Bridge _-__- sila cae 250, 000 


Total -. Goll eh ee ; ; : 459, 000 


In addition, private industries bordering on the waterway are now expending 
more than $1 billion for industrial expansion. Berthing facilities and equipment 
for handling coal and iron ore have been constructed at the new $400 million 
Fairless Works of the United States Steel Corp. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of compliance with the requirements of 
local cooperation from the States of New Jersey and Pennsylvania were accepted 
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August 6, 1956 
materials handling 
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hed except for dredging section D—-10 Acquisition of disposal this 
section is expected to be completed prior to the scheduled date for advertisement 
of the work. Negotiations for future disposal areas are continuing and no diffi- 
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tract has been entered into with the Pennsylvania Railroad in which the railroad 
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reanslysis of the estimated cost of remaining work based on recent bid experience 
and further subsurface explorations. 


cost 


oneress. decrease is 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 

















Balanc 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 196] 
l 2 (3 { 5 ; 
Relocation - $12, 530, 000 $4. 592. 000 $2. 723, 300 $1. 506. 70 
Channels . 60. 470 000 596. 000 10, 814, 500 25, 860, 50 
Preauthorization studies. 115, 000 115, OOO 0 0 
Envineeri id desi 9 200, 000 1, 482, 000 +00, 000 125, OM 193, 00 
Supervision and administration 4, 685, 000 1, 428, 700 550. 900 66. 000 2 037, 40K 
Total a ( cost (( ps 
of Engineers funds only 80, 000, 000 24,213, 700 14. 488. 70 1. 700. 00 99, 597, 60 
Undistributed cost M) ( 0 
l tal project ) Corps 
of Engineers funds onl an 000. O00 9 aM) 14. 488, ¢ 7M () *) 17. 60 
Pending adjust it " 0) ) 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- 
eers funds « SO. 000, 000 24,2 i 14, 489. 100 11. 700. 00 29, 597, 60 
Undelivered orders ; 3, 179. 100 3, 179, 100 
Total obligati 97.392. 400 11. 310. OM 700 000 29, 597, 60 
METHOD OF FINANCIN 
Apr ypriations 27. 407, 400 11, 205, 000 
Unoblig ile | Carl OVel rou 
prior year — i Se i . 1 O00 
Total funds available for 
obligations 97. 407. 400 11, 310. 000 6 : 
Appropriation required _. dee tan ee ES mle 11, 700, 000 29, 597, 60 


HUDSON RIVER, N.Y. 


Mr. Cannon. Hudson River, N.Y. (32-foot channel), $1,880,000. 

Insert pages 36 through 40. 

The pages referred to follow :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


Nicks 


( NAVIGATION ) 


Hvcpson River, (32-Foor CHANNEL 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The Hudson River flows in a southerly direction for a distance of 
315 miles emptying into upper New York Bay at the Battery, New York City 
The 32-foot channel project extends from the upper New York City limits to 
Albany, a distance of 128 miles. About one-fourth of this distance requires 
improvement. 

Authorization. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 


1954 River and Harbor Act. 
2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





| 










| Accumulated 
| percent of 
Amount estimated 

| Federal (Corps 
| of Engineers) 
| cost 

















Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) _...------.---- ie eaten $37, 200, 000 | inhib 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)_.........-...--.---..-..-... | CRG Se Sc ccbiveeneeead 
OR EES ES SS ee eae ? 2 DO Bis ke wxciinitionea ited 

Cash contribution : : 5 : 0 = 

Other costs , juin jrindh tty leladaecedniieimeniaed - 1, 440, 000 | ie sa 
Total estimated project cost _ — ; 38, 696, 000 “ ae 
Appropriations to June 39, ten RN ga a ae a 65, 000 ed eee 
DRE MINE BOC ICEL DORE TOC ic eecctesnesgecnsaeudesnereaseunton SOE Ec 20cademmebsdinns 
Appropriations to date eee a re ae pee pe ee ee 520, 000 | 1 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961._.____.....-- PLE SEP 1, 880, 000 | 6 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_.....-......----.--- ee 34, 800, 000 | 
























PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 600 feet wide from New York City to Kingston; thence 400 feet wide 
to Albany, with widening at bends, with depths of 32 feet in soft material and 
34 feet in rock, 128 miles long. 

Turning basin: At Albany; 700 feet wide, 1,200 feet long and 32 feet deep. 

Anchorages: One near Hudson and one near Stuyvesant; each 400 feet wide, 
2,400 feet long, and 32 feet deep. 

Status (January 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 











Completion schedule 
Haverstraw and Ossining___-_-- i TR aca sci December 1960. 
Kingston to Hudson _ - es dads erste . June 1962. 
Hudson to Albany Pees pidied x _ Fiscal year 1968. 
Entire project_- Z : exis ccnwale catia a Si Do. 











JUSTIFICATION 


The Hudson River project serves the port of Albany as well as the intervening 
industrial and commercial centers along the river. In addition, it provides an 
important link with the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River via the New York 
State Barge Canal system. In 1958, Hudson River commerce above the New 
York City limits exceeded 19,100,000 tons. Commerce originating or terminating 
at the port of Albany exceeded 7,200,000 tons. Principal commodities were 
petroleum, grain, and various building materials. 

The existing 27-foot channel to Albany has become inadequate as a result of 
the increased size of vessels using the waterway. The trend toward larger vessels 
is particularly evident in the use of tankers and is of special importance on this 
waterway because the major portion of the traffic is in petroleum products. 
Current practice is to partially unload deep-draft tankers and cargo ships in 
New York Harbor before proceeding to Albany. Outbound cargo vessels from 
Albany are topped off at New York. Deepening of the channel to 32 feet will 
result in savings due to loading of deep-draft vessels to capacity; shifting of 
petroleum commerce from shallow-draft vessels to more economical deep-draft 
vessels; and reduction or elimination of delays due to waiting for tides. The 
improvement will also provide anchorage for refuge during times when fog makes 
navigation hazardous, provide a turning basin at a convenient location and of 
sufficient size for the largest vessels likely to use the waterway, and foster safety 
to navigation by providing a wider channel, 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,880,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


















Complete hydraulic dredging: Haverstraw and Ossining _ $1, 220, 000 
Initiate hydraulic dredging: Kingston to Hudson a $50, 000 
Engineering and design___- : re ete 7 90, OOO 
Supervision and administration______.____~- : a i ie 120, 000 







(ye si aa hae ie | re re 


Removal of shoal areas at Haverstraw and Ossining will provide project dimen- 
sions over a 90-mile reach from New York City to Kingston which includes 
important trading centers at Peekskill, Newburgh, and Poughkeepsie, Elimina- 
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tion of shoal areas between Kingston and Hudson will extend the project channel 
an additional 25 miles. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—-HUDSON RIVER, N.Y. 


Completed work under prior modifications consists of: Channel 12 feet deep 
from Hudson to Waterford, removal of State lock and dam at Troy and con- 
struction of a new lock and dam (River and Harbor Act of 1910); channel 27 
feet deep from Hudson to Albany (act of 1925); channel 27 feet deep below 
Hudson (act of 1930); relocation of the 12-foot channel between Troy and 
Waterford (act of 1935); deepening channel between Albany and Waterford to 
14 feet (act of 1938). The cost of these completed modifications was $16,128,000, 


REMAINING MODIFICATION—-HUDSON RIVER, N.Y. 


A portion of the modification under the act of 1910 for construction and recon- 
struction of dikes between Hudson and Albany at an estimated cost of $642,000 
(1957 price levels) has been placed in a deferred status pending completion of 
the project modification authorized by the 1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the 32-foot channel from New York City to Albany 
is $1,440,000. This includes $810,000 for deepening berths and approaches at 
Albany, $505,000 for construction of a bulkhead at Rensselaer, and $125,000 for 
relocation of utilities. 

The Albany Port District Commission has expended over $8 million for the 
development of that port. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of New York and the Albany Port Dis- 
trict Commission have furnished assurances of local cooperation which were 
accepted on October 28, 1958. The State has already undertaken preliminary 
work for acquisition of disposal areas and no difficulty is anticipated in meeting 
construction requirements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$37,200,000 is an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($36,300,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress, The increase is due to price level rise. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











Balance to 
Item Project cost Total to Current fi Budget, f 1 complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 fier fiscal 
year 1961 
(i) 2 3 4 (6 
Modification in River and Harbor | 
Act of 1954 (H. Doc. 228, 83d | 
Cong., 1st Sess.) 
A a ee ee | $34, 250 abs be $350 $1, 670 $32, 230 
Preauthorization studies. _ __.--| 65 BO6 fennnns ead ee acim gin bint 
Engineering and design - _. | TR Titel tacksatreiehiiel 75 90 O45 
Supervision and administration _ | 2,175 = 30 120 2, 025 
Total applied cost (Fed- f 
eral funds only) - sscaesiatie 37, 200 65 455 | 1, 880 34, 800 
Undistributed costs___.._...._-- 3 vee 
lime ee ee ae ae 3 Sh eee 
Total project cost (Fed- | ; 
eral funds only) - ---- vant 37, 200 65 455 1, 880 34, 800 
Pending adjustments____......-_}_-------- a eteon eo ge ee eT aes aia poe 
Total cost (Federal funds | 4 
only) ee eae 37, 200 | 65 455 1, 880 34, 800 
Undelivered orders... ........-|------- kegeiase oa 
Total obligations. _-_..-_- 65 | 455 1, 880 34, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
' 
en | ae | es 
Appropriations ____- a le ee Oe 65 A i a ices cats Gedeaxin dll eet ania 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
a eM wcie rr ceiwiongind ee a ae eet ideale 
Total funds available for | 
a lala clea alpeintiiain Sabin singh gai 50 be ctins Se ee 
Appropriation required..........|..----.--.---- Bee hsb eusecbiceact Se oeiee ie | 1, 880 34, 800 
| | 
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NEW YORK HARBOR, N.Y. 


Mr. Cannon. ‘New York Harbor,” $886,000 to complete. This 
will complete it? 

General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 42 through 45 in the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CHANNELS AND Harsors (NAVIGATION) 


New York Harpor, N.Y. (WipEN NEw JERSEY PIERHEAD CHANNEL AT BENDS) 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—The New Jersey Pierhead Line Channel extends for about 3 miles 
along the west side of the Upper Bay connecting the Kill Van Kull with the 
anchorage channel about a mile south of Liberty (Bedloe’s) Island. 


Authorization.—1935 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost raiio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 

; estimated 

| Federal cost 


Putenien Demetel GORE. -. . .caccccuneswsoccsssesa ; s dist bleeees ets 1 $5, 770. 000 Pee secee ei 
EeAIMOLOG DOReE CUOTRL COBL.. ...ncecnescncsecenwenssns Saencaieiekcacdeatand keine cucan ane 
pete I da een maagae wedi aanes eam ao as Gur cosa owameens 

Other costs-_-- a ae ees i < 0 
otal estimated project cost ; ; 5, 770, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959- Fe > wa 4, 429, COO | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960- ~~ _-- aeeads aeieislaity ; REE Wass seston antarmcainlings 
Appropriations to date aes 4, 884, 000 85 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_- ‘ icabaaieuta ewe wid 886, 000 100 


ilance to complete after fiscal year 1961 os 0 





Includes $4,428,000 for completed work (Red Hook Flats and Liberty Island anchorages and 500-foot 
nel along New Jersey Pierhead Line). 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The existing 20-foot channel along the New Jersey Pierhead Line, which is 500 
feet wide, to be widened at the northerly and southerly bends to 800 feet, with 
2)-foot depth. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent Completion schedule 





Red Hook Flats Anchorage.-...---- 





Aichi seedrteisee bo tara tas tela ay en af tenia wits theme ines te ( 
Liberty Island Anchorage - --- : ae ( 
500-foot channel along New Jersey Pierhead Line_- a oe ey ( | 
Widening New Jersey pierhead channel at bends_.._------ (2) | December 1960, 
Entire project. eo ae Seca castes demain . aa ic Made ‘ 77 Do, 


' Completed. 
* Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


This channel is the route for barge fiotillas and other tows navigating between 
the Kill Van Kull and the Liberty Island Anchorage. Navigation interests 
contend that these large barge tows cannot safely negotiate the existing bends and 
prefer to use the longer route via the main Anchorage Channel to the Upper 
Bay. The widening of the New Jersey Pierhead Channel to 800 feet at the two 
bends will insure effective use of the channel and eliminate the dangerous crossing 
situations which now exist in the steamer and ferry lanes. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $886,000 will complete widening of 
the bends in the New Jersey Pierhead Line Channel, and thereby complete the 
work authorized under the River and Harbor Act of 1935. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, NEW YORK HARBOR (ENTRANCE CHANNELS AND 
ANCHORAGE AREAS 


Work under fully completed modifications consists of: Main Ship and Bayside- 
Gedney Channels to 30 feet (Rivers and Harbors Act of 1884); Ambrose Channel 
to 40 feet (act of 1899); anchorage channel (act of 1917); channel between Staten 
Island and Hoffman and Swinburne Islands (act of 1917); removal of Craven Shoal 
(act of 1917); relocation of southerly section of anchorage channel (act of 1930); 
deepening Bayside-Gedney Channel to 35 feet (act of 1935); deepening Ambrose 
and anchorage channels to 45 feet (act of 1937). The cost of these fully completed 
modifications is $12,229,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATION, NEW YORK HARBOR (ENTRANCE CHANNELS AND 
ANCHORAGE AREAS 


The River and Harbor Act of 1958 provides for a 35-foot channel from the 
Atlantic Ocean to the junction with Bayside-Gedney Channel and the elimination 
from the authorized project of that portion of Bayside-Gedney Channel situated 
east of the recommended improvement. Work has not been initiated on this 
modification, which is estimated to cost $1,880,000 (July 1959 

Non-Federal costs: None. 

Status of local COO pe ration. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,770,000 is an increase of $30,000 over the latest estimate ($5,740,000) submitted 
to Congress and is due to price level change. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate Tune 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

| | year 1961 


a 2 3 { 5 6 


Modification in Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 19385 (H. Doc. | 
183, 73d Cong., 2d sess. 


Completed units: 
Red Hook Flats and Liberty 
Island anchorages and 
New Jersey’ Pierhead 


Channel : $4, 428. 0 $4, 428.0 
Uneompleted units: 
Channels__-___- cman 1, 244.0 hese ae $400. 0 $844. 0 . 
Preauthorization studies_._- 1.0 1.0 |_- i . ~svstdecdegteoanatall 
Engineering and design_____- EP Cast nualans suis 27.0 ncaa 
Supervision and adminis- | | 
tration ‘ sisted 70.0 ee eee! 28.0 42.0 anennih 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only)-_------ 5, 770.0 4,429.0 | 455. 0 886. 0 —isnewienae 
Undistributed costs. ._- I a oo a oe wie 
Total project cost Fed- 
eral funds only)--..---- 5, 770.0 4,429.0 455.0 86. 0 cul 
Pending adjustments___......._.}-.---- ae ticamehind aakiocwemoes waele 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
cat censnerusiacl 5, 770. 0 4, 429. 0 455.0 8060 toes sail 
MORON WOTO CHING. 6 noo nce ccceulessonsss- . ‘ -- 
Total obligations ~--0-|-------- 4, 429.0 455.0 RAG. 0 : 
\—— — 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
ict tines wick Neeson Sueaees 4, 229.0 fe ficces osneck ale 
Unobligated carryover from | 
OS REESE St een ee SES. ge acc dl Obert eek akacnatee «Cee wanted 
Total funds available for | 
NN cre ee oe 4, 229.0 | a ts eee 
Appropriation required _.......--|------- ‘ a pion oo on @ 1. ae 
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REHOBOTH BEACH TO INDIAN RIVER INLET, DEL. 


Mr. Cannon. ‘Rehoboth Beach,” $75,000. 
Insert pages 47 through 50. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


BEACH EROSIAN CONTROL PROJECTS 
REHOBOTH BEACH TO INDIAN RIVER INLET, DEu. 
(NEW) 


Location. {ehoboth Beach is located on the Atlantic coast of Delaware, about 
5 miles south of Cape Henlopen at the mouth of Delaware Bay. The project 
area extends about 8 miles from the northerly end of Rehoboth Beach southward 
to Indian River Inlet. 

Authorization 1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost ees aan on $519, 000 in 
Estimated non-Federal cost = ae ‘ 1, O11, 000 

Cash contributions. eae to oe : 0 3 

Other costs td < i eae 1,011, 000 4 
Total estimated project cost ; ; 1, 530, 090 | . 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 : ‘ . 5, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 0 : 
Appropriations to date : 5, 000 l 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961 . : ae 75, 000 15 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 439, 000 


Federal share of preauthorization studies costs 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Beach replenishment: Widening 2,500 feet of beach near Indian River Inlet to 
a berm width of 50 feet by artificial placement of sand. Also periodic nourish- 
ment of a 10-year period after completion of the initial fill. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent | Completion schedule 
complete 


Beach replenishment __- ‘ snupnevees 


Periodic nourishment_........--~-- eid i | 8 | December 1967. 





Completed. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Rehoboth Beach, the largest population center along the Atlantic coast of 
Delaware, is a popular and growing beach resort. The summer patronage is 
drawn from all of Delaware and from points as far as Washington, Baltimore and 
Philadelphia. About 85.6 percent of the entire project area, Rehoboth Beach 
and the area between Rehoboth Beach and Indian River Inlet, is publicly owned, 
and access to the beach is not restricted. The section between Dewey Beach and 
Indian River Inlet, including the beach and adjacent dunes, is a State park, much 
used during the warmer months for camping and surf fishing. The economy of 
Rehoboth Beach and vicinity is dependent upon a suitable beach for recreational 
purposes. Beach erosion control, the protection of the shoreline throughout the 
project area, is necessary to protect the adjacent property and preserve the 
economy of the area, 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $75,000 will be utilized to reimburse 
local interests for the Federal share of the cost of the beach restoration work ae. 
complished through fiscal year 1959. 

Non-Federal costs—The non-Federal share of the cost of the authorized im- 
provement is estimated to be $1,011,000 for beach fill and periodic nourishment 
for 10 years. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of compliance with the requirements of 
local cooperation have been furnished and accepted. Placement of the initial 
beach fill and additional material for periodic nourishment, eligible for Federal} 
participation, was completed by local interests in 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$519,000 is an increase of $172,600 over the authorization estimate of $346,400 
(March 1956 prices). Of this increase, $119,000 is based on actual cost of initial 
work accomplished by local interests, $48,600 due to higher price levels and $5,000 
due to inclusion of preauthorization study costs. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 


Item Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complet 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
q 
year 1961 
(i) (2) (3) (4) (5 (6) 
Beach replenishment. - $1, 520, 000 0 0 $222, 000 $1, 298, 00 
Preauthorization studies__- 10, 000 | $10, 000 0 0 ( 
Total costs___- 1, 530, 000 10, 000 0 222. 000 1, 298, OO 
Federal share : 519, 000 5. 000 0 75. 000 439, K 
Non-Federal share. 1, 011, 000 5, 000 0 147, 000 859, 00 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral funds) __._. 1, 530, 000 10, 000 0 222 000 1, 298, 00 


Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal | 
funds 1, 530, 000 10, 000 0 222, 000 1, 298, 00 
Pending adjustments. 


Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal funds 1, 530, 000 10, 000 0 222, 000 1, 298, 000 
Undelivered orders _. 


Total obligations. _- 10, 000 0 99 000 1, 298, 00 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal share only: 
Appropriations 5, 000 
Borrowed or loaned 
Unobligated carryover from 
prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligation és . one ere 
Appropriation required_. _- 75, 000 439, 000 


ee ee eee ee ae 


Mr. Cannon. Here is another reimbursement for beach erosion 
control. We have had a number of those estimates lately. 

Recreation is not a factor here, is it? 

General Lirscoms. Yes, sir, it is one of the objectives of this project. 

Mr. Cannon. How did we get committed to this one? What is 
being done to avoid this sort of involvement in the future? 

General Lirscoms. This was authorized by the 1958 River and 
Harbor Act and the people have performed work in accordance with 
the plan and under the act they are entitled to reimbursement. 

Mr. Cannon. Does the legislation provide they should go ahead 
without any consideration by this committee ? 
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General Liescoms. Yes, sir, although they are taking a risk as to 
whether or not they will get reimbursed. 

Mr. Cannon. I think it would be quite a risk in view of the fact 
this is purely for entertainment and for recreation and evidently a 
local promotion. 


General Liescomp. It is not purely recreation. 
OCEAN CITY, N.J. 


+ 


Mr. Cannon. Ocean City, $50,000. Insert pages 52 through 55. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


BEACH EROSIAN CONTROL PROJECTS 
OcEAN Criry, N.J. 
(RESUMPTION) 


Location.—Ocean City is located on the Atlantic coast of New Jersey about 35 
miles northeast of Cape May, the entrance to Delaware Bay 

{uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost : 3 Fe Sek. 3 . 355 e I Finca eklnset ined 

Estimated non-Federal cost - - ----- nae ans om ; 1 dt POO Ne cece cetcwencaws 
Cash contributions -_- " = OSs ccouapenwee 
Other costs__- ; eieeee z 1, 327, 000 

Total estimated project cost_-..__..--- Ea : 1, 550, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 : ; 103,000’ |..<..... 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. ___-_- seth dues namin : eid achcaastaeancaioneters 

Appropriations to date ‘ 103, 000 46 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961___-- nea . 50, 000 69 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 he state saowne 70, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Beach replenishment: 
Length: 9,050 feet. 
Width: Approximately 300 feet, between boardwalk or bulkhead : and 
high-water line. 
Stone groins: 
Ikxtend seven existing stone groins between Morningside Road and 11th 
Street averaging 300 feet each. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Construction by local interests: 
Beach replenishment - 
Extensions to groins ; Not scheduled. 
Entire project_-.._-.-- . 71 | Indefinite. 


1 Completed. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Ocean City is one of the large seashore resorts on the eee rn New Jersey 
coast. The economy of the city is dependent upon a suitabie beach for recrea- 
tional purposes. The winter population of Ocean City is approximately 7,000 
and the sumurer population at the height of the season exceeds 100,000. The 
improvement consists of placing sandfill along the ocean front to restore the beach 
and the extension of the existing groins to retain the fill. Construction of the 
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project is necessary to improve and protect the beach and thus maintain the 
economy of the area. 

Local interests commenced placement of beach fill along the ocean front jn 
1952. They later extended two groins and placed additional sand fill on the 
beach. The Federal share of the cost of this work was paid in 1957. Additional 
beach fill, eligible for Federal participation, was placed by local interests during 
the period July 4, 1958, to January 19, 1959. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $50,000 will be used to reimburse 
local interests for the Federal share of the cost of authorized work accomplished 
through fiscal year 1959. 

Non-Federal costs: The non-Federal share of the cost of the authorized 
improvement and protective works is estimated at $1,327,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Extension to groins . $590, 000 
Beach replenishment 722, 000 
Preauthorization studies 15, 000 
Total 1, 327, 000 
Status of local cooperation. Assurances of compliance with the requirements of 


local cooperation have been furnished and accepted. Local interests have com- 
pleted the beach replenishment and the extension of two of the seven groins in 
accordance with plans approved by Corps of Engineers. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Federal cost estimate of 
$223,000 is an increase of $115,000 over the latest (1955) estimate ($108,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase, $45,000 is due to reapportionment of the 
Federal share based on increased publicly owned waterfront; $35,000 is due to 
added beach replenishment work as a result of further study; and $15,000 is due 
to the inclusion of preauthorization study costs. The remaining increase of 
$20,000 is the result of higher price levels, bids received, and actual costs for 
completed items. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 

estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 

|} year 1961 

(1) (2 (3 (4 (5) (6) 

Breakwaters $183, 000 $238, 00 0 0 $445, 000 
Breach replenishment 837, O00 472, 000 0 $365, 000 0 
Preauthorization studies--- 30, 000 | 30, 000 0 0 0 
Total costs. ._- 1, 550. 000 740, 006 | 0 365, 000 445. 000 
Federal share ‘ 223, 000 102, 700 0 | 50, 000 70, 300 
Non-Federal share 1, 327, OO 637, 300 0 | 315, 000 374, 700 


Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed | | | 
eral funds 1, 550, 000 740, 000 | 0 365, 000 445, 000 


Undistributed costs _ _- - 


Total pro‘ect cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non-Fed- 
eral fur ds 1, 550, 000 
Pending adjustments_.- oe 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
and non-Federal funds) _}| 1, 550, 00 740, 000 | 0 | 365, 000 | 445, 000 


| 740, 000 | 0 | 365, 000 | 445, 000 


Undelivered orders_-. 


Total obligations__ -- | 740, 000 0 | 365, 000 445, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal share only: 
Appropriations -.--_--- 
Borrowed or loaned ee 
Unobligated carryover from 

LS ee Sees 


Total funds available for | 
oblig tion______- . 
Appropriation required_-_-__----- 
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Mr. Cannon. We could salvage some Federal funds on this; could 
wenot? What is the status of this project 

General Lrescoms. This is a beach erosion control project. Work 
has been done and local people have applied for reimbursement under 
the terms of the authorizing act. 

Mr. Cannon. But they had no assurance this committee would 
approve it ? ’ 

General Liescoms. Not that the committee would appropriate the 
funds. They did, in the authorization act, have the arrangement that 
Federal participation would be one-third of the cost on publicly owned 
shores. 

Mr. Cannon. When they did so they did it at their own risk because 
such funds could not be provided without action by this committee. 

Mr. Ruiter. The erosion of these beaches is the result of some of the 
storms we had several years ago, is it, or is it natural erosion from 
the ocean currents? 

General Lirscoms. Almost all beach erosion is caused by storms, 
sir. You donot have much erosion except during storms. 

Mr. Ritey. There was a hurricane known as Hazel some years ago 
which did considerable damage. I am wondering if this erosion is 
the result of that storm and other storms ? 

General Lirscoms. It is the result of similar storms; yes, sir. We 
generally do not have much erosion during periods when the weather 
iscalm. It occurs almost entirely during storms. 

The overall effect is referred to as littoral drift. 

Mr. Ritey Were emergency funds provided to rehabilitate the 
damage in Delaware, New Jersey, and other coastal areas? 

General Lirscoms. I would have to answer that later, sir. 

Colonel Smirn. We have another program for hurricane studies 
affected by those hurricanes in 1954 and 1955. That is another part 
of our program. 

General Lirscoms. That does not answer whether or not emergency 
funds were provided. I would have to answer it for the record—I 
think some were in some instances but not necessarily here. 

Mr. Ritry. I recall in some areas emergency funds were provided. 
I would like to know whether any were provided for this area. 

(The information requested follows :) 

No emergency funds appropriated to the Corps of Engineers were used to re- 
habilitate damaged coastal areas after Hurricane Hazel. However, funds 


available to the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization were expended by the 
corps, under OCDM direction, for rehabilitation in North Carolina. 


POLICY ON BEACH EROSION CONTROL 


Mr. Jensen. I would like to have the General insert in the record 
in explanation of this beach erosion reimbursement program which is 
in effect. 

There are certain Federal benefits which are given in cooperation 
with the local political subdivisions for this work. Would you ex- 
plain that for the record? Would you like to explain that just briefly ? 

General Lrescoms. Briefly now. In general the policy has been that 
the Federal Government will make joint studies with the local people 
on. beach protection. The participation in that is 50 percent of the 


§2882—_60——_-70 
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local people’s money and 50 percent of the Federal Government's 
money. 

Mr. Jensen. For studies? 

General Lirscoms. For studies. 

As a result of those studies projects are recommended to Congress 
when they have a favorable benefit-to-cost ratio and in gener al the 
Federal law on it permits us to plan for a contribution in which the 
Federal Government pays one-third of the cost of the protection of 
those elements of the beach which are public and to which the public 
has access. 

If it isa privately controlled beach the Federal Government makes | 
no contribution. 

Colonel Goodsell will testify on this beach erosion policy later 
before this committee. 

Mr. Cannon. I think there is no question, and there could be no 
question, that there should be no legislation under which anybody can 
go ahead and spend money and then just bring the bill in here and 
say, “Here is the bill. You pay it.” 

There have been instances, no doubt, in which this was warranted, 
but this practice is of such a character that the amusement parks can 
move in and take advantage of it. The place for us to stop it is at the 
place just mentioned by the general, that is, we should refuse to pro- 
vide money for these studies because undoubtedly we are being imposed 
on here. 

OCEAN CITY 


Mr. Fenton. General, this erosion of Ocean City has quite a his- 
tory, has it not? 

General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron, Is it not true that the improvements that were being 
undertaken in the past few years were all wiped out by way of the 
storms that came along? 

General Lirscoms. We have had very serious losses in this area due 
to storms. 

Mr. Fenton. I am personally familiar with that particular project. 
It certainly is a problem there. 

General Lipscomp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The way to meet it is not by saying you fellows go 
ahead and spend such money as you want to spend and then send us 
the bill and we have to pay it. 

Mr. Fenton. I agree with that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. There are instances, of course, where it is highly 
beneficial, but it is too susceptible to exploitation, 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, as the justific ations here state, the winter 
population of Ocean City is about 7,000 and the summer population 
is 100,000. It is quite a fine resort, and I marvel at the work that has | 
been done and see how they do fill up those erosions and try to main- 
tain a good condition. 4 

I don’t know how long they will have to keep doing that because it 
is not only an acute condition but rather a chronic one. 

General Lipscomn. I would like to point out that under the ter ms 
of the authorizing act local interests are not entitled to Federal re} 
imbursement unless the work is done in accordance with plans and 
specifications which are consistent with the authorizing document. 











1ent’s 


PTeSS 
ul the 
‘h the 
on of 
yublic 


makes 

later 
be no 
dy can 
re and 
‘anted, 
‘ks can 
at the 


LO pro- 
nposed 


s a his 
e being 
- of the 
rea due 
project. 
lows go 
send us 
; highly 
e winter 
pulation 


that has 
to main- 


ecause It | 


he terms 
deral re: 
Jans and 
ument. 


1105 


Mr. Ranaut. Do the Engineers supervise it ? 


General Lirscoms. Yes, sir. We approve plans and specifications. 
Mr. Pur1on. Do I understand there is a general authorizing act 
which provides that Congress pays one-half “of the studies and the 
locality pays the other half of the studies for beach erosion, and at 
construction we pay one-third and the local interests two-thirds? 
Is that a statute that has general application ? 
Colonel Smirx. The act of July 28, 1956 (Public Law 826, 84th 
.. ), provides for that. 
Mr. Prtitron. That applies to all beach-erosion projects generally ? 
Colonel Smirn. Yes, sir. 
ENDICOTT, JOHNSON 


CITY, AND VESTAL, N.Y 


OC 


Mr. Cannon. Edicott, Johnson City, N.Y., $335,000 to complete. 


This will complete it ? 

General Liescoms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 57 through 61. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


LocAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


ENnpicotTt, JOHNSON City, AND VESTAL, N.Y. 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—-On the north branch of the Susquehanna River approximately 195 


liles above the confluence with the west branch at Sunbury, Pa., and about 320 
alee above the mouth of the Susquehanna River at Havre de Grace, Md., which 
sat the head of Chesapeake Bay. 

Authorization —1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 





Amount percent. of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
URSIN PPI RINNE 8a Xs WR ts ee ae A ee teh Se I a 
INCI CIN RTD Oe ea ede s 1, 442, 000 
IRIN on a | 8 ar ie ablesnandieckcus 0 
Neen ee a 1, 442, 000 Se 
UIT: ROO PRI 0 ae SS 7, 442, 000 
CITROEN, TN ce ninmiuiceemum Dy I Rie eck mcccnaeke a 
RDUCOOE WIL wits FOr TINGE GOOF 19008. oo. onc onan cca caccocesune 1, 547, 000 ; 
Appr yrmations to Gate... .. =... .csse: 5, 665, 000 04 
4 )propriations requested for fiscal year Ti EDT CS Ea as per 335, 000 100 
ince to complete after fiscal vear hE le 0 om 
Physical data 
Endicott West Vestal Westover 
Endicott 
Levees 
Average height in feet __- : 16 18 12 13 
Length in feet baa 3, 294 8, 646 15, 365 12,014 
Concrete walls 
I a a es as 201 435 
. { 13, 166 2 3, 228 1, 270 
Channel (in feet 3 10, 400 5, 500 34 057 
Appurtenant work: 


Drainage structures 
Closure structures 











1106 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960 


Pere Completi ‘ 
Endicort unit 
Westover part I unit--- i = ; ei = : | 
Westover part IT unit oe 
West Endicott unit . . sa puke =< 72 | May 1960 
Vestal part I unit —_- anaes : jcenkebe Poe ; $1 | December 196 
Vestal part IT unit__- oui ; j , ; 85 | February 1960 
Entire project. - i 81 | December 1960. 


! Completed. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Since preparation of the survey report in 1948, the Endicott, Westover, Vesta 
area has grown with the general population ircrease. Existing industries hav 
increased production; new industries have located in the area; considerabs 
residential building has occurred, particularly in Vestal and along Nanticoke 
Creek in West Endicott; and highway, commercial, and other civie and private 
expansion has taken place. The trend of development can be expected to continue 
and it is anticipated that the authorized project will have a decided influence on 
the region’s economy by the elimination of the serious flood problem. Since 
1865, 19 major floods have been reported in the area. The greatest flood of 
modern record (1936) flooded developed areas in Endwell, in the central sectior 
of Endicott and West Endicott, and along the North Branch Susquehanna River 
in Vestal, where almost the entire developed area was coveied. Flood damages 
for the 1936 occurrence are estimated at about $3.7 million. Subsequent t 
1936, three major floods occurred of which the 1948 flood caused about $2.3 
million in damages at current prices. The project provides protection against 
a design flow of 126,000 cubic feet per second, and will be equivale nt to that 
already provided for the neighboring city of Binghamton 

This area has a very serious flood problem and early completion of the project 
is essential to prevent serious recur.ing flood damages to the affected communities 
having a population of about 95,000 people. It has been estimated that recur- 
rence of flood conditions today will cause a loss in payroll and production clos 


to $1 million a day. The possible loss of life and danger to health, as well as 
losses ip payroll and plant, warrants immediate protection for this area. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $335,000 will be applied to: 
Vestal Part I Unit: Complete construction of levees and drainage 
facilities, together with related railroad work _- $300, 000 
Engineering and design___- Sere +e 5, 000 


Supervision and administration 30, 000 


IN Da as 2 335, 000 


The recommended program for fiscal year 1961 will complete construction of 
the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $1,442,000 broken down as follows 


Lands and damages_-_--_- ; ; hee Be $346, 000 
Relocations, sewers _ _- 200, 000 
Pumping stations and roads____- 896, 000 


OI ce at Ng aoe 1, 442, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $31,400 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation for the project were 
executed by the State of New York on September 21, 1956. Necessary lands for 
completion of the project have been acquired. Relocation of utilities by the 
municipalities is currently in progress. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of | 


$6 million is a decrease of $500,000 from the latest estimate ($6,500,000) submitted 
to Congress. Net decreases totaling $645,000 were due to receipt of favorable 
bids. This was partially offset by increases in engineering and design and supel- 
vision and administration totaling $145,000 due to revisions of design and modifi- 
cations required by changed field conditions. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











Balance to 








Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal) complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 ifter fiscal 
year 1961 
(1) 2 (3 4 (6 

inds and damages $85, 000 Oh acca dace toned 

Channels te a Oe le 340, 300 $134, 700 205, 600 a Siar ie ONS aa 

Levees and floodwalis. .__._-- 4, 494, 700 2 649, 900 1, 544, 800 ee he 

Prequthorization studies___.- 60, 000 | GO: 000 focncee cnsdids a iaicacieh ee ee — 

ngineering and design = 545, 000 519, 000 20, 700 CL Bice eee 

supervision and administration - 475, 000 274, 400 170, 600 TO OW Npcaccetnmsace 
Total applied cost (Fed- 

eral funds only 6, 000, 000 3, 638, 000 2, 026, 700 I 25 

seripated costs: None. .....}<-c<-c.c<cecs a eee are Dee ee ei ee ear 
Total project cost (Federal 

TIE IRIS) in incs cmeanss 6, 000, 000 3, 638, 000 2, 026, 700 tf) Neer 

Ne een ee eee nn ne do mac euia' bin hd Gants bieeees 
Total cost (Federal funds 

MTGE tn esos 6, 000, OOO 3, 638, 000 2, 026, 700 ROE 8 cccwancnenwa 

Undelivered orders..........-..- fia adatalea 437, 500 STL BcGintdnéchadhiiiadl sdstenamaielewinn 

Onn GR Soo scl o un ncunnccon< 4, 075, 500 1, 589, 200 335, 300 oF 

METHOD OF FINANCING 

RII a dds otc a bceioe 4,117,700 Fis I anion cine caine lxcnieanicbeal 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year iscsi al desea eitaneneilesece tall eikiglin inten at ask dite nil inaibasratiateide eaten SE icdkntutinenandsleesautnbuaaes 
fotal funds available for 

a ee 4, 117, 700 Be ME IY Bn ak tacks anced ca tee cn Pasa anal cncecraaie 

nnn ONINONT A «crs ce Dds nck Mianuda Lekinaane dade kt lansedcecddieacd: SORES lectenttinaeuees 

BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR, PA. 


Mr, Cannon. Bear Creek Reservoir, Pa., $1,067,000 to complete. 


That will complete it? 
General Lipscoms. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. Insert pages 63 through 67. 
The pages referred to follow:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR, P4. 


(CONTINUING) 
] 


LA 
- 
ort 


wation.n—On Lehigh River, 
heast of White Haven, Pa. 
Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for Lehigh River system. 


in Carbon and Luzerne 


Summarized financial data 






stimated Federal cost... 
on-Federal cost 
estimated project cost 


itions to June 30, 1959 


ated 1 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 
Appropriations to date 

Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1961. 
bal € to complete after fiscal vear 1961 


Counties, Pa.; 5 miles 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


me. 4. ae 
0 a 

11, 100, 000 ia 
6, 939, 000 - 

3, 094, 000 5 

10, 033, 000 ¥O 
1, 067, 000 100 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 234 feet. 
Length: 3,000 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete ogee. 
Capacity: 139,000 cubic feet per second. 
teservoir capacity: lcre-feet 
NA RENN gs ated ne eet cesta placa nates LO8, 000 





PP RNIMURN se oa che ek ore ee eww sn ; 2, 000 
aoe. co ee a eS Lie DS ae 110, 000 
Outlet: 
Tunnel in rock, gate-controlled. 
Capacity: 10,000 cubic feet per second. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Percent complete | Completion schedule 


Land acquisition ; ene ae 77 | September 1960. 
Relocations-_- 


a - 71 June 1960. 
Dam 


. ; 7 SS December 1960. 
Entire project s ; : $2 Do. 








JUSTIFICATION 


This reservoir will control the runoff from a drainage area of 288 square miles 
A large number of industrial plants, including the Bethlehem steel mills at 


Bethlehem, are located in the flood plain of the Lehigh River. A large percentage 
of these plants produce material and equipment vital to the Nation and a major 
flood would have + serious effect on production at the plants. In the flood of 


May 1942 the Bethlehem steel plant, an important unit in the war production 
program, was inundated and immobilized in the midst of the program. Con- 
struction of the reservoir will remove the possibility of repeating the flood experi- 
ence of May 1942. Important rail lines and highways are located along both sides 
of the river from its mouth to a point near the Bear Creek Dam. This highly 
industralized area will be relieved of the threat of a major flood by the construction 
of this dam. 

In the flood of May 1942 the direct and indirect damages attributable to high 
water in the main river amounted to approximately $10,500,000, of which $7 
million could have been prevented had the Bear Creek Dam been in operation, 
The flood of August 1955 along the Lehigh River was of approximately the same 
magnitude as that of May 1942. The estimate of damages in the Lehigh Rive! 
watershed for this recent flood is $29,300,000, of which approximately $24 million 
occurred in areas of the watershed affected by the reservoir. It is estimated that 
$8,700,000 of this damage could have been prevented by Bear Creek Dam alone. 
Thus, in a period of 14 years the proposed reservoir would have prevented approxi- 
mately $15,700,000 damage from two major floods, in addition to its effect on 
lesser floods. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,067,000 will be applied to: 


Complete land acquisition _ _ ; $49, 600 
Complete reservoir clearing 50, 000 
Complete construction of the embankment, spillway, intake tower, 

and appurtenances . oy 445, 800 
Complete work on access roads (parts I and II 5 207, 000 
Complete work on buildings, grounds, and utilities 143, 000 
Procure permanent operating equipment ‘ 16, OOU 
Engineering and design__- 71, 000 
Supervision and administration___- ; 7 84, 600 


total... ‘ ‘ 1, 067, 000 
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The funds requested will provide for completion of the project by December 
1960. 

Non-Federal costs: None. 

Status of local cooperation.—No local cooperation is required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,100,000 is a decrease of $600,000 from the latest estimate ($11,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This change is due primarily to reduction of contingency 
allowances and refinement of estimates as construction of the project has 
progressed. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 
| 
| 
} 


Balance to 








Item Project cost | Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
| estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 
1 (2) | (3) | (4) | (5 (6 
oui _ ipetniimnion panei Foes pie ~ a 
Lands and damages. .- pens $340, 000 | $125, 500 | $164, 900 $49, 600 0 
Relocations__..-- sin a SO, OOO | 57, 000 23, 000 0 0 
Reservoirs............ Soe eee 200, 000 | 0 150, 000 50, 000 | 0 
Ns pikes bi ambedaveencisonene | 7, 880, 000 | 5, 046, 400 | 2, 387, 800 445, 800 0 
Roads ; k a 375, 000 | 98, 100 69, 900 207, 000 0 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 228, COO 0 80, O00 148, 000 0 
Pe nent operating equipment-} 31, 000 | 15, 000 | 0 16, 000 0 
Preauthorization studies__- | 36, OOO 36, OVO 0 0 0 
Engineering and design__..--_- | 1, 010, 000 889, 700 49, 300 71, 000 0 
Supervision and administration_| 920, 000 | 658, 700 176, 200 85, 100 0 
lotal applied cost (Fed- | | | 
eral funds only) ----- 11, 100, 000 | 6, 926, 400 3, 101, 100 1, 072, 500 
Undistributed cost seine cei —3, 500 3, 500 0 0 
project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only)---... 11, 100, 000 | 6, 922, 900 | 3, 104. 600 1, 072, 500 0 
ijustments. z 200 — 200 0 0 
otal cost (Federal funds | | | 
only 11, 100, 000 | 6, 923, 100 3, 104, 400 1, 072, 500 0 
Undelivered orders__._....--- cae 2, 700 | 2. 300 —5 000 0 
Total obligations- --- ais - 6, 925, SOO 3. 106, 700 1, 067, 500 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
itions ae ae . 6, 938, 500 3, 094, 000 e 
1 carryover from | 
ye 2, 700 
fotal funds available for 
Oligation....-- riesialy Sika isthe ne a 6, 938, 500 3, 106, 700 
Appropriations required_-_-___- AS 1, 067. 000 0 


BETHLEHEM, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. Bethlehem, Pa., $1,500,000. 
Insert pages 69 through 73. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
LocAL PROTECTION (FLOOD CONTROL) 
BETHLEHEM, Pa.—LocaL PrRorTecTION 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—Bethlehem is located in Northampton County, on the Lehigh River, 


ll miles above its mouth and about 65 miles below Bear Creek Reservoir. 


Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 
Bencfit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for Lehigh River system. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
| estimated 

Federal cost 


= . } 
Estimated Federal cost $9, 300, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost ia a eee a m5 a a na 1, 790, 000 
Cash contribution._......-- ‘ si ~~ 0 
Other costs. ....-.-.. 1, 790, 000 

Total estimated project cost 11, 090, 000 | 








I De eek eoaknenihanansbaosns 562. O90 jo ncecens 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960 a 546, 000 ie 
Appropriations to date sin aie aida ain ; aa 1, 108, 000 12 
Appropriation requested for fisca) year 1961_.....------ nebeie ain 1, 500, 000 #K 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__...-- a 6, 692, 000 joe 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Left or north bank 
Right or icatiiaaiataiiapeicanmcaia 
south bank 
Lehigh Monocacy 
River Creek 
Levee sical since i loach ab hcl ota ai lie a feet_- 7, 200 0 430 
a Pa Dae Ne ed — aa 1, 000 2, 330 1, 200 
I i ei eres poking 4 0 1 
I a mae pba 4. 400 ancien 
Status (Januar uy 1, 1960). Construction not started. 
Completion schedule 
Right bank protection: 
Pressure conduit sa aa . June 1961. 
Levee, floodwall and pumping plants__- . June 1963. 

Left bank protection_____-.---- sii ._. Not currently scheduled.! 


Entire project Pee batia kena eauieauamacin SAGO. 


1 See “‘Status of local cooperation.” 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Bethlehem local protection project is an integral unit of the Lehigh River 
Basin plan, consisting of Bear Creek Reservoir, Allentown and Bethlehem. This 
project, supplemented by upstream reservoir control, would provide optimum 
protection to industrial and commercial establishments at Bethlehem from floods 
on the Lehigh River. The large home plant of the Bethlehem Steel Co. is located 
within the area to be protected. Of the total benefits accruing to the project, 88 
percent are industrial and 8 percent commercial. There are also 20 acres of 
residences, 15 acres of parks, 18 acres of railroad yards, and several miles of main 
line trackage within the area to be protected. 

Total damages in Bethlehem from the August 1955 flood were estimated at 
$12,575,000. These damages would have been prevented had the local protective 
works and Bear Creek Reservoir been in operation. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to— 


$989, 000 


Complete construction of a pressure conduit___-_---- a eee a J 
291, 000 


Continue construction of levees and floodwalis 
Initiate construction of pumping plants 70, 000 
Engineering and design : ; 10, 000 
Supervision and administration____-__~~- = Se ey are aes a 110, 000 


Total 1, 500, 000 


The funds requested are necessary to provide for an orderly rate of construction 
and enable completion of work on the right bank by June 1963. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests for construction of the project is 
estimated at $1,790,000 of which about $1,130,000 relates to the right bank im- 
provement. This includes approximately $230,000 for lands and rights-of-way, 
$270,000 for utility relocations, and $630,000 for drainage facilities and pumping 
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of industrial process Wi iter. The balanee of $660,000 refers to local costs on the 
left bank of Which $46,000 has been incurred to data on relocations 

Status of local cooperation.—The assurances of local cooperation from the city of 
Bethlehem for the right bank aaairciaetl were 1959. 
The city of Bethlehem has received assurance of cooperation from the 
wealth of Pennsylvani:x and has a commitment from the 
for a contribution of $480,000 toward the cost of the work. 

The city has requested deferment of work on the left bank ($2,300,000 estimated 
Federal cost) pe nding further study of pl: ins for redeve lopment of a large aren 
along the Lehigh River and on Monoc: aev Creek. Construction of the protective 
works along the right bank alone will neither increase flood damage on the left 
bank nol affeet the benefit-cost ratio. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —No change from the latest e 
$9,300,000) submitted to Congress. Internal changes have been 
estimate due to results of design studies and investigations. 


accept d s ptember e ae. 
Common- 
Bethlehem Steel (¢ orp. 


stimate 
made in the 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 








Balance to 
Item Project cost Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1964 year 1961 after fiscal 
year 1961 
qd (2) 3) (4 § (6) 
Levi Baweiee $2, 210, 000 0 $97, 000 $291. 000 $1, 822, 000 
nauit, west en re 1, 335, OOF 0 346, 000 980 O00 0 
¢ plants . a aa 2, 260, OOO 0 0 » OOO 2, 190, 000 
ration studi ass 25, OVO £25. 000 0 () ( 
nd desier 670, 000 304, OO 265, 400 10. O00 69. 000 
S V n an wiministration OO, OOO 25, 200 44, 7 110, OOF 220, 000 
ik work, future work... 2, 300, 000 0 0 { 2, 300, 000 
I pplic st Fed 
unds onl eee os 9, 300, O06 354, 90 753, 100 0. Of 5, 692, OO 
il ts 
I roject cost (Federal 
nea bs 54. 900 752, 00 0. OOO 6. 692. O06 
ustments Saale - 100 4 ( ( 
I cost (Federal fun 
is a 354, FM 7 50 ] 000 6, 692, 000 
( lers ae a = ; {)f HM ) 0 
' 
] “ 408, OOO 0 ( ‘ 2 
I FINAN 
ys 562. OO { ( zs wy 
‘ carryove fro 
} . a0 a a ON a a aha i Oe 
I funds available for 
a 62, OOK 00, OOK a a 
Se I ridcrden tT wenkd da navuraladeaded cee naketcesnenninen a 10, Of 6, 692, OOF 


Mr. Cannon. Why have you been delayed on this project ? 

General Lrescoms. By engineering difficulties primarily, and to a 
small degree because of difficulties in local cooperation. We have the 
rights-of-way now. The initial work was advertised on the 5th of 
February and bids will be opened on the 18th of March. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the delay, can you use this entire $114 

million in the fiscal year coming up? 

General Lirscoms. We expect to have probably 
balance of $200,000 on the 30th of June 1960. 

Mr. Cannon. You could save $200,000, then? 

General Lirscoms. We could get along with $200,000 less. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the status of the request of the city in the 

work on the left bank? 


an unexpended 
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General Liescoms. That work is still being deferred. We are not 

















planning to proceed with that with this appropriation. Th 
Bral 
KETTLE CREEK RESERVOIR, PA. Firs 
lams 
. ~ . re ial f 
Mr. Cannon. Kettle Creek Reservoir, $2,200,000. Rive 
Insert pages 75 through 79. low! 
(The pages referred to follow:) flood 
more 
RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) = 
reduc 
; 7 Bi 
KETTLE CREEK RESERVOIR, Pa. ef 
F Cont 
(CONTINUING) - (Cont 
Batis m1 > . . 1 Cont 
Location and description.—The project is located on Kettle Creek, about 84 oo 
miles above its confluence with the West Branch Susquehanna River, which is one 
about 15 miles upstream from Renovo, Pa., and 11 miles above the junction of | ~~ 
the West and North Branch Susquehana River, at Sunbury, Pa. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Be nefit-cost ratio. 6G to:1. Fu 
order 
Summarized financial data 1961. 
a 5 eel Vo 
| 4 
Accumulated 4 via 
Amount percent of he Vi 
estimated resolt 
Federal cost skin 
opera 
m4 me = — os = ra = “| n re 
rE re So Oe oe oc aieeédiamalia swab ainaenien | 06, G00, 000 Vi sesccccectoam secur 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ....................-....- | 0 =_ a, 
ee OUR GRAT OMI 2 ot cenncaccanuecnncs . é 2 , 
I a ‘i ; - - id 
Total estimated project cost. ............-.....-- 2 cic cseinaneeeehd | i eee sviva 
PDOTODTESIIORS 60 JUS BU, 1000. <2. nnn meee nese cme nenconese-= 1, 154, 000 naint 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960. ...........---..-------- LGB, Gee |W cccnccssccuen a 
mewronranceons 60 Gate. ....<.. 5.66.5 2326552~~s5- ntneitinetinmaeene 3, 007, 000 45 Co; 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_........-.---- science raised 2, 200, 000 % 50,60) 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961---.....---..----.---- 1, 393, 000 —s ec uoaeaeae subn 
Cte ae maecmecoa mae nn in i 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earthfill. 

Height: 165 feet. 

Length: 1,325 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled chute, right abutment. 

Capacity (maximum pool): 127,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 

Type: Tunnel in rock, gate controlled. 

Capacity: 8,120 cubic feet per second (pool at spillway crest). 








Reservoir capacity: Acre-fed 
ST I eh a Oba eee ere es 
Conservation pool__--_-_- Ee er ee een ee ica wateiate! Te 

a a ht Ne a 75, 00 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
| Percent | Completion schedule 
| complete 
a | | 

I ca eae ep tannin ik basecane hea ets Makinnie eeiviicied ig Nermapiocianie | 29 | December 1961. 

RS 1 rmtios dse pees tela bei ws nein eats ina apoh an 51 Do. 

Ree ee Lonkboobdanscbesabh ewes aecnunenanas 22 Do. 


i einen depuamvaubne 18 Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control on the West 
Branch Susquehanna River. Together with the George B. Stevenson Dam 
First Fork) constructed by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and two other 
dams authorized for construction in the West Branch Basin, it will afford substan- 
tial flood protection to towns and rural areas in the West Branch Susquehanna 
tiver Valley, including Renovo, Lock Haven, Jersey Shore, and communities 
downstream from Williamsport, Pa. Damages from a recurrence of the 1936 
flood would be reduced by more than $25 million along the West Branch and by 
more than $8 million along the main stem, a total reduction of more than $33 
million. Kettle Creek Reservoir would account for 26 percent of the total 
reduction. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2,200,000 will be applied as follows: 


Continue land SequInitiOn.. co. oan cence ce nce ri ao Se $200, 000 
Continue relocation of roads................._._.... aed 79, 000 
Continue construction of dam and appurtenances-__-_-_-_- = Oo0 Lak ee 
Engineering and design__.___ ~~ ea ; 40, 000 
Supervision and administration________-_-__- rete oe re 170, 000 


Total. <... ee ee ae as cctenctih eg = 2, 200; 000 

Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 are required to continue construction at an 
orderly and economical rate of progress in order to permit completion by December 
1961. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.—In accordance with the Flood Control Act of 1954, 
the Water and Power Resources Board, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, adopted a 
resolution on May 9, 1956, furnishing assurances to the Federal Government that 
operation of George B. Stevenson Reservoir will be coordinated with operation of 
the reservoirs proposed at Curwensville, Kettle Creek, and Blanchard, in order to 
secure optimum flood control benefits. 

George B. Stevenson Reservoir on First Fort Sinnemahoning Creek in Cameron 
and Potter Counties, Pa., has been constructed by the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania at a first cost of $18,100,000, and $30,000 annually for operation and 
maintenance. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,600,000 reflects a decrease of $7 million from the latest estimate ($13,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is based primarily on savings developed 
in detailed design, favorable bid prices, and reduction of contingencies for the 
main dam contract. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


I Pre I ( | : 
‘ Tur } t fis 
10 
l s m) < ‘ ‘ 
he , 
Reser My 
D . aon tit ”) 1 
R f 14, 4M { 
Bu lings, g j du sy ‘ 
Per ne yi} 14. OOK { 
Pr itt 12. ( l 4 
Er 1 2 n>] { 
Sup ) { 
r } 
‘ ‘i j ( 
Ur I 1 
) I 
" 
Pend 
I 
ly 
( 
Vii W 1 } 
\y 
1 ol 
! 
rT 
AD] I 1 


Mr. Cannon. The cost of the project has been cut in half. 

General Lirpscomp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. From $13.600.000 down to 86,600,000, 

General Lipscomp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What did you eliminate to get to this reduced ex 
penditure ? 

General Lirscomr. It came from shifting the location of the dan 


primarily and changing to a rolled earthfill type of dam. We had 


made plans for that last year when we appeared before you, but w 


had not completed our estimates on the new design. Thus, a sub 


stantial portion of this is due to improvements in design which effecter 
the same results at greater economy. 


In addition to that, the low bidder was very low. The bid was 


$3,725,000 as compared with the Government estimate of about % 
million, so there was a substantial economy in the bid. 
These factors added up to the very substantial decrease in cos 
which you have. 
STILLWATER RESERVOIR, PA. 
Mr. Cannon. Stillwater Reservoir, $455,000. 


Insert pages 81 through 84. 
(The pages referred to areas follows:) 
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RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
STILLWATER RESERVOIR, PA 
(CONTINUING) 
Location.—Located on the Lackawanna River, a tributary of the North Branch 
f the Susquehanna River, approximately 3.5 miles upstream from Forest City 
Susquehanna County, Pa. 


Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


ited Federal cost- : : $5, 900, 000 
timated non-Federal cost 3 0 

Cash contributions. : . ‘ 0 
Other costs 0 
tal estimated project cost 5, 900, O00 
propriations to June 30, 1959 EP 3, 760, OOO 
ropriations for fiseal year 1960 1, 685, 000 
ropriations to date 5, 445, 000 
{Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 455, 000 
e to complete after fiscal year 1961_ _- 0 


udes permanent transfer to project of $222,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 77 feet. 
Length: (ineludes 500 feet of dike) 2,200 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type, uncontrolled: Side channel ogee. 
Capacity (maximum pool) 37,780 eubic feet per second. 

Reservoir capacity: icre-feet 
Flood control ; . ; aa iaate Jaws 11, 600 
Water supply i 3 ee 200 
Dead storage S ne ; 200 


| : ee : 12, 000 


the dan 1960) 

We had 

) but we Completion schedule 
;. a sub ance inietnareneemesseesndatininitint ailiohien 


* 
etlected enti roject_ ses se ee ee u . November 1960. 
nd acquisition. ..... ces és ale Do 
ion alee See a caste : June 1960. 


id appurtenances 3 s aise a ; November 1960. 


bid was 
rhout & 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will afford substantial protection to towns in the upper Lackawanna 
River Valley, particularly Carbondale and Olyphant. The Lackawanna River 
flows through the heart of the anthracite coal mining region of Pennsylvania. 
Concentrated mining, residential, commercial, industrial and transportation 

velopments line its banks and valley slopes almost continuously from Forest 
City to its mouth, a distance of over 30 miles. The valley has been subjected to 


manv large general floods and two severe flash floods, all of which have caused 
wide-spread damages, dislocation of people and industry and attendant suffering. 
he Stillwater Reservoir would have an effeet on all floods of record and would be 
lost effective during floods of long duration in that it would reduce peak dis- 

irges of such floods by more than 30 percent at Carbondale and more than 20 


percent at Seranton. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $455,060 will be applied as follows 


Complete land acquisition _ 


pecieavcitans tee é ; _ $20, 000 | 1. Na 
Complete construction of dam and appurtenances ; 372, 000 

Engineering and design Ces se Sa 25, 000 | ossent 

Supervision and administration . 38, 000 hich 

an oe . | aint 

Total_ _ . - £95, 000 arbo 

Funds requested for fiscal year 1961 will complete the project. V1; 


Non-Federal costs None. projec 
Status of local cooperation, None required. 

Con parison of Federal cost estimales. The current Federal cost estimate « i 
$5,900,000 is a decrease of $100,000 from the latest estimate (S6 million) submitt l 

to Congress. This change is due primarily to reduction of contingency allowances 

and refinement of estimates as the project approaches completion. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 














Balance t 
Item Project cost Total to Current fi Budg complet 
estimate June 30, 1959 | eal vear 196i aiter fiscal 
year 1961 
2 3 4 (5 6 
Lands and damages... $589, 000 $500, 300 $59, 700 $20. 000 
Relocations - 642, 800 603, S00 30 (KK) 
Reservoirs 93, 000 23. 700 69, 300 
Dams 3, 311, 200 1, 405, 000 1, 563, 400 342, 800 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 13, 000 13. OO 
Permanent operating equipment 16, 000 16. 000 
Preauthorization studies 4, 000 4. 000 os 
Engineering and design 750, OOO 684. 500 41). HM 25, O00 
Supervision and administration 490, OOO 291, 500 160, 000 38. 500 
Total applied cost (Fed- 
eral funds only). 5, 900, 000 | 3, 512, 800 1, 931. 900 455, 300 on mae 
Undistributed cost as 
rye 1 . ; . \ 
lotal project cost (Federal . , 
funds only 5, 900, 000 3, 512, 800 1, 931, 90 455. 300 ’ 
Pending adjustments_- | 
Total cost (Federal funds 
only 5, 900, 000 3, 512, 800 1, 931, 900 455, 300 
Undelivered orders : 231, 900 —231. 900 
Total obligations 3, 744, 700 1. 700, 000 155. 300 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriation - 3, 760, 000 1 1, 684, 700 
Unobligated carryover from ; 
prior year — 15, 300 
Total funds available for 
obligation _- aos as os 1, 700. 000 
Appropriation required__......-.|.------- 455. 300 
1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $222,000 tel 
I 


Mr. Cannon. You won’t be back next year asking for more money } {t's 
for this project? 
General Lipscoms. No, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MIDDLE ATLANTIC BASIN 
Mr. Cannon. Operation and maintenance, $11,355,800. Insert 


pages 85 through 90. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 





follows 


$20, 0090 | 1. Navigation 
ote. O00 a) 
25, 000 
38, 000 


which follows. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $10,282,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 30 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 


— | maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages ot coastal 
£55, 000 | harbors and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, operation, and repair of 
avigation structures, all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor 
projects. 
Obligations 
imate of — - - eae — ee = ee — 
ibmitted Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 
OW alices . 
Fiseal 
Fiscal | year 1960) Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, Remarks 
] mated) : 1-time fisc 
repairs | year 1961 
a Annual Peri- 
salance to odic 
com plete = ea — - = 
iter fiscal DELAWARE 
year 1961 
6 ) re River, Phila- $2, S80, 606 $3, 161, 370 $3, 000, 000 - : _|$3, 000, 000' Dreds ing. 
, ielphia to sea, Delaware, 
. = New Jersey, Pennsyl- 
Inland waterway from 1, 154, 339 780, 000 850, 000,$150, 000 gabe 1,000,000; Dredging, main- 
Delaware River to Chesa- tenance of proj- 
} neake Bay, Del. and Md. ect facilities. 
Inland waterway, Reho- 4,781 4, 950 5, 000 a 5,000, Project oper- 
both Beach to Delawere ation. 
R 
Wilmington Harbor_..___. 170, 287 341, 250 270.000, 30.900 100,000' Dredging. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Anacostia River Basin, a : 95, 000}....... 95. 000 Do. 
D.C. and Md. 
Potoma River below 9, 253 400 , 300, 000,_...._- 300, 000 Do 
Washington. 
Washington Harbor._.___-- 215, 022 197, O70 12, 000 2 12,000) Operating proj- 
ect facilities 
MARYLAND 
re Harbor and 266. 435 234, 010 250.000! 30,000 ......_. 280,000, Dredging. 
Hor AI Un Bn Dn 45, 000)........ 45, 000 Do. 
[wit Cove and Big Pe oe a 25, 000 — 25, 000 Do. 
roughfare. 
NEW JERSEY 
hbsecon Inlet ee 188,117 195, 020 200, 000 — 200. OM Do 
w York and New Jersey 64, 976 692, 250 206, 000 206, OOF Do 
nnels 
Raritan River 362, 581 146. 250 150, 000 cA 150 000 Do. 
River __- 100, 000 cs 100, 000 Do. 
NEW YORK 
tt i Channel a 97, 500 100, 000 =i 100. 000 Do. 
hast wkawav Inlet 67, 993 &7, 750 75,000! 15.000 - 90. 000 Do 
Fire Island Inlet 101, 173 87, 750 kee a 90, 000 Do. 
i Thds >; -C } ‘ _ mm RP 500 0 
, mney ludson River Channel... 211, 172 407, 5A , 000 i 500, 000 Do. 
mone} Hudson River._.- : 248,316) 358,900) 275, 000 . 000 ; 500,000 Dredging, opera 
| tion, and repair 
structures 
nes Inlet 7 27, 816 92, 630 90, 000 > 90,000 Dredgin 
rrows of Lake Cham- 50 100 5, 000 “i 5,000, Structure re- 
plaiz pairs 
SIN New York Harbor 294, 138 156, 000 206, 000 2 206, 000; Dredging 
Wtown Creek__..-_- < 150. 000 150. 000 Do 
Insert PENNSYLVANIA | 
huylkill River. ee a ee 557. 662 292, 220 300. 000 300. 000 Do 
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Obligations Continued 








i ( vear 1961 (est ed 
Fiscal 
Fiscal year 1960 | Recurring main- 
Project year 1959 esti- tenance Total, Remark 
mated 1-f f 
re Lil vear 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odic 
VIRGINIA 
Atlantic inland waterway $511,890, $487, 500 $515, 000) $30, 000 $545. OOK Dredging Y 
Norfoll 
ks 
Deep Creek 123, 000 123,000) Dredging 
James River $12. 304 466, 830 450, 000 150. 000 Do 
Mattaponi River ..-- 15, 000 15.000! Removal st 
ind ohst 
Nor Harbor 931, 558 468. S60 700. 000 TOO. OM Dredgin 
York Spit 600. 000 BOO. OOM Do. 
Other projects maintained 906,419) 1, 260, 590 
periodi y 
Total, channels and | 9, 604, 242/10, 016, 750 5 10, 282, OO 
harbors 
Potal navigation 9, 604, 242/10, 016, 75 10, 282, 000 


(b) Locks, dams, and canals, none. 


2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $182,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 8 flood control reservoirs and scheduling of fiood control reservoir 
operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements and urgently needed maintenance work. This estimate includes 
requirements for 3 projects which will be placed in operation during fiseal year 
1961. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the neces | 
sary operation and ordinary maintenance of the project facilities; labor, supplies, | 
materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the projects. 
Periodic requirements are indicated under remarks below 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated 





Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main- 
Project vear 1959 estl tenance Total, Remarks 
mated 1-time fiscal 
repail year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
odic 
NEW YORK 
Southern New York ie 
ect reservol 
Almond Dam $25, 424 $23, 140 $2!, 000 | $4, 000 $25,000 | Road repairs 
Arkport Dam 15. 621 & 680 9g 000 9. 009 
East Sidney Dam 24244 25, 150 28, 000 28, (0 
Whitney Point Dam 34, 638 28, 570 30, 000 2, 000 32, 000 Repair proj 
fachitle 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Bear Creek Reservoir 17, 000 17. 000 
Dvberrv Reservoir 11 000 11. OO 
Prompton Reservoir 15. 000 15. (WO 
York Reservoir 33, 417 4(), OSO 36, 000 5, 000 4] 000 | Install ladder 
lara 
pair pro 
ect facilitic 
Sche inling of flood control 1. S61 2 550 1 O00 + O00 
reservoir operatio 


lotal, reservoirs 135. 205 128. 170 182. 000 | 
i 
| 
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(b) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance.—The budget 
estimate of $122,800 provides for the essential annual maintenance requirements 
of 2 local flood protection projects including 11 separate units of the southern 
New York project and inspection of 46 completed works during the budget year. 
Qne-time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) | 


' 
| leant ninettetieci tain oth ade ailhca, b aereassisthdoiatii 
| 


Fiscal | 
Fiscal year 1960 | Recurring main- | 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance | Total, | Remarks 
tl eee fiscal 
| | repairs | year 1961 
Annual Peri- 
| odic | 
MARYLAND 
Cumberland, Md., and |____.---- $5, 850 | $6, 000 | * $6, 000 | 
Ridgeley, W. Va. 
| ' 
NEW YORK | | 
Southern New York project.| $157, 104 102, 280 79,000 |__._._._|$25, 000 104,000 | Rebuild 
| Chauncey 
Run check 
dams, 
Inspection of completed 6, 828 11, 400 12, 800 sd 12, 800 
MW K 
Total flood control 163, 932 119, 530 a 122, 800 | 
channel work, in- 
spections, and mis- 
cellaneous mainte- 
otal flood control_..| 299,137 | 247,700 304, 800 


Multiple-purpose projects including power 

Tle budeet estimate of $769,000 for the operation and maintenance of 2 
mul iple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for annual 
operational requirements. The amount requested recurring annually is the nee- 
sary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, 
ils, and parts required for the day-by-dav functioning of the projects. 
Periodie and 1-time requirements are indicated under remarks. 


wer 


Obligations 


1 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimate 


Fiscal 


Fiscal | year 1960} Recurring main 
Project year 1959 (esti- tenance Total, temarks 
mated 1-time f il 
repai ear 1961 
Annual Peri 
oul 
NORTH CAROLINA 
John H. Kerr Reservoir. __- $599, 883) $547,620) $546,000) $16, 000; $10,000; $572,000) Powerhouse 


repalrs. 
VIRGINIA 
ea Sinaes 188, 193 171, 809 172,000; 10,000) 15,000 197,000} Repair project 
facilities and 
reservoir 


Philpot t Reservoir 


| ‘| capacity 
survey 
“ | 
Total, multiple-purpose 788,076) 719, 420 . 769, 000 
projects. 
Grand total, Middle | | 
Atlantic Basin ....-_._-|10, 691, 455) 10, 983, 720 Aided Sunpak 11, 355, 804 


52882—60——71 
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Tuourspay, Fresruary 25, 1960, 
GULF AND SOUTH ATLANTIC BASIN 


WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. F. M. ALBRECHT, DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTH ATLAN- 
TIC DIVISION 

G. G. PETERSON, CHIEF, PROGRAMING AND ESTIMATES BRANCH, 
SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION 

GEORGE WIG, CHIEF, PROGRAMING SECTION, SOUTH ATLANTIC 
DIVISION 

E. W. EDEN, JR., CHIEF, PLANNING AND REPORTS BRANCH, JACK- 
SONVILLE DISTRICT 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up gulf and South Atlantic Basin. 
Under “General investigations” you request $314,100. 

Insert pages 3 and 4. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
1. Surveys 

(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $120,500 is requested for prosecution 
of eight studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
five reports and progress on three others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





| 
Total 
estimated 
Federal 
cost 


Additional to 
complete after 
fiscal year 

1961 


Tentative 

allocation, 

fiscal year 
1961 


Allocation 
prior to 
fiscal year 
1961 


Florida: | 
Choctawhatchee River, Fla. and Ala_-_---- $65, $54, 500 | 
Jacksonville Harbor, Fla.............--...- 142, 43, 000 25, 000 | $74, 000 
Pensacola Harbor, Fia................- — 22, 10, 100 12, 700 | 0 
Tampa Harbor, Port Sutton-Ybor, Fla- 33, 26, 300 6, 700 | 0 

Mississippi: Gulfport Harbor, Miss..-...-..--- 50, 21, 500 12, 500 | 16, 00 

North Carolina: | 
Bogue Inlet and Swansboro Harbor, N.C-_. 27, 200 | 16, 800 | 
Santee River system, North Carolina and | 

South Carolina - 
Shallotte River, N.C 


Study 


$10, 500 0 


10, 400 | 
| 
135, 000 


64, 100 25 
25, 000 | 1 


5, OOO | 
7, 300 7, 700 





Total 243, 600 | 





500, 000 | 120, 500 | 


(b) Flood control studies —The amount of $193,600 is requested for prosecution 
of eight. studies during fiscal year 1961. This amount will permit completion of 
five reports and progress on three others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Study 


Florida: 
Boggy and Shingle Creeks, Fla_-- 
Cutler Drain, Dade County, Fla_-- 
Dade County, Miami area B, Florida----- 
Georgia: 
Altamaha-Oconee-Ocmulgee Rivers, Ga-.-- 
Oostanaula River, Ga_- 

Mississippi: 
goula, Miss 
North Carolina: 
Cape Fear River, N.C_--- 

Neuse River, N.C....-- 


| 


Co | a 


Chunky-Chickasawhay-Pasca- 


Total 
estimated 
Federal 
cost 


$100, 000 
35, 000 
40, 400 


76, 000 
, 500 


500 





53, 800 
2, 500 


Allocation 
prior to 
fiscal year 
1961 


5, 300 
0 
, 400 


28, 300 
, 900 


36, 900 


5, 100 


| 
| 





3, 400 | 


Tentative 

allocation, 

fiscal year 
1961 


$11, 700 | 


28, 000 


10, 000 | 


7, 700 | 


25, 600 


20, 600 


Additional to 
complete after 
fiscal year 

1961 





20, 000 
30, 000 | 





30, 700 


— = 


; 1, 330, 700 





2, 300 | 


193, 600 


685, 900 | 314, 100 
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L960. Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. Ritey. Mr. Chairman. General Albrecht, there are two small 
projects in my neighboring States of Georgia and North Carolina that 
| would like to learn the status of if you please. One is known as 
the Lockwoods Folly Inlet. Could you tell me the status of that 4 

.TLAN- 
LOCKWOODS FOLLY INLET AND SHALLOTTE RIVER 

-ANCE, 

General Arprecut. That is an authorized study but it has no money 
ANTIC | appropriated for it at the present time. 

However, that is close to another inlet and there is a question about 
Jac. | which of the two inlets would be the one to develop, or both, so we are 

going to hold a hearing on the Lockwoods Folly Inlet this year. 

Mr. Ritey. A hearing down in North Carolina / 

General ALBrEcHT. Yes, sir. 

Baas Mr. Rirey. About what is the estimated cost of making a study to 
: Basin. 


see Which one of these inlets would serve the purpose better ? 

General Atprecnt. For the purpose of this hearing or the hearing 
on the two projects we have combined this study with the Shallotte 
River study and we will have hearings on both of them. We will not 
need any money for this hearing because we will use the money that 
we have for Shallotte. 

Mr. Rirey. You have suflicient money to make the investigation 
and to reach a decision ? 

General ALsprecnt. No, sir, just to hold the hearing. We haven't 
got enough money to go further forward on Lockwoods Folly without 
additional money. 

Mr. Ritey. You will have to hold this hearing and decide which 
projcet you will study before you can justify a request for funds? 

General ALBrecut. We have sufficient funds on the Shallotte River 


osecution 
sletion of 
es follow: 


dditional to 

mplete after 

fiscal year 
1961 





$74, 000 
) | study already. We will hold the two hearings; and if we need addi- 
6,00 } tional money on the Lockwoods Folly study we will have to wait until 
of we get it. If it should be determined we do not need the Shallotte 
4,0 | River study, we would then have enough funds probably to make the 
| Lockwoods Folly study. 
13,0 | Mr. Rirey. When is that hearing to be held ? 
General ALBrecuT. It is to be held in the spring, I should say, 
-osecution | “2ybe in a month or two. 


Mr, Rirey. Thank you. 


pletion of 
ies follow: 





CARTERS DAM, GA. 





4 dditional to 
er The other project is the Carters Dam project on the Coosawattee 
1961 River in North Georgia. What is the status of that ? 
I understand a study was started on that some years ago but for 
0 | Ome reason you discontinued it. 
| General Atprecut. It wasn’t discontinued, sir. It was submitted 
» | the Chief of Engineers and the Federal Power Commission had 
0} 4plan—or at least made a suggestion that there might be a better 
» | Nay of developing this power, and so this study was sent back to our 
aa Mobile district and to the Division to restudy the project. 
109,10 | That study is going ahead at the present time. 


Mr. Ritxy. When will it be completed, sir? 
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General Axsrecut. It will be completed about December of this}  (¢ 
year, sir. rea] 
Mr. Rizey. Thank you very much. wat 
Mr. Rasavut. Weare considering “General investigations.” j 

y 

PENSACOLA HARBOR AND TAMPA HARBOR G 

Please briefly explain the Pensacola and Tampa Harbor studies, pre 

General Atsrecut. The Pensacola study is concerned with continu. ay 
ing maintenance of the channel and harbor dept! feet and 35] | ‘le 
feet—which have been provided by the Navy and which are greater} 
than the project dimensions of 32 feet and 30 feet which have been at 
authorized by the Congress. In other words, it is to take over the pie 
maintenance of a greater depth that has already been provided. That e 
is one study. 

In the Tampa Harbor study, at Port Sutton, local interests desire 
adoption of a privately dredged 30-foot channel and basin as a Fed} 
eral project. On Ybor Channel, local interests desire increase in itre’ 
project depth from 30 to 34 feet for tankers. In other words, oneis} ¢, 
to take over the maintenance of a channel that has already been] pan; 
dredged and the other is a deepening project. calle 

Mr. Razavt. Is the Navy going to dig a few more of these for us! } jo, 

General Asrecur. I do not know, sir. that 

woul 
BOGUE INLET AND SWANSBORO HARBOR, N.C baa 

Mr. Ranavr. Describe briefly each of the three North Carolina navi- "4 
gation studies. 7 

General Atsrecut. In the Bogue Inlet and Swansboro Harbor _ 
study, local interests desire a deeper 12-foot—that is, a stabilized proyé 
inlet for fishing boats and a larger basin at Swansboro. 

SANTEE RIVER, N.C. M 

Santee River system, North Carolina and South Carolina. This i 
is a comprehensive study of the Santee River Basin—and to continue ie 
the study. ep 

SHALLOTTE RIVER, N.C of th 

Shallotte River, N.C. Local interests desire that the project dept! Mr 
of 4 feet be increased in Shallotte River and inlet for the benefit of the}. Ge 
boatbuilding industry and commercial fishermen. sIV6 § 

Mr. Rasavr. What type of boats are being built down there? Ar Mr 
they pleasure craft Mr 

General Atsrecut. The depth is not great. I would say it is smal 
boats—pleasure craft, or possibly fishing boats. 

Mr. Razavr. As to the Bogue Inlet: Are there any pleasure craf 
being built there ? 

General Atsrecut. No, sir. That 12-foot depth is simply an inlet fo My 
fishing boats. lock 

Mr. Ranavr. Is there pleasure fishing going on there, too? te 

General Atsrecut. It is primarily shrimpers and small commereit (T] 





fishermen. 
Mr. Rapavut. The Santee River system is navigable now, is it no 
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General Arprecut. No, sir. The Santee River—well, this study 
really is for navigation to Columbia, S.C.; it is not navigable all the 
way. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is there any hope that it could become navigable ? 

We are going to spend $135,000. 

General Atprecut. That is part of the study. The study is a com- 
prehensive study of the whole basin for all water development pur- 
oses. 

Mr. Ritey. The river is navigable from Charleston now within 40 
miles, approximately, of Columbia, and at certain times it is navigable 
now. At certain times, when the water is high, it is navigable for light 
craft. This is a study to see whether or not it is feasible to make it 
permanently navigable for light traffic. 


DADE COUNTY, FLA. 


Mr. Ranaut. What is the Dade County, Fla., project? And how is 
itrelated to the central and southern Florida project ? 

General Arprecut. This study is concerned with the westward ex- 
pansion of Metropolitan Miami further to the west into what has been 
called area B—the area between the coastal ridge and the conserva- 
tion areas. This is a continuation of studies that had been made in 
that area. If a favorable project was to come out of this study, it 
would be a part of the central and southern Florida project. It would 
bemade a part of it. 

Mr. Ranaut. Why isn’t it made a part of it? 

General ALBRECHT. The study is to determine whether it should be 
nade a part of it. Any additions to the central and southern Florida 
project are made by means of studies of this sort. 


OOSTANAULA RIVER AND CAPE FEAR RIVER, GA. 


Mr. Rasaur. What is the need for the Oostanaula River and the 
Cape Fear River projects ? 

General Arprecut. This Oostanaula River study is the one that 
Mr. Riley just asked about, the Carters Dam, and this additional 
money that. we have asked for here is to continue the study, the part 
of the study that was suggested by the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is the same true of the Cape Fear River? 

General Anprecut. No, sir. The Cape Fear River is a comprehen- 
sive study of the Cape Fear River Basin for multipurpose water use. 

Mr. Razavr. Mr. Riley, are you interested in that one, too? 

Mr. Ritey. I know of it generally. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


HOLT LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA 


Mr. Ranaut. Now we have advance engineering and design, Holt 
lock and dam, $378,000. 

Insert pages 6 and 7. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—LOCKS AND DAMS 
( NAVIGATION ) 


Hott Lock aNp Dam, ALABAMA 
(CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Warrior River 1385 
miles above its mouth and 355.5 miles from Mobile. The site is 2 miles northeast 
of Holt in Tuscaloosa County, Ala. The plan of improvement provides for 4 
gated spillway across the river, a navigation lock in the left bank, and a concrete 
abutment section in the right bank containing provision for future hydropower 
installation. 

Authorization.—Section 6, 1909 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - - ee $33, 600, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) - ‘ 10, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : ; = Gi) 
Total estimated project cost 33, 610, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate-_-__-_-__-_-- ; or 775, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1960 226, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1961__-__-_- 378, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal y year 1961. 171, 000 


1 Includes $80,000 preauthorization studies costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Holt lock and dam is a modernization unit of the Tombigbee-Warrior 
Waterway. It willreplace four obsolete locks and dams (locks Nos. 13, 14, 15, and 
16, two of which are 52 by 282 feet and two 52 by 285.5 feet), which form a 
bottleneck in the waterway, with a modern 110 by 600 foot lock. Six small 
obsolete locks on the waterway have already been replaced by the modem 
Demopolis and Warrior locks and three more will be replaced by the moder 
Jackson lock now under construction and scheduled to go into operation in 
October 1960. 

The Holt lock will eliminate the multiple lockages now required and consider- 
ably reduce the time of travel in the pool above, making it possible to handle more 
traffic in less time and consequently reduce the cost of navigating this reach of the 
river. Reduction of travel time on this waterway is of great importance sine 
it will permit the more rapid movement of critical materials along the Tombigbee 
Warrior Waterway to and from the highly industrialized steel-producing center of 
Birmingham, Ala. This waterway is vital to the needs to both the producers an¢ 
consumers of steel in the South, with iron ore from the port of Mobile moving tt 
the steel mills of Birmingham and steel products from Birmingham to the ship 
yards and other industries at Mobile and along the gulf coast. 

A total of 5,666,000 tons of commerce moved over the Tombigbee-Warria 
Waterway in 1958 as compared with 4,835,000 tons in 1957. Some of the prince: 
pal commodities were: limestone (746,000 tons), sand and gravel (467,000 tons), 
iron ore (1,278,000 tons), coal and lignite (968,000 tons), petroleum products 
(956,000 tons), and iron and steel products (287,000 tons). 

Non-Federal costs —None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates. The current Feder: al estimate of $33; 
600,000 is an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($33 million) submittet 
to Congress. The increase is due to price level changes ($591,000) and to adjust 
ment in cost of preauthorization studies ($9,000). 


Mr. Rasavt. Please explain this project. 

General Arsrecnt. This is a project on the Warrior-Tombigh 
Waterway to replace four very old and almost obsolete existing locks 
and dams on the waterway, that is, locks 13, 14, 15, and 16. 

Mr. Ranaut. How firm is your cost estimate? ‘I note the benefit 
cost ratio. Is that firm ? 

General Atprecut. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Razavr. It is awful low. 

General ALsrecut. That is a very good ratio, we think. I mean 
it is a firm ratio. 

Mr. Ranaut. You think your cost estimate is firm, too? 
General Atprecut. We believe we have a good cost estimate. 
Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, may I ask what is the tonnage on 
each of these locks that you are rehabilitating? What was it last 
year ? 
* General Atsrecnrt. I can give you the tonnage that moves through 
this reach. I have got the tonnage that went through the four locks. 
That was 3,210,000 tons, which is an increase of about 28 percent over 
1957. 

Mr. Fenron. Is that up or down or both ways? 

General Atprecut. It is up 

Mr. Fenton. What about the downriver? 

General Atprecut. It is up and down, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Can you split it for the record ? 

General Atsrecut. Yes, sir, I can do that. 

Mr. Fenton. And what the principal products were. 

General AtBrecut. Yes, sir. 

(The following information was supplied.) 


Traffic through Holt lock and dam reach in 1958 


Downstream traffic: Tons 
: 967, 000 
Iron and steel products 287, 000 
Miscellaneous 86, 000 


Total, ns 1, 340, 000 


Upstream traffic: 
Iron ore 3 :, 000 
30, 000 
Crude petroleum 30, 000 
Fuel oil 9, 000 
Motor fuel and gasoli 20, 000 
Miscellaneous 83, 000 


LITTLE MANATEE RIVER, FLA. 


Mr. Rapavut. “The Little Manatee River,” $12,000. 
Insert page 8. 
(The page referred to is as follows:) 


Advance engineering and design—Reexamination of projects in the “Deferred for 
restudy’’ category 
Little Manatee River, Fla.: 
Total estimated cost of restudy___- ; $12, 000 
Tentative allocation, fiscal year 1961. eee 
Additional to complete restudy after fiscal year 1961_ : 0 


The project, authorized by the 1945 River and Harbor Act, provides for a 
arg 6 feet deep at mean low water and 100 feet wide from Tampa Bay to a 
point 2,700 feet above the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad bridge at Ruskin; and 
the same depth and 75 feet wide in the Marsh Branch; and the provision of a 
turning basin 6 feet deep, 425 feet long and 275 feet wide in the Little Manatee 


tiver at the U.S. Highway 541 bridge at Ruskin. The total length of the project 
is 5.4 miles. 
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Due to the changes in prospective waterway movements which had occurred 
since authorization, the project was found in 1952 to lack economic justification, 
There has been recent evidence, however, of increased use and benefits to be 
realized from improvement of the waterway and funds are requested for fiscal 
year 1961 to accomplish a restudy of the project to determine its current economic 
feasibility under present conditions. 

Mr. Ranaut. Briefly explain this deferred project and tell us why 
it is necessary to start it up now. 

In other words, what awakened this project ? 

General Atsrecut. The project was in the deferred for restudy 
category because it had been placed there when it did not look like 
it was economically justified. There has been recent evidence of in- 
creased use of the Little Manatee River. 

Mr. Razavut. What type use? 

General Atprecut. Excursion boats basing at St. Petersburg make 
regular trips up the river and experience considerable damage and 
delay. The passenger capacity of these boats is 250 and 300, “rather 
sizable boats. The Ruskin area is developing rather rapidly with a 
corresponding increase in recreational boating. Private interests 
have accomplished some dredging there which would reduce the cost 
of the project. 

Mr. Rasavt. Itissort of a recreation project? 

General Atsrecut. Yes,sir. It isnot a deep channel. 


CoNSTRUCTION 


COLUMBIA LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 


Mr. Ranaut. “Construction, Columbia lock and dam,” $3,325,000. 
Insert pages 10 through 14. 
The pages referred to are as follows: 
> 


LocKs AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 
CotumBIA Lock AND Dam, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—The project is located on the Chattahoochee River about 46.5 
miles above its mouth and about 2 miles south of Columbia, Ala., in Houston 
County, Ala., and Early County, Ga. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1 for the authorized project for the Apalachicola, 
Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers, of which Columbia is an integral unit. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $14, 400, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 10, 900 
POOLING WIR -IOD OTE CU cir occ cktmmnecnwnnscnacnens hak i 340, 000 | 

Cash contribution 

I te | ck kdnhedimesaokauncstosbunen 340, 000 
ee IE SI ado dere ca nine conemicncecneuderecaecta | 14, 750, 000 
RG BO. SN, BOE cine ceudscmhironn so conkeccedontasasedese 898, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 910, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 808, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961 3, 325, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 9, 267, 000 | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 65 feet. 
Length: 620 feet (exclusive of lock). 
Spillws Ly: 
Type: Concrete fixed-crest, 340 feet long and gate controlled weir, 280 feet 
long with stilling basin. 
Capacity: The combined spillways have a capacity of 86,000 cubic feet per 
second. 
Lock: 
Size: 82 by 450 feet. 
Maximum lift: 25 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





| Percent complete 


Completion schedule 





I NN eae cea cua | 8 | Entire project. December 1963. 
Scene siuedemutnbeng aacve 54 | Land acquisition, June 1961. 
DEE GOREN. «<2, accaduedenbnamemeeinel 0 | Clearing, June 1962. 

III csi cisep inc sell DIRS AAAAAIA in lanier elias oreebiae tad widaiiinge al 0 | Dam construction, December 1963. 
SN cs aricnab hte tok btieadacacs eon pubgdeswanitica witdcniceid 3 | Lock, December 1962. 

II ce ks ace censored sai | 100 | Lock approaches, June 1962. 
PG asdeenuissnndnks dauabdawmeneukeaa | 13 | River closure, September 1962. 


| Lock in operation, December 1962, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Columbia lock and dam is an integral unit of the Apalachicola, Chatta- 
hoochee, and Flint Rivers comprehensive plan to provide a 9-foot depth for 
navigation on the Chattahoochee River to Columbus, Ga., and on the Flint 
River to Bainbridge, Ga. Prospective commerce for the new waterway is 
estimated to be 2,284,000 tons annually, consisting principally of petroleum prod- 
ucts, wood and paper, lumber, coal, industrial chemicals, and fertilizer materials. 
The three structures required to provide 9-foot depth to Columbus, Ga., are the 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Columbia lock and dam, and the Walter F. George 
lock and dam. The first mentioned is in operation, the last is under construction 
with its lock scheduled to be put in operation in December 1962. Construction 
of the Columbia lock and dam is correlated with the Walter F. George lock and 
dam to permit the full navigation benefits to accrue for the entire system at the 
earliest practicable time. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,325,000 will be applied to: 


Complete land ac quisit OS ee ca i oe Re $60, 900 
miiete CONEUTUCUIOO OL Gain... ok re ee cuncn Oa es 260, 000 
Complete excavation and continue construc tion ‘of Joc k. Mies. e 2, 465, 000 
Continue construction of lock approaches eta 350, 000 
Engineering and Gesign. «<< o1-.sc«<cacuweoweccs Es 23, 000 
Supervision and administration 7 166, 100 


eer aaa ee Ieee eee ae os a ea ee 3, 325, 000 


Early completion of the Columbia lock and dam is essential to realize the full 
navigation benefits to be derived from the project for the Apalachicola, Chatta- 
hoochee, and Flint Rivers. The amount requested for fiscal year 1961 is the 
minimum amount required to complete the lock at the same time Walter F. 
George lock is completed. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost of terminal facilities presently con- 
structed and those presently proposed is $340,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The town of Columbia, Ala., has agreed by resolu- 
tion to construct adequate terminal facilities at C olumbia. The Bay Petroleum 
Co. has completed the construction of a terminal at Columbia. The Alabama 
State Docks Board has completed construction of suitable docks at Columbia 
and plans to construct warehousing facilities. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The Federal cost estimate of $14,400,000 
is an increase of $800,000 over the latest estimate ($13,600,000) submitted to 
Congress, of which $217 ,800 is due to price level increase. The lock approaches 
increased $511 ,600 as a "result of more detailed investigation and design which 
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made it necessary to flatten the cut slopes of the lock approaches. Engineering 
and design and supervision and administration increased $75,100 as a result of 
reanalysis of requirements; minor increases amounted to $3,800. Roads de. 
creased $8,300 as a result of bids received. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| | Balance to 


Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
| estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| year 1961 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages_-.._.--._--.-| $138, 000 | $71, 900 $5, 200 $00,900 }_.........9 
IR ree ere diwaccisiisewdciche | niet api ea aaa areata tah tone aribiibi mo | $192, 800 
"ae pcinveinsiacichaeatuniasaesilonsadei §, 023, 200 |......- 3 I 260, 000 | 4, 763, 0 
Lock... Fal ae | 6, O85, 200 | 16, 000 475, 500 2, 465, 000 3, 128, 700 
a a i an ati 89, 700 18, 800 70, 900 sdb in sogpub lend anand doicienedh aaa 
Channels eR Se ek. ee | &  « i oe 280, 600 350, 000 639, 40) 
Recreation facilities..........___- | a | EEE ccheabesstes ienvenecaed 60, 000 
Permanent operating equipment | OS _) Selcke cesses gl ; Saal 30, 000 
Preauthorization studies________- 42, 000 | 42,000 |_.__.. Sn Joe 
Engineering and design_._._..__- 724, 100 | 464, 100 223, 000 | 23, 000 14, 000 


Supervision and administration__| 745, 000 | 25, 700 114, 000 | 166, 100 439, 20 
Total applied cost (Corps 
; of Engineers funds only) | 14, 400, 000 | 638, 500 1, 169, 200 
Undistributed costs (none). | | | 
| 


w 


, 325, 000 9, 267, 300 


Total project cost (Corps 





of Engineers funds only)_| 14, 400, 000 638, 500 1, 169, 200 3, 325, 000 9, 267, 300 
Pending adjustments (none). 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | | 
neers funds only) __-....- } 14, 400, 000 | 638, 500 1, 169, 200 | 3, 325, 000 | 
Meee UR INS eon eanmce 221, 100 RON OO Bon geen ve 
Total obligations. ___.._- 859, 600 948,100 | 3, 325, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | | | 
eS | 
minawaneiations. «<5... .cccccnee a 897, 700 | 010,000 |....<.... Poe — 
Unobligated carryover from | 


NS dala dalen an cue ake nucdgi leas bidhatenin si ckaeeiecsunnweis 38, 100 
Total funds available for | | | 
RMU ee aitumndwmeieee Ee | 948, 100 
Appropriation required 


| "3, 325, 000° ’P 





Mr. Fenton. They are doing a good job down there. 
Mr. Rasavut. That is why I ask no questions. 


JACKSON LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA 


Mr. Rasaut. Jackson lock and dam, $4,409,000. 
Insert pages 16 through 20. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LocKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION ) 
Jackson Lock AND Dam, ALABAMA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Tombigbee River, about 74.7 miles above its mouth, 23 
miles northwest of Jackson and 3 miles west of Coffeeville, Ala., in Choctaw and 
Clarke Counties. 

Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2 to 1. 
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: . Summarized financial date 
gineering sum ized financial data 


result of 
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| 
|} Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

| estimated 

| Federal cost 





1 i coe Be ee ol Sen TR I SK i) ye) — eWie od | 
' Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers. _.............-.....--. ahah $51, 200 O0G |. nckccccenccuce 
Balance to Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard). ............---------------- GRU Ts et ceenebune 
complete Estimated Non-Federal Cost........-..--------------.---..--~------------ |------------ pain 
after fiscal th n ccnanvoeiaswcaaaandeneanpipcacdecuiecnnasunesseaee i schceahcneecrl 
year 1961 Other costs-.---- oan ane nwcannnn nas cemnen anew wnseeswensnennnewesnesne= DM tin aicccatamelen 
F en Rn SURES CN on 5s oon ee emmnbennuseenednewwedainees kt fee 
(6) SOTO TRMIODE 20:2 BU, IMOD an ccccndescecensnaadsesdascsssesensasces } DOU OG ion accent 
DUNC NN Sr TONE SE SOO. gv ccc dc cckcccennedscesnnectinccaninannat PE yA Becicinmnndmadee Ss 

rn EE PREC CRIN o-oo ora cedcnenunkdnumensonuvcubukekemns awe 16, 791, 000 79 
ee Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961...............-.----....--.-| 4, 409, 000 | 100 
~~~” $192, 809 || Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__-........--.------------------- | Diiicnkneeetiece 


‘Includes permanent transfer to project of $500,000. 


639, 400 





60, 009 PHYSICAL DATA 
ai 30,00 F Dam: 
"14 Type: Concrete gravity. 
439, 200 Height: 53 feet. 





Length: 1,192 feet (exclusive of lock). 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete fixed-crest, 640 feet long and gate controlled weir, 552 feet 
long with stilling basin. 
Capacity: The combined spillways have a capacity of 152,000 cubic feet per 
second. 


9, 267, 300 


Lock: 
Size: 110 by 600 feet. 
Maximum lift: 34 feet. 


9, 267, 300 





9, 267, 300 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 





Percent complete Completion schedule 








IO on To 8 oT 66 | Entire project, June 1961. 

Se a a 59 | Land acquisition, November 
9, 267, 300 | 1960. 

NPL ST ETERS IRED 11 | Relocations, April 1960. 

a a ein oe | 7 Clearing, August 1960. 

ei Se SEI SES IE ICO ARR PLES, AAEM 49 | Dam construction, June 1961. 

Ra Re ae se ee | 86 | River closure, September 1960 

PSE AA a nasien aes oman na aee | 76 | Lock in operation, October 1960. 

CNR Cte 3 8 Be bspsattse | 59 | 

Recreation facilities_............--... Sinai icihlabieds } 0 | 

Buildings, grounds, and utilities_..........-.--.-.- 50 | 

Permanent operating equipment_._.___- pod eee 0 | 





JUSTIFICATION 





The Jackson lock and dam is a modernization unit of the Tombigbee-Warrior 
waterway. It will replace three obsolete locks and dams (lock No. 1, 52 by 282 
feet, and locks Nos. 2 and 3, each 52 by 286 feet), which have been in service 44 to 
i) years, with a modern 110 by 600-foot lock with a maximum lift of 34 feet. 
The modern Demopolis and Warrior locks are in operation. The modern Jackson 
lock will eliminate the multiple lockages now required and considerably reduce the 
time of travel in the pool above making it possible to handle more traffic in less 
time and consequently reduce the cost of navigating this reach of the river. 
Reduction of travel time on this waterway is considered to be of great importance 
‘ince it will permit the more rapid movement of critical materials along the 
Tombigbee-Warrior waterway to and from the highly industrialized steel-produc- 
ing center of Birmingham, Ala. This waterway is vital to the needs of both the 
producers and the consumers of steel in the South, with iron ore from the port of 
Mobile moving to the steel mills of Birmingham, and steel products from Birming- 
lam moving to the shipyards and other industries at Mobile and along the gulf 
Coast. 

A total of 5,666,000 tons of commerce moved over the Black Warrior, Warrior, 
ind Tombigbee Rivers in 1958, as compared with 4,835,000 tons in 1957. Some 


mouth, 23 


octaw and 
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of the principal commodities were: Pulpwood (223,000 tons), limestone (746,000 
tons), sand and gravel (467,000 tons), rolled and finished steel products (287,006 
tons), iror ore (1,278,000 tons), bituminous coal and lignite (968,000 tons), crude 
petroleum (440,000 tons), clays and earths (181,000 tons), motor fuel and gasoline 
(320,000 tons), residual fuel oil (149,000 tons), industrial chemicals (233,000 tons 
manganese (30,000 tons), sulfur (78,000 tons), and petroleum asphalt (47,000 tons), 

Fiscal year 1961.- The requested amount of $4,409,000 will be applied to: — 


Complete land acquisition - - -_- $183, 000 
Complete reservoir clearing - and initiate and com] plete demolition of 

existing dams , : s ‘ 235, 000 
Complete construction of lock, dam, and lock approaches -- ; 3, 396, 100 
Complete connecting road oan s AE 2, 200 
Complete channel cutoff and river improvement_- -_. 220, 000 
Initiate and complete recreation facilities : 60, 00 
tesume and complete permanent operating equipment - _- ip 
Engineering pee design __- ; ; 7, 000 


Supervision and administration. Le Loree ; 297 700 


a mmt, 


Total... : , 409, 000 

The amount requested for fiscal year 1961 will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs. None. 

Status of local cooperation. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate 
$21,200,000 is an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate ($21 million 
submitted to Congress. Increases due to price level changes ($103,000), increased 
cost of engineering and design ($96,000) and a net increase of $183,300 in the tota 
cost of items being completed were partially offset by reductions in contingencies 
($182,300). 


0 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 

Item Project cost rotal to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 

year 1961 


(1) | (2) 


Lands and damages. - $854, 500 $321, 50( $350, 000 $183, 000 
is Sigs seal 22, 800 2, 500 20, 300 


Reservoir 635, 000 |......-- uk 400, 000 235, OOO 
76, 600 1, 378, 600 2, 788, 300 2, 809, 700 

763, 500 4,317, 200 3, 014, 600 31, 701 

; ™ 200 51, 900 » 200 | 2, 200 

Channels. __- 2, 278, 500 1, 287, 200 7, 000 374, 200 
Recreation facilities_-_- So ea 000 
Buildings, grounds, and 50, 600 25, 300° 25 aed 
Permancnt operating eqt aoa 78, 700 700 78, 000 
Preauthorization studies_. 246, 500 | 246, 500 a ae : 
Engineering and design_. | 842, 000 | 813, 700 | 21, 3 000 t_. 
Supervision and administration_- 1, 319, 000 | 519, 900 571, 40 227, 700 


Total applied cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds only)-| 21, 200, 000 | 8, 965, 100 


POGUE I ee 4, 600 


Total project cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds only) 21, 200, 000 
Pending adjustments (none) 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only) } 21,200,000 | 8, 969, 700 , 821, 800 | 4, 408, 5 
Undelivered orders. ...........--|--. Sailaiuhinae 32, 400 


Total obligations..........|___- 9, 002, 100 | , 789, , 408, 5 


METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations 9,011,500 | 17,780,000 
Unobligated carryover from 

prior year | 2, 400 | 





Total funds available for | 
obligation 
Appropristions required_--.....- | 


1 Includes permanent transfer of $500,000 to project. 
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(746,000 
(287,000 
3), crude 
czasoline 
OO tons), 
OO tons), 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER TO ANCLOTE 
RIVER, FLA. 











Mr. Rasavut. Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee River to 
Anclote River, $2 million. 


; 2 Insert pages 22 through 26. 
5183,00} (The pages referred to are as follows:) 


235, 000 
396, 100 
2, 200 
220, 000 
60, 000 
78, 000 
7, 000 
2077 700 


; 409, 000 000 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 








































ProyecT: INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER TO ANCLOTE 
JruP hy 
RIVER, Fa. 





(CONTINUING) 





Location.—The project is located between the mouth of the Caloosahatchee 
River at Punta Rasa, Fla., and the mouth of Anclote River, Fla. The project 
provides for a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide and about 151 miles long, 
lying in a series of protected inside waters along the gulf coast of Florida. The 
yject also provides for a highway bridge at Venice and the maintenance of two 





previously constructed jetties at Caseys Pass (Venice Inlet). 
Authorization.—1954 and prior River and Harbor Acts. 


é 


Be ne, i-cost ralio.—1.5 to i 


timate of 
1 million 
increased 
1 the total 

tingencies —— . a ‘ 7 se c ae ee et ce 
Accumulated 
percent of 
Stimated 


Summarized financial data 


61 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 





Estimated Federal cost: 
‘orps of Engineers 


( $8, 800, 000 
U.S. Coast Guard 





















Dl a i Bd he fe ONS oe 
6) AGO Ti NNN oe dic aka cee Snnnpprestehbnmeeeccenmen RD IO laninike a ceneci 
? Cash Comiridation........nw«sccsn<cos FR EE ERS 2 RI 7 D Pcnencaeeeees : 
————_—__—_—— Rn IR aE i Ge eet he eee 
Total estimated project ee ee ae: ee dd tiene iad 13, 650,000 |_- si 
sooncossorm TAREE ED TD SER USE. <n wae cantudandoyncesnucséwean 389, 000 


opriations for fiscal year 1960 Oe Laas cencnnine 
Ap UIE RI ERI ee et So he nailed bsabeukea cuinaeban 935, 000 11 
ADI opriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.............-- 2, 000, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_.........-...........-.-...--.- 5, 865, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 

Channels: 

Caloosahatchee River to Anclote River: 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 151 

miles long. 

Caseys Pass: 9 feet deep, 100 feet. wide, 3,500 feet long. 
Jetties: Caseys Pass (Venice Inlet): Two previously constructed parallel sheet- 
pile and stone jetties with attached bulkheads and revetment. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Not started. 












Completion schedule 


Valoosahatchee River to Alligator Creek____--------- S 

Alligator Creek to Dona Bay icles agli: teal ae sdS cal = i tes sae = September 1962. 
2 ee) ree Do. 

Tampa Bay to Anclote River- -- October 1963. 


eptember 1961. 






-ae-oe* 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit of the Intracoastal Waterway system between Trenton 
N.J., and Brownsville, Tex. It will provide a sheltered route along a portion of 
the southwestern coast of Florida and will provide a suitable route to the north 
for craft now using the Okeechobee Waterway. It will provide a means of collect. 
ing and distributing freight for deep-water harbors at Tampa, St. Petersburg 
and Charlotte Harbor (Port Boca Grande) and provide considerable benefits to 
recreational boating. Benefits from savings in transportation cost amount to 
$171,500; and benefits to recreational boating amount to $866,000, or a total of 
$1,037,500. Small craft engaged in commercial and sport fishing and in recrea- 
tional boating now use the open gulf waters with questionable safety. Comple. 
tion of the project at an early date is needed in the interest of established naviga. 
tion and safety of life and property. f 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 


Initiate dredging Alligator Creek to Dona Bay --- . $800, 000 


Initiate dredging Dona Bay to Tampa Bay 225, 000 
Continue dredging between Charlotte H: arbor and Alligator Creek_ __ 740, 000 
Engineering and design_ 100, 000 
Supervision and administration _- : 135, 000 


Total er ae 2, 000, 000 


Funds are required to continue work on the continuing contract for dredging 
between Charlotte Harbor and Alligator Creek and to initiate contracts for 
dredging Alligator Creek to Dona Bay, and Dona Bay to Tampa Harbor. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construe. 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $4,590,000 and is broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages--- ---- $1, 300, 00 
Relocations (public utilities ‘and highway) - - _- 454, 000 
Other (construction, alteration, and removal of bridges) - 2, 836, 00 


Total... 4 590, 00¢ 


Local interests are required to operate and maintain all bridges upon compldllll 
Annual cost of operation and maintenance is estimated at $108,000. 

Status of local cooperation—The West Coast Inland Navigation District, the 
legally authorized representative of local interests, has furnished assurances ii 
the form of resolutions adopted by its board July 28, 1947, May 14, 1956, and 
February 16, 1959, all of which have been acce pted as complyi ing with ‘all re quire. 
ments under House Document 37 1, 76th Congress, Ist session, and House Doev- 
ment 109, 85th Congress, Ist session. The navigation district is actively engaged 
in obtaining necessary rights-of-way and has now expended over $500,000 fa 
rights-of-way acquisition. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate o 
$8,800,000 is an increase of $1,940,000 over the latest estimate ($6,860,000 
submitted to Congress. The increase is based on data developed by det ailed 
engineering studies accomplished in the preconstruction planning stage. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Item 


(1) 


River and Harbor Act of Mar. 2, 
1945 (H. Doc. 871, 76th Cong., 
ist sess.); River and Harbor Act 
of June 80, 1948; River and Har- 
bor Act of May 17, 1950; River 
and Harbor Act of Sept. 3, 1954 


Channels 

Preauthorization studies_- 
Engineering and design- 
Supervision and administration. 


Total applied cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only) - 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Corps 
of Engineers funds only) - 
Pending adjustments__._._.___-- 


Tots al cost (C ce of Engi- 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Corps of Engineers funds only: 
Appropriations__-__- - 
Unobligated carryover from | 

prior year 


Total funds available for 
obligation 


Project cost 
estimate 


, 550, 000 
60, 000 
590, 000 


600, 000 


Total to 
June 30, 1959 


(3) 


$60, 000 
298, 700 
28, 000 


386, 700 
None 


386, 700 
None 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 


(4) 


483, 300 
None 


483, 300 


None 


Budget, fiscal 
year 1961 


(5) 


$1, 825, 000 


100, 000° 
140, 000 


2, 065, 000 





Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


(6) 


$5, 345, 000 


121, 300 
398, 700 


5, 865, 000 





386, 700 
300 


387, 000 


483, 300 
-- 300 


483, 000 


546, 000 


| 


0 
5, 865, 000 








Mr. Rapavut. 
project. Why ? 
General ALBRECHT. 


You 


are showing a 








25-percent cost 


2, 000, 000 





5, 865, 000 


increase on this 


This increase is based on data developed by de- 


tailed engineering studies which have been accomplished in the pre- 
construction planning stage. 


increases if you would like me to detail them. 


memorandum. 
Mr. 
General ALBRECHT. 
Mr. Rapavt. 
a 25-percent increase. 
General 


to be removed which was $785,000. 


They 


ALBRECHT. Yes, Sir. 


Rapsaut. Where are they set forth ? 
are not set forth. 
You had better tell us something about it. 


I have full information on these cost 
We made a design 


There is 


We found in making our detailed 
design memorandum that there was an increase in the h: urd materi: al 


Then, since the original project 


estimate was made there was an increase, due to price levels, i in cost of 


construction of $ 


$505,000. 


of overdepth in the rock dredging. 


Mr. Rapavur. 
General ALBRECHT. 
Mr. Rapavut. 


_ General ALBRECHT. 


is easier to dredge down to the depth. 
way when you are doing pipeline dredging over rock. 


That was not originally part of the project? 
No. 

Why was that? 
It means if you have that foot of overdepth it 
You have to have a little lee- 


Also in this project we have included 1 foot 


It is now the 
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policy of the Chief of Engineers to provide this 1-foot overdepth in 
rock areas. That amounted to $425,000. 

Mr. Rasaut. It isan improvement in engineering ? 

General Atsrecut. Yes, sir; and an assist in maintenance. 

Mr. Rapaur. All of those are included in the 25 percent. 

General Atsrecut. They are included in this additional cost. The 
whole price increase was $1,940,000. 

Mr. Rasavur. In relation to what total figure. 

General Atsrecut. In relation to the total figure of $8,800,000. 

Mr. Rasavur. What kind of traffic is there on this waterway ? 

General Arsrecut. This will be a 9-foot waterway when completed 
and it will have a material amount of barge traffic for transportation 
of different types of commodities, contractor’s floating plant, and also 
large recreational boating use. 

Mr. Rasaur. What is the benefit-cost ratio on this project without 
the recreational and boating benefits figured in ? 

General Arsrecur. I haven't that with me. 

Mr. Rasavur. Will you supply it? 

General Atprecnut. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

The benefit to cost ratio exclusive of recreation benefits is 0.25 to 1.0. How- 
ever, it is pointed out that the project document justification considered and 
included recreational benefits. 

Mr. Rapavr. Is this project an opening wedge to get a new project 
to improve the Okeechobee Waterway 4 

General Anprecntr. No, sir: the Okeechobee Waterway limiting 
depth is 8 feet, although parts of the channel are 12 feet. This proj- 
ect, ties into the Okeechobee Waterway at about the same depth. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the problem at the town of Venice ? 


General Atpreciut. The problem at the town of Venice is what the | 
local interests want to do, whether or not they want to relocate the | 


Tamiami Trial, which would decrease the number of bridges that they 
would have to provide, which in that case would be one, or whether 


they want to build three bridges. I have been down there and talked | 


to those people and I think what they will come up with is to build 
the three bridges. They have the authori ity to do either. 

Mr. Rapnavr. Until this is decided can we take some money out of 
here ? 

General Atprecnt. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavtr. Why? 


General Atsrecnt. It has no connection. The local interests will 


do their work so that it will not affect the amount of money we use. | 


Mr. Rapavr. Will it slow us up? 
General AtsBrecut. No, sir. 
Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Rapavr. Dr Fenton. 


Mr. Fenton. Referring to this Caloosahatchee River, it seems 4 
little strange to stop one project on the east coast and start one on the 


west, does it not ? 
General Atsrecnt. It is not a parallel situation. The project on 


the east coast has 8-foot depth and the project is to increase it to 
12. This is a project to provide 9-foot depth on the west coast. It 
would be a great boon to the west coast to have a project similar to 


that which exists on the east coast. 
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Mr. Fenron. This was an unbudgeted project, was it not, added 
by the other body last year ? 

General Atprecut. Yes, sir. It was included last year by the 
Senate. 

Mr. Fenron. No work was started on it as of January 1 this year. 

General Axprecut. Well, we did a lot of work on the design 
memorandum. That is what we have done primarily. 


Mr. Fenton. 85 percent of this estimated benefit, it has been stated, 
is for recreational boating. 


General ALprecut. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Mr. Fenron. It hardly seems a time to spend nearly $9 million on 
a project of this type. 

General Atprecut. There will be a tremendous usage. We figure 
that around 19,000 recreational boats of all types will use this channel. 

Mr. Fenron. Why should not the local recreational boating in- 
terests put up at least 85 percent of the cost instead of 30 percent ? 

General Atprecutr. They are not putting up that percentage but 
they are putting up $4,5 90,000, which is a substantial amount, or 
33.8 percent of the overall project costs. There are substantial com- 
mercial benefits, too. 

| think this project is in line with other depths like the Okeechobee 
Waterway, and also it may fit into the overall future pattern of water 
communication in this area. The Gulf Waterway, of course, is 12 
feet and I think it would be a mistake to provide a lesser depth than 
9 feet. 

[t might just as well go to 9 feet now in my personal opinion, though 
it is true that a lot of the vessels will not need that depth. 

Mr. Fenron. What will the annual cost to the taxpayers be to main- 
tain this recreational boating project ? 

General ALprecut. It will be $68,500 by the corps, and $20,000 cost 
for the U.S. Coast Guard. There is $108,000 non-Federal annual 
maintenance, also. 

Mr. Fenron. This will enhance, of course, the real estate value, will 
It not ¢ 


General Atprecut. I think it will have an effect upon that, though 
it is incaleulable. 


PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FLA. 

Mr. Rasaut. Port Everglades Harbor, $750,000. Insert pages 28 
through 33. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


52882—60—-72 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 


Port EverGLApES Harpsor, Fuia. (37-Foot PrRoJEctT) 
(NEW) 


Location.—Lower east coast of Florida, about 23 miles north of Miami and 48 
miles south of Palm Beach Harbor, Fla. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefii-cost ratto.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost: | 


I cca’ ae NS $8, 330, 000 
i i le ie 8 ek aaa eceics 35, 000 | 
ST as eli cnimeneoneamunumesphiibes | 613, 000 
NS eee aie a hinernionpadnetaancdmeeau dees ecnins setinin 570, 000 
SR i iting nA enamine ee nk erenietancdddeessenoduwmene sis a 43, 000 | 
en I oh see pa etatanicunsmemnemaneseman 8, 978. 000 | 
EE 20 PID OO. SRD cocina crcccneenccerceccecdscascubesese | 66, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960____-_- pcapectaiain Soils died sees ue intene ae 0 
Appropriations to date__......--..---- a i Oa i 66, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__.-...........-----------.-- 750, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961_-_.-.----- puitinioe setae oad os 7, 514, 000 |..... cata 


PHYSICAL DATA 





Depth (feet) Dredging Width (feet) 
length (feet) 


Seaward channel].................. alee ees erhleean ass 40 | 4, 600 500-300 
inmer channel and Gurming HOGI... <2 ccsencccceceecncenn} 37 | 4, 800 | 300 
‘Turmiee Hesit, Moreh GXUGMRION. . . .. .ncnccecccccecccoccoccccus 31 | 1, 200 650 
erry TEIN, DOE OXOCIIIOR. 6 6 oie oc ci ccec ee cee cu nce es 31 1, 200 1,10 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 


Completion schedule 


Seaward and inner channels, turning basin, and north extension January 1963. 
to turning basin. 
ponuexcension to SUMING DASIN .. .- 36. ck eee ecuec cence April 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Port Everglades has rapidly become one of the most important petroleum 
distribution centers for the lower Florida peninsula. Commerce has increased 
from 2,471,191 tons in 1953 to 6,465,413 tons in 1958. Petroleum traffic accounts 
for most of the increase in tonnage and in deep-draft vessel trips. The 1958 
petroleum tonnage was 4,096,233 tons. 

There is a definite trend toward replacement of the World War II T-2 tankers 
by larger, faster, and more economical tankers. The economic life of a T—2 tanker 
has been estimated at 20 to 25 years. Their replacement by larger ships in serving 
Port Everglades will be dictated by two economic considerations: (1) The increased 
demand for petroleum products in the area will require an increase in oceanborne 
supplies, and (2) the products can be supplied more cheaply by larger and faster 
tankers. 
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It is estimated that within 15 years after improvement of the harbor, at least 
55 percent of the petroleum receipts entering the port will be carried in super- 
tankers. 

Congestion in the harbor and the necessity for shifting vessels or tankers to 
provide dockage for higher priority vessels has frequently resulted in delays and 
losses. 

If the port is to adequately serve present commerce and meet the requirements 
of future shipping, the channels must be deepened and the harbor enlarged to the 
authorized dimensions. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate seaward channel, inner channel, turning basin, and north 


OFIGEMON AG WIPE MARIN. Wh hae come penewncasunwe $585, 000 
STEIN RIM IRIEARMERIEN 2 roe le 114, 000 
PIDOrVISION ANG AGMUNIGITAION. so ne nee ccnt nn encuncencne 51, 000 

RRMUE ete ea ea he ie a eee aur eet ee a eee 750, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed included enlargement of the entrance channel provided by 
local interests to a depth of 35 feet and widths of 500 feet and 300 feet, widening 
and deepening the previously existing 1,200-foot-square turning basin to a depth 
of 35 feet and a width of 2,250 feet, and enlarging the flare of the south side of 
the entrance channel at the basin. The cost of this completed work is $2,200,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal cost-—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the budgeted modification is estimated at $613,000, broken down as 
follows: 
mRNA OR NRE ONIN ATRIOS ag ee hte eine MEE mc ain eae eee $43, 000 
Required contributed funds (6.4 percent of construction costs of project)_ 570, 000 


I A Ti ae ok at Ti 613, 000 


Status of local cooperation.—Broward County Port Authority, by resolution 
adopted September 24, 1958, hes furnished assurances of complying with all 
requirements of local cooperation. These assurances have been accepted. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,330,000 is an increase of $1,590,000 over the latest estimate ($6,740,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Most of the increase is based on data developed by detailed 
surveys accomplished during the preconstruction planning stage, which dictated 
a revision in the construction method previously proposed for the outer channel 
due to changed conditions and an increase in quantities of approximately 500,000 
cubie yards. 





Summary construc 
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tion program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


ee 


| 














Balance to 





Item Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
j } year 1961 
| 
! ! 
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5 | 6 
| 
eR — | ———__—____—— _ _ — — ee 
River and Harbor Act. July 8, | 
1958 (H. Doc. $46, 85th Cong., | | 
2d sess.) | | 

I eset iocicianb eetntolee c -| $8,040,000 | 0 0 $625, 000 | $7, 415, 000 

Preauthorization studies... _- | 28, 000 | ND Been occ comens ee aoe 

Engineering and design 222, 000 38, 200 0 121, 800 

Supervision and administration. 610, 000 | 2, 400 | 0 54, 500 

Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds and non- | 
Federal contributions 8, 900, 000 68, 600 0 801, 300 8, 030, 100 
Undistributed costs cediivnen sakdeteasaie cack aide Ss — 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds and non-Federal 
contributions 8, 900, 000 | 68, 600 | 0 801, 300 8, 030, 100 
Pending adjustments__-- aes — : iz 
Total cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- 
butions 8, 900, 000 68, 600 ) 801, 300 8, 030, 100 
Undelivered orders. .............]...-.- an 0 
Total obligations. . 68, 600 0 801, 300 8, 030. 10 

Federal funds 
Total applied cost = 8, 330, 000 66, 000 750, OO 7, 514, 000 
Undistributed cost 

Total project cost 8, 330, 000 66, 000 0 750. 000 7, 514, 000 

Pending adjustment = 

SE: 8, 330, 000 66, 000 0 750. 000 14, 000 
Undelivered orders --- 0 x 

Total obligations . 66, 000 ) 750, 000 7, 514, 000 

: 

Non-Federal funds | | 
Total applied cost ss 70, 000 | 2, 600 0 1. 300 516, 10 
SPREE IUIND OIRO, 5 nls cub N einige cena weerinn Ober arenes vic gasses . ah 

Total project cost_. 570, 000 2, 600 0 1, 30 16, 100 
Pending adjustments ‘ ates Secen E 
Total cost __ Se 570, 000 | 2, 600 0 1, 300 | 516, 100 
Undelivered orders_------- 0 : > 
Total obligations. ...._._. 2, 600 0} 51. 300 516, 100 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
j ' 

Federal funds 7 (8, 330, 000) }------ ie cs a 
Appropriations- a OS NA Flee a | 66, 000 2 ; 
Unobligated carryover from | | 

PE, DE dtintekktehnirimadn bomen ncmeeeiant a ae De oa o . 
Total funds available for | 

CRNINEIOR cn cenccccn | ecinsaincnamteehaeiemiaie ining aie inismnmniniit piensicl eames aon 

Appropriation required __--__- Dib cies winians 750, 000 7, 514, 000 

Non-Federal funds. -__.....---- (570, 000) |-------- Seen sascnsall eosin 
I acral ciate RP aocis sacdtdnblomensvdicdacccelucaancaceunaen 
Unobligated carryover from | | 

I sc ensnnnnned tae a ean — ‘ ge ee ee Pa 
Total funds available for 

obligation. -......- Deeded elect ili sind icasanaatalos iaihpaned a uicccecdancnia sane ‘ 

Contribution required___-_--- Loma is " 51, 300 516, 100 
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Describe this new start and tell us why it is necessary at this time. 

General Arprecut. This is a project to deepen the entrance channel 
to Port Everglades from 35 feet to 40 feet over the bar and to deepen 
the entrance channel from 35 feet to 37 feet and the turning basin the 
same depth and to extend the turning basin on the north, making ita 
depth of 31 feet and extend the turning basin on the south, making 
ita depth of 31 feet. 

The reason for providing this project, or the reason for the project, 
is saving in tanker operation, and prevention of vessel delays and 
shifting by putting in this north extension. There are also land 
enhancement benefits. And there is prevention of vessel delays and 
shifting by providing the south extension. Altogether, this is a very 
rapidly developing port and in my opinion it is badly needed by the 
local interests. 

Mr. Ranaut. Does the military use any of this? 

General Arsrecut. I would not say the use was material, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. These are for the new big boats ? 

General Atsrecnut. That is a part of it. It is part of allowing the 
larger boats, the larger oil tankers, to load and unload. 

Mr. Ranavr. If they use the same type boats they are using now 
down there, would they still need some work to be done here? 

General Arprecut. Yes, sir; in order to take care of the increasing 
traffic. 

TAMPA HARBOR, FLA. 


Mr. RaBavt. Tampa Harbor, $117,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 35 through 40. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Tampa Harpor, Fuia. (34-Foot Proveci 


(CONTINUING) 
Location.—Channel from Gulf of Mexico to Tampa, with interior channels to 
Port Tampa and the Alafia River terminal, total dredging length of 49 miles. 
Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of 

Amount estimated 
Federal cost 

(Corps of 

Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost: 
C 0 rps of E a et Te i ir cca cence la 
Fn cn RN ee SO Toe ns a tncemoae 
Estimated non- NER NN oS re at ee bse denen | Sf eee ener 
eS RENE SI 5 52% SDS tk PSR eee on a ee eres O Tivarccsescaannecn 
I ea ene th ae tribe ih cede aaa aciasbaeneainn . SSRI Tn: de cnc Ali astenseecaclieke cont 
Se CR nn ee eee ean uoon@eusacumel | TO ee Oe Nec wunencaseu 7 
RDCONIBTIES OO DTS OO. BONO ccc cca asuenacescvewncobcucavedusenen | i OG Es 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1900. . ........-..<~<-ncnnsesecen sc enessn noes j PO Cok ect ee 
Appropri TO a cas 14, 103, 000 99 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961...........-.-----.---------- 117, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fisc: al year I conan iencitacdatenieks wipe otesa | 0 


eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeEeEeEeEeEeEeEFEFEFEFEFEFEeEeE—E—E—EETETETETETEHEEE— TT 


1 Includes permanent transfer of $538,000 to the project. 
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Physical data 


—_— ——$—$$__ ——— 


| Dredging 


Channels or basins Depth (feet length | Width (feet) 
(miles 

Egmont Channel--__------ So itcdeta aie: hala ebpintiaa ay 36 5.1 600 
Mullet Key Cut ee a ag pea : 34 3.2 500 
Tampa Bay channels__-_-__- as aoe ee ; 34 15.8 400 
Hillsboro Bay channels._............--- AP eee ceeee 34 11.8 400 
Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin i <5 34 1.6 400 
Port Tampa Channel and turning basin____._....-_.-__- ae 34 8.3 400 
Alafia River Channe! and turning basin_--_._._-- 5 — 30 3.6 | 200 


Percent complete Completion schedule 


Egmont Channel and Mullet Key Cut- ad aa ....-.-| Alafia River and turning basin, 
July 1960.! 

a NN ng cal eh enee wanes 100__.-.---.---.-..| Entire project, July 1960. 

Hillsboro Bay channels 


Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin.__-...| 100_....-------.--- 
Port Tampa Channel and turning basin______..--_- 100 
Alafia River and turning basin. -._..............-.- 100- 


1 Payment to contractor. Work physically completed December 1959. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Tampa Harbor is the major port on the gulf coast of Florida and serves a large 
tributary area. Commerce handled by the harbor has steadily increased from 
5,436,202 tons in 1949 to 12,989,979 tons in 1958, un increase of 139 percent. 

Large tonnages of petroleum products (4,884,351 tons in 1958) for civilian and 
military use, phosphate (4,749,309 tons in 1958), sulfur, fertilizer, iron and steel 
articles, grain, fresh and canned vegetables and fruits, forest products, cement, 
and other commodities move in volume through the harbor in modern deep-draft 
vessels. 

Fiscal year 1961.— The requested amount of $117,000 will be required to com- 
plete payment to the contractor for work done on the Alafia River and turning 
basin. Expenditures of these funds will complete the improvement authorized by 
the 1950 River and Harbor Act. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, TAMPA HARBOR 


Work completed consists of a 30-foot channel (32 feet in Egmont Channel) to 
Port Tampa (including a turning basin), a 30-foot channel to Tampa, including 
Seddon, Garrison, and Ybor Channels, and a 12-foot channel at the mouth of 
Hillsboro River. The cost of completed work is $10,184,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, TAMPA HARBOR 


Work remaining to complete the project consists of the following work now in 
progress: Dredging a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide in Hillsboro River 
for about 2.4 miles above the upper end of the existing 12-foot channel, and re- 
moval of obstructions thence to the Florida Avenue Bridge as authorized by 1945 
River and Harbor Act; and the extension of snagging and clearing in Hillsboro 
River 3 miles to the city waterworks dam as authorized by the 1954 River and 
Harbor Act. Funds were appropriated in fiscal year 1959 to complete these 
modifications which are estimated to cost $334,000. 

Non-Federal costs ——The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 34-foot 
channel (36 feet in Egmont Channel) is estimated as follows: Lands and damages, 
$2,000; additional or strengthened bulkhead and retaining work adjacent to 
channels of upper harbor, and increased slips and berthing space with necessary 
terminal facilities at Port Tampa, $1 million, a total of $1,002,000. 


L 
wit! 
hh 
dre< 
seve 
S 


reso 
coo} 
bee! 

() 
$14, 
sub! 
cont 
and 
tur! 





Und 


( 





th (feet) 





ig basin, 


). 


a large 
d from 
ent. 

an and 
id steel 
rement, 
p-draft 


‘oO com- 
turning 
ized by 


inel) to 
cluding 
outh of 


now in 
o River 
and re- 
by 1945 
illsboro 
ver and 
e these 


require- 
34-foot 
amages, 
cent to 
-cessary 


1141 


Local interests have incurred costs of between $2 and $3 million in complying 
with the requirements of local cooperation for completed modifications. 

In addition, local interests have incurred costs of many millions of dollars in 
dredging and providing port facilities in Tampa Harbor since consolidation of 
several projects to form a single project for Tampa Harbor in 1922. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Hillsborough County Port Authority adopted a 
resolution July 11, 1955, assuring the United States that all requirements of local 
cooperation would be fulfilled. All requirements of local cooperation have 
been met. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$14,220,000 is a decrease of $180,000 from the latest estimate ($14,400,000) 
submitted to Congress. The decrease is due to unused contingencies on completed 
contracts and a reanalysis of requirements for ‘‘Engineering’”’ and ‘Supervision 
and Administration,” partially offset by a $100,000 increase on Alafia River and 
turning basin based on contract price. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 











| | 
‘ , | | | Balance to 
Feature Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal} complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 cal year 1960 | year1961 | after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
| 
(1) | (2) (3) | (4) | (5) (6) 
| 
Semanal a -| nineteen E Sisen lh ncteclenbanteansacets 
Riter and Harbor Act of May 17, | 
1950 (H. Doc. 258, 818 t Cong., | | 
ist sess.) | | 
} | 
NN tee tis ea eta $13, 239, 000 $9, 352, 000 | $3, 777, 000 | SER OO hos ceiicwtcnce 
Preauthorization studies_.......- 28, 000 NR se cccoubi xan iia ee ae ee Ne ee 
Engineering and design...._.___- 345, 000 341, 800 | WE Wicca enero Oe eee 
Supervision and administration_| 608, 000 | 426, 400 | 174, 600 TO Eves oa eenea sce 
! | 
Total applied cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds only) -} 14, 220, 000 | 10, 148, 200 3, 954, 800 | cer eet 
Undistributed costs. ...........- | | : 


Total project cost (Corps | 








of Engineers funds only)_| 14,220,000 | 10,148,200 | —3, 954, 800 | WP OG oo 
RSE Ane nn a eaeretaae eewiwauaew i elciheh tape area sce Sa ne 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers funds only)-_------- | 14, 220,000 | 10, 148, 200 3, 954, 800 | 197: CGO tac ccncaacs 
URGENT ONON ONOUNS. .c. .<casocacslccsasnnaces-cal 68, 900 SORA Dicircdnceb sme hake diame uaa 
Total obligations..........|.----.--------| 10,217,100] 3, 885, 900 117, 000 seae es 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | | | 
Corps of Engineers funds only: | 
Appropriation.........--- Se I a le Sa L, See. Se OO ee en suicin te ineweomeneem 
Unobligated carryover from | 
OME WON decccecneaue Be te eee Be Seat et ne haat oe tao eeeeeeeae 
Total funds available for | | 
Te eueien | ea I Ec. cieteracatacincrancian tonaRoiaraembane elo satle 
Appropriation required......---- Reha ese octane pe ee eS a SS eS ee PA O08 Foo aaacesetese 


‘Includes permanent transfer of $538,000 to project. 


Mr. Raxaut. I have no questions. 
SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA. 
Mr. Rapavut. Savannah River below Augusta, $900,000. 


Insert pages 42 through 46. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
SAVANNAH River BELow Auausta, Ga., AND SourH CaRo.ina (9-Foot ProJec?) 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Channel extending from deep water in Savannah Harbor to the 
upper end of the Federal project at Augusta, Ga., a distance of about 198 miles, 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers). ...............-- $3, 710, 000 . 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ................-.-.--.-- 50, OVO 
I ee cae ia ‘ a 0 
Other costs Se Raa a 50, 000 
‘7 een Oeeenatnd ereiert ost... -... . 5. oc cnn eee 3, 760, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1959 _____- ee oa ae ei 1, 209, 000 
Appropriations Rar TEROO. SEP BNO. on nnccocncosnemucue > : heacuan SH4, O00 ocunhenmecsnnnn 
Appropriations to date it ae Aes se te ea rt 2, 073, 000 5A 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_..........-...._._.---- 900, 000 N 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__...-.___-_- Pee eee ae B 737, 000 a : 








PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel 9 feet deep and 90 feet wide from Savannah Harbor to 
Augusta, Ga. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent complete Completion schedule 
IS as a sc eceeieiniomeiee pea 34 | June 1962. 
Channel dredging and revetments.-._-_.........-..........-- 35 


Pile dikes and revetments-_--__- s Valecdia cicada aa 22 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Savannah River below Augusta, Ga., project is inadequate for present or | 


reasonably prospective commerce. As a result, the one bargeline now operating 
between Savannah and Augusta has done so only with great difficulty, and new 
interests have not been encouraged due to the uncertain prospects of an adequate 
channel. Since completion of the Clark Hill Dam, a number of industries have 
evidenced interest in the possibility of utilizing the river for the movement of 
freight. Information has been furnished by local interests that several firms are 
negotiating for industrial sites in the Augusta area, all of which are prospective 
users of the Savannah River channel. The Container Corp., a subsidiary of 
American Can Co., has under construction in Augusta a $20 million pulp plant, 
with completion scheduled for September 1960. 

Tonnage on the river during calendar year 1958 amounted to about 70,600 tons 
The principal commodities were petroleum products (55,300 tons) and brick and 
tile (15,300 tons). There are presently four terminals in operation at Augusta 


for the handling of freight shipped by river. The petroleum handling facilities | 


of the Texas Co. and the dock of the city of Augusta are in operation in addition 
to the terminals of the Pure Oil Co. and the Merry Shipping Co. Funds have 
been raised and plans are ready for construction of a State port at Augusta to 
cost an initial $400,000. The State of Georgia has furnished $150,000 and local 
interests have provided $250,000. The Georgia Ports Authority, which wil 
operate the terminal, has promised an additional $200,000 for expansion. Bids 
are expected to be opened in the near future with completion expected during 1960. 
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The Savannah River channel has been used from time to time for barge traffie 
to the Atomic Energy Commission plant near Ellenton, 8.C., at mile 171.5. 
However, no detailed information is available regarding future use of the channel 
bv the AEC. 

‘The provision of a channel 9 feet deep will permit barges to be loaded to full 
draft (8 feet) at all times and, with the easing of the bends in the river, towboats 
will be able to navigate the bends with two barges in tandem. This loading of 
barges to full draft and tows of at least two barges in tandem are considered 
necessary to provide the capacity to accommodate prospective traffic. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $900,000 will be used as follows: 


Continue excavation dredging and bank revetment work__________-_~- $350, 100 
Continue pile dike and associated bank revetment work______--_-_-- 468, 500 
Dae ERI ET CERIO oo ee i i Weare at ee we cas, 26, 400 
Bapervinion Alia AcmInIsUAtIOn. os ee Sede ee ccccesceawcesa, “$0,080 

RE os ew che nr a ee She a ah a ORS. Wah eee 900, 000 


The requested funds will be required for continuation of construction at a rate 
to permit completion of the project by June 1962. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATION, SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA 


The work completed provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 75 feet wide (at 
ordinary summer flow, which corresponds to a discharge of 4,000 second-feet at 
Augusta, Ga.) from the upper end of Savannah Harbor to the head of navigation 
at Augusta, a distance of about 198 miles. The improvements provided for one 
lock and dam at New Savannah Bluff, contraction works, closure of cutoffs, bank 
protection, removal of snags, overhanging trees, and wrecks, and the dredging of 
troublesome bars. The cost of completed work amounts to $2,752,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATION, SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA 


None. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in the 
construction of the authorized project is estimated at $50,000 for lands and 
easements. 

Local interests also incurred costs of about $63,000 in complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 
In addition, a major oil company has invested an estimated $750,000 in terminal 
facilities for handling barge movements of petroleum products. Another oil 
company has indicated that they consider a $100,000 investment in terminal 
facilities at Augusta warranted when the 9-foot project is operable. A State 
Port is scheduled to be completed in 1960 at a cost of $400,000, with a promise 
of an additional $200,000 for expansion from the Georgia Ports Authority. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Augusta, Ga., and the Georgia Ports 
Authority in August 1957 adopted resolutions to act jointly as local sponsors of 
the project and to fulfill the requirements of local cooperation. The General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina recently passed legislation authorizing 
the South Carolina Ports Authority to act in a similar capacity. 

The city of Augusta, Ga., has supplied the necessary rights-of-way and spoilage- 
disposal areas required for the initial dredging and bank revetment contract and 
for pile dike and bank protection work under the second and third contracts, 
No difficulty is anticipated in securing remaining easements and rights-of-entry. 

The city of Augusta completed and formally opened a municipal dock facility 
on January 25, 1956. This public wharf has an estimated value of $50,000. 
Recent information indicates that construction of a State port at Augusta, 
estimated to cost $400,000, will be awarded in the near future. The State of 
Georgia has earmarked $150,000 and local interests underwrote $250,000. The 
Georgia Ports Authority has promised an additional $200,000 for expansion. 
Completion is scheduled during 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —No change from the latest estimate 
($3,710,000) submitted to Congress. Internal revisions in the estimate reflect 
decreases resulting from contract awards offset by increases due to adjustments 
in remaining work based on reanalysis of requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 





ea a ————— SSE 


Balance to 


| 
| | 
Item | Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal] complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
| year 1961 
| 
(1) } (2 (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
Channels ca aN ne | $3, 223, 200 | $513, 600 $1, 195, 800 $818, 600 $695, 200 
Preauthorization studies__-- -| 17, 300 | | Reid eae Lie og oe 
Engineering and design_--. .| 198, 000 | 121, lw 44,600 | 26, 400 | 5, 900 
Supervision and administration_| 271, 500 98, 500 82, 200 | 55, 000 35, 800 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds only) __. ae 3, 710, 000 750, 500 1, 322, 600 900, 000 | 736, 900 
Undistributed cost. _.- ‘ . > ‘ i " end 


wo 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds only) _------- 3, 710, 000 750, 500 1, 322, 600 900, 000 736, 900 
Pending adjustment__.........-- sai eos ; ‘ eee eee 


Total cost (Federal funds 


only) a ie see Ee 3, 710, 000 750, 500 1, 322, 600 | 900, 000 736, 900 
Undelivered orders. ...........--|--- +403, 100 | —403, 100 
Total obligations. ___..____ 7 fe . 1, 153, 600 919, 500 | 900, 000 736, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCING | . 
| | 
| ' 
Appropriations_-_- i haere ebouae 1, 209, 100 864, 000 
Unobligated carryover from prior | 
year_...- ioe eee ee. Se Le - Pet te 55, 500 c at 
Total funds available for | | 
obligation a es = ae Sal cn - 919, 500 a _ ae 
Appropriations required _- 7 - eameee . Soe ; . 900, 000 736, 900 


MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, N.C. 


Mr. Rasaut. ‘Morehead City Harbor,” $942,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 48 through 52. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 
MorEHEAD City Harpor, N.C. (35-Foot PRoseEcT) 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Channel extending from 35-foot contour in Atlantic Ocean through 

Beaufort Inlet to terminus at Morehead City, N.C., a distance of about 4.9 miles. | 
Authorization. —1958 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --....-.--..---------------- $1, 500, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -.........---.-------------- : 10, 500 
PESTTRGS WHTN-F OOP A) CGS | 6 cece denn secccecacccnnnn ea kceb ie bine 2, 500 

I SSS oe eeeiniautinee ag im aoe 0 

a i nat iiieteitlam tpt: a ea Na ale 2, 500 
CME os eanenehnagmnninanninsam | 1, 513, 000 
PE TAP EIEIO SU, BID. co ccncccncugwnesceucscnécasacedsesesuns 12, 000 
SUA AOE BOT NOR) FOES TIED. «. cncccccdncccccscnsccssccseenconsiesen 546, 000 
Appropriations to date___.-..--.----- Se ae 558, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961.........--.--.----- eee 942, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 .................---.-..--.---- 0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Ocean bar channel 35 feet deep, 400 feet wide, increased to 600 feet 
wide at the bend, about 2.4 miles long. Inside channel to turning basin, 35 
feet deep, 300 feet wide, about 1.6 miles long realined to maintain or decrease 
slope of underwater bank along northeasterly shore of Fort Macon Point. 

Turning basin: At Morehead City terminals, 35 feet deep, enlarged by lengthening 
westerly leg about 800 feet and widening the throat and easterly leg. Westerly 
leg about 2,400 feet long, 400 feet wide at westerly end. LEasterly leg about 
4,400 feet long, 600 feet wide at northerly end. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Not started. 


Completion schedule 
Ocean bar channel 


Inside channel 


= Pie reegh tees March 1961. 
ee ke Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Morehead City Harbor is becoming an important commercial harbor on the 
Atlantie coast. Its facilities have been enlarged by recently completed terminal 
improvements of the North Carolina State Ports Authority and Aviation Fuel 
Terminals, Inec., and by the construction of a grain elevator. Difficulties and 
delays experienced by vessel operators in using the existing channels will be elimi- 
nated by the channel improvement. Vessels may be loaded to full capacity, 
thereby decreasing operating costs per unit of commodity transported. This 
harbor also serves as a supply port and is used for troop activities for the perma- 
nent Marine installations at Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The amount requested in fiscal year 1961 will be used to: 


Initiate and complete inlet channel __ - $460, 000 
Complete inside channel and turning basin____- 396, 000 
Supervision and administration__- 86, 000 

Total 942, 000 


The requested amount will provide an orderly and economical rate of con- 
struction and will assure completion in fiscal year 1961 as scheduled. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR 


Work completed consists of a channel 30 feet deep by 400 feet wide from the 
ocean through Beaufort Inlet, about 2.1 miles, thence 30 feet deep by 300 feet 
wide to the marine terminals at Morehead City enlarged to 600 feet to form a 
Y-shaped turning basin at that point, about 2.7 miles. Completed work also 
includes a channel 12 feet deep by 100 feet wide from the 30-foot channel to Sixth 
Street, Morehead City, thence 200 feet to 400 feet wide, same depth, to 10th 
Street, thence 6 feet deep by 75 feet wide westward to deep water in Bogue 
Sound, a distance of about 1.7 miles. The cost of this completed work is $613,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS—-MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Loeal interests are required to furnish all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, spoil-disposal areas, and terminal and transfer facilities. The cost 
of furnishing spoil-disposal areas is estimated to be $2,500. 

The requirements of local cooperation for completed modifications included 
the expenditure of about $580,000 for the construction of terminal and transfer 
facilities and the furnishing of spoil-disposal areas as required by the River and 
Harbor Act of 1937. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have provided adequate terminal 

and transfer facilities, open to all on equal terms, and are in the process of ful- 
filling the other requirements, including the furnishing of spoil-disposal areas. 
_ Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,500,000 is an increase of $118,000 over the latest estimate ($1,382,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase $114,000 results from a reanalysis of work- 
ing in the project area, based on recent maintenance dredging experiences; and a 
54,000 increase in the estimated cost of supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| 
| 


| | Balance to 


Item Project cost | Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal; complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 | after fiscal 
year 1961 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


Modification in 1958, River and 





Harbor Act (S. Doc. 54, 84th | | 

Cong., 1st sess. 
INI ood nea nnianipcinkpoete | $1,325,000 j....-...---.-. $136, 000 $1, 189, 000 
Preauthorization studies__.....-- | 12, 000 | a a ee ee 
Engineering and design ______.-- | BRNO Bacctcenemenene | 5 OS re : é 
Supervision and administration. -| ne ee 17, 000 et ee 

Total applied cost (Corps | | 
of Engineers funds only) 1, 500, 000 | 12, 000 | 176, 000 1,312,000 |...... 


Undistributed costs 


Total project cost (Corps 





of Engineers funds only) 1, 500, 000 12, 000 | 176, 000 1, 312, 000 a 
Pending adjustments._-_......-- iichemnegburie aan |-------------- De dake et ae atin lc cialeniceeeoa mead 
Total cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers funds only) -...---- 1, 500, 000 12, 000 176, 000 | 2312: 000. tics ancddeom 
PIII GUNN or Rg celta hiorinnienend 221, 000 | —221, 000 a 
Total obligations. _......_- 1, 500, 000 12, 000 | 397, 000 | 1, 091, 000 
= : ——S SS = 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
} 
Awpropriations................-. OE nt | 12, 000 | (6000) occu nccwanes 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
prior year | 


Total funds available for | | 
ON Bae ay) 12, 000 | 546, 000 
Appropriation required__--_- iciciieacmeataninat , 





42, OOL 


Mr. Ranavt. This project is not yet started. What is the status of 
design memo, and when will the first contract: be let? 

General Aterecut. The design memo is completed, and all plan- 
ning will be complete so as to award a pipeline dredging contract in 
the fourth qu: irter of this year. 

Mr. Rasaur. What kind of traffic is in the harbor, and how much 
traffic do you have there ? 

General Atsrecut. The traffic in 1958 was 506,600 tons and also 
passenger traffic amounting to 10,000 passengers. There was a large 
amount of petroleum products but also many other things coming into 
this part of North Carolina. Over half of this traffic was coastwise 
traffic. 

Mr. Raravr. That is coastwise traffic? 

General AtsprecutT. I said, “over half of it,” sir. 

Mr. Rmey. Mr. Chairman, I think it serves a marine base at Camp 
Lejeune, too. 


PALM BEACH EROSION CONTROL, FLORIDA 
Mr. Rasavt. “Palm Beach erosion control,” $118,200. 


Insert pages 54 through 58. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
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BEACH EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS 


Patm Beacu County, Fiorirpa, BEAcH Erosion Controu (LAKE WortH INLET 
to SoutrnH Lake WortuH INLET) 


(NEW) 


Location.—Palm Beach, Fla., is on the coastal barrier island by that name on 
the east coast of Florida, about 300 miles south of Jacksonville and 70 miles north 
of Miami. 

Authorization.—1958 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount |} estimated 
Federal cost 
(Corps of 
Engineers) 





| 
Estimated Federal cost: Corps of Engineers_..................-..-.--- | S010 000 b0 oo oe shee 
MOUNT SION BOR ns as ei eects bo eeomcaaae | SOOO UO is cc ercnsduns 
Ian ne ao sin eiteleeeligmmp ieee ahh dpn eae: 0 tes “ 
NORE rene Se Ce eS aN fe ee ee | ‘060 G00 t. 22 oe 
Total estimated project cost 5, 370, 000 | 


RETO OTIOTI ONS 562 UID D0). FROG ain cncwun cncwuieschidunasaccnctnasawes 


1 27, 000 |- ae 


| 
} 
bee ees De ee ae ee 0 
ypriations to date ee 27, 000 7 





re eeeeee CGN SE AO oo OE ceancwnomamaseaneeael .  . 2... Romccmbanenunnane 
pI si eee seit aah ciesmabaean ene 27 7 
ypriations requested for fiscal year 1961__..............--....--- 118, 200 35 
alance to complete after fiscal year 1961. ....................-....-.-- PORE Dicinntiionccch en 


Federal share of preauthorization studies costs. 


Federal participation amounts to 19.3 percent of the costs of construction of the 
sand-transfer plant and of its operation and maintenance for a period of 10 years, 
and to 4.7 percent of the cost of initially restoring the beach and of periodically 
nourishing it for the same period. 


Physical data 


Sand-transfer plant: Complete unit. 
Placement of beach fill: 7,906,000 cubie yards. 
Extension of outfall pipes: 6,000 linear feet. 
Periodie beach nourishment: Deposit of 3,360,000 cubic yards of material at 
8-year intervals. 
Status (January 1, 1960).—Sand-transfer plant, 100 percent. Operation of 
plant started by local interests August 15, 1958. 


Compleiion schedule 


Sand-transfer plant: December 1958. 
Initial sandfill beach: June 1962. 

Extension of outfall pipes: December 1961. 
Nourishment of beach: June 1972, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Completion of the project will greatly reduce storm damage to the beach and 
the shorefront roads; eliminate the cost of maintaining existing seawalls; provide 
recreation facilities to upward of 175,000 persons; will increase value of property 
shoreward of the beach; and will reduce the annual maintenance requirements 
of the federally maintained Palm Beach Harbor about 75 percent. Local interests 
have obtained the Chief of Engineers’ approval of plans for construction of the 
sand-transfer plant. The plant was put in operation August 15, 1958, and local 
interests now request reimbursement for the Federal share of the initial plant 
cost and for its operation and maintenance. Reimbursement to local interests 
is Warranted on the basis of the substantial benefits already accruing as a result 
of the plant’s operation. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $118,200 will be applied to reim- 
burse local interests for the Federal share of work items completed through 
fiscal year 1959 as follows: 

Sand-transfer plant 2 ae oa 2 . $112, 000 
Operation and maintenance of plant, (fiscal year 1959) - - ; 6, 200 
Total bx GP AS Stee Oo hd Beg é 2% : _ 118, 200 


Non-Federal cost.—The intiial investment required of local interests in their 
construction, mainienance, and operation of the project is estimated at $4,960,000, 
broken down as follows: 


Construction of sand-transfer plant and outfall pipes e _ $505, 000 
Initial beach fill and provide nourishment (10 years) 4, 160, 000 
Operation and maintenance of plant (10 years) 269, 000 
Preauthorization studies (14 of cost on cooperative basis) ; 26, 000 

A one Peres scat OO en _ 4, 960, 000 


Status of local cooperation—The Board of County Commissioners of Palm 
Beach County, Fla., has constructed and is operating the sand-transfer plant. 
The board proposes a bond election in May 1960 to cover future costs of the 
project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$410,000 is an increase of $58,900 over the latest estimate ($351,100) submitted 
to Congress. Theincrease is the net result of the following: An increase of $12,400 
on work completed; an increase of $20,000 based on higher price levels; and in- 
clusion of the cost of preauthorization studies ($26,500), not previously shown. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


: | Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- |Budget, fiscal| complete 












































| estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 | after fiscal 
} year 1961 
(1) _ a ee ee oe 
River and Harbor Act May 17, | | | 
1950 H. Doc. 772, 80th Cong., | 
2d sess.) and July $, 1958 (H. | | 
Doc $42, 85th Cong., 2d sess.) | | 
Beach replenishment_- ..---| $5,317,000 | $606, 200 | $33, 000 $37, 000 | $4, 640, 800 
Preauthorization studies_......-- 53, 000 | PO denne ndanncawen I set erite aie Saeco et dace Seaman aa 
Total cost......---- Sedat! | 5, 370, 000 | 659, 200 | 33, 000 | 37,000 | 4,640, 800 
a ce — SR 2 a — 
Wellarel GHRIB Son ondic cnn deencss 410, 000 27,000 | 0 | 118, 200 | 264, 800 
Non-Federal share.............-- 4, 960, 000 632, 200 33, 000 —81, 200 4, 376, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal 
funds and non-Federal 
DN ad tis 5, 370, 000 659, 200 33, 000 37, 000 4, 640, 800 
renee I nn kt oe cnmmammee a a et ae | ichceadupme kaa 
Total project cost (Federal | 
funds and non-Federal | 
te 5, 370, 000 | 659, 200 33, 000 37, 000 4, 640, 800 
IN IE ss iccsivncel cui cwontnawace leer sioner wk i eh eo ee 
Total cost (Federal and 
non-Federal funds). .._..} 5, 370, 000 659, 200 33, 000 7,000 4, 640, 800 
Undelivered orders. _........---- ee ae ee ee lnpeacmasenanad|>sanesne eee eta 
ar aie i i cian ce 659, 200 | 33, 000 | 37, 000 4, 640, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Riper Dane he so. cs sccens (440,000) | .22-50--002-5- bi peace Seeman be beiulns sie chica 
Appropriations. ..........-..- I ecociininintptaintaembontne | ED lowandicanenien ae arated | intimin acedinall 
Unobligated carryover from | 
I I nee avs eurconis Ba et ik ORI atte iced seein fe accenaenapeeian ee eS aE 
Total funds available for 
ee naman Mba ee haae Rb oietrs [egomereseessen Ds ae ee 
Appropriation required____-- ca coaeee 118, 200 | 264, 800 
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Mr. Ranaut. Please explain this reimbursement proposition. 
General Atprecut. Local interests have constructed the sand trans- 
fer plant and a part of the request is to reimburse them for some of the 
cost of the sand transfer plant. The 1958 River and Harbor Act pro- 
vided for Federal participation in the cost of this plant which was 
completed at that time. 

The other reimbursement that is in here is to reimburse local inter- 
ests for their maintenance costs of the plant through fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Rasaut. If the Federal Government is obligated to pay opera- 
tion and maintenance on this plant each year, would it not be cheaper 
to capitalize this contribution ¢ 

General Atprecut. I would rather submit that for the record, sir. 

Mr. Ragsavur. Allright. Submit it for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

This is the first beach erosion project in which the Federal Government has 
participated in the construction and subsequent operation and maintenance of 
asand transfer plant. It is not believed desirable at this time to capitalize the 


estimated Federal share of the operation and maintentance costs and make 


alump-sum payment to local interests until additional operations data have been 
evaluated. 


Further consideration will be given to the possibility of capitalizing the Fed- 
eral contribution for operation and maintenance, if experience indicates that 
capitalization is practicable. 

Mr. Rapaut. You will have it calculated and put in the record. 

If the Federal Government is obligated hereafter only for operation 
and maintenance for 10 years why will $264,800 be needed after 1961 ? 

General ALBRECHT. This project is not only for reimbursement of 
the sand transfer plan but also it is for the remainder of the project 
that would be constructed by the local interests. It is for the initial 
sand beach fill as well as nourishment of the beaches. It is a beach 
project, building the beach out. 

Mr. Ranaut. The prior obligation is only 4.7 percent. How much 
more will it be if you go on with it periodically for 10 years? 

General ALBrecut. Our whole estimated cost on this project is $410,- 
000, which would include everything done and maintenance thereof 
for 10 years. 

Maintenance for the sand transfer plant is about $6,400 a year. 

I have a complete breakdown of this cost. 

Mr. Ranaut. How does this project come in here now? We haven’t 
heard anything about this project before. 

General ALBrecut. The project was authorized by the 1958 River 
and Harbor Act. 

Mr. Rapavt. Last year or 1958? 

General ALBrecuT. The 1958 act. It was authorized under that act. 
This type of ee is different from any others because the projects 
are carried out by the local interests rather than ourselves and we 
simply participate in them in accordance with how much we are 
authorized to contribute after they have done their work. 

Mr. Razpaut. Normally wouldn’t you have said something about 
this last year ? 

General ALBrecut. No, sir; it would not be normal to say it. Of 
course, whether or not we put in this project for reimbursement. de- 
a on the overall program that the Chief of Engineers is able to 
submit. 
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Mr. Rasaut. Dr. Fenton ? 

Dr. Fenton. I was trying to find an explanation for this sand 
transfer business. 

General Aterecut. Would you like me to go into the benefits of 
the whole project? I think it is rather interesting to see what they 
are. 

Mr. Ranavt. All right. 

General Auprecut. There are direct damages prevented in the 
amount of $42,500. There is the elimination of seawall maintenance, 
which is a large item, $365,000; recreational benefits, $48,500, in- 
creased earning power of property, $197,000: and reduction of mainte- 
nance dredging i in the Federal Navigation Project, $17,500. 

Lake Worth Inlet is an authorized navigation project (Palm Beach 
Harbor), and if the sand is transferred across the inlet it doesn’t 
dump itself in the channel and have to be dredged out. These sand 
transfer plants are rather new but more and more they are coming 
to be needed along some of the more important beaches. 

Mr. Fenton. How do they operate ? 

General Atprecut. They operate by being located on the side of 
the inlet toward which the littoral drift comes, toward which the main 
drift of the sand is. It is just a little fixed dredge with an intake 
that. moves around in a basin wherein sand collects as it comes down 
the beach. It pumps this sand across the inlet to the beach on the 
other side and then this littoral current continues to take this sand 
down the beach. So, you get a natural nourishment of the beach 
because you don’t interrupt ‘the littoral drift which, if it weren’t for 
the inlet, would continue along the beach. 

In other words, we have returned the conditions at the inlet to 
nature. This is very good as far as the beaches are concerned and, 
where it is economically justified, it is a very fine thing. 

Mr. Frenron. And, of course, the U.S. interest in this is through the 
authorization ? 

General Arprecut. Yes, sir. It was authorized and that is why we 
were able to submit it. 

Mr. Rasavut. The committee will now adjourn until 2 p.m. 


Tuourspay, Fepruary 25, 1960. 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT 


Mr. Ranaut. The committee will come to order. 

We will take up central and southern Florida, $10 million. Insert 
pages 60 through 70. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION Prosects (FLOop CONTROL) 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 
(CONTINUING) 


Location.—Central and southern Florida in upper St. Johns River and Kissim- 
mee River Basins and Lake Okeechobee-Everglades-east coast areas (including 
Hendry County). 

Authorization.—1948, 1954, and 1958 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.8 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 
























Accumulatod 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
i wenn: - 5 on cia deena da uainiiaamabpcalgammbenian naw adeeamens GG FI OOP ain cic enccaccaseun 
Estimated non-Federal cost SI UE ciaakacrneaiews 
Cash contribution..........-.-. Tes OO Focccwccaccacacnn 
UN hac cai as ohn ch orintiankwenasnibnstiahbanibwen dade a ketews NNO Ticcicicnncinntiwrctiow 
a Se SE eae eo a 
RID 50 DONO OE, LORS oc gc ase ccpanecenenasssbusspeebunnacex Gy SES bosccwnenccnncne 
Anmoprigtaons for Tees Year 1000... ..<..nn cnc nsec cen ecnnccccnneccuceus DASE focccccataeneance 
ENGINE Jb - Stnline at cd dnhencmeg atoms bueacwunnweese acco 57, 312, 000 23 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961_.....-.-...-..------.------- 10, 000, 000 28 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961..............---.2-----2- TI PE Inccetunwkcdiunnce 
PHYSICAL DATA 
East coast- | Lake Okee- | Kissimmee Upper 
Everglades chobee- River St. Johns 
area Everglades Basin River 
area ! | Basin 
Levees: | 
ote) leet (m6)... cicenccccanccacnces 250 447 | 3 115 
Minimum to maximum height (feet)....._- 2 to 16 2 to 25 2to7 2 to 21 
Relocations (railroad bridges): Number_.._.-_- | 25 ll ? 3 
I an ie weataemalan 148 121 191 75 
Pumping plants: 
Number of structures. ----- Sicchcieeeash iiaianied | 2 et Aencunssuceactwaniaaseiba 
Total capacity (gallons per minute). --_._- 1, 535, 000 REG TIE Cincie wsintgibenisecurcts Bs ined me etineae te 
Floodway control and diversion structures: | 
Se Ee a eee | 46 9 33 | 9 
| | 

















1 Includes Hendry County. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project, embracing some 15,634 square miles in central and southern 
Florida, would afford a high degree of flood protection; it would provide for re- 
moval of excess waters in wet seasons, and for their control, storage, and use in 
maintaining water levels during dry periods. The project would, incidentally, 
provide for preservation of fish and wildlife resources and would reduce the 
salinity intrustion into land and water supplies of coastal areas. Flooding is 
recurrent and frequent. The most notable flooding of recent years occurred in 
1947 when rains accompanying two hurricanes following an unusually wet season 
caused flood damage estimated at $59,692,700 in the project area. The project 
works would have prevented about $49,972,000 of those damages. Damage dur- 
ing the January 1957 flood in Broward and Palm Beach Counties amounted to 
about $9 million and would have been about $16,500,000 had it not been for the 
partially completed project works in the affected area. Flooding within 1,100 
square miles of the agricultural area lying south of Lake Okeechobee caused only 
$300,000 of damages during the unseasonable winter storm of 1957-58. Without 
the project works existing in that area, the damages would have been about 
$9,100,000. The June 1959 flood resulted in about $400,000 damages, mostly in 
the Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area, and in the east coast area. Without the 
project works, it is estimated that the damages would have been about $12 
nillior. Estimated annual benefits based on June 1959 price level currently 
total $54,746,000 for the entire project. 


Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $10 million Federal funds, will be 
applied as follows: 


East coast-Everglades area: 
Initiate and complete: 
B-95, SAL RR on C-10 — $96, 000 
i ee, Oe icc cies m aroma Se 96, 000 
Pe ag Ch Sr aah Dea ah han aig chins nun stacae 112, 000 
[20 DANK MrOteetiGn soo cece wes = oe nla 165, 800 
Continue: 


eee a ee ee ee 323, 000 
(5 lige ieee i A AE allt Saale 127, 500 
Nea ae 425, 000 


amen 293, 200 


OS aR A ie a gr aieh Panig ae at a tat i ig sen ae ate 252, 000 
a a aa ach ee 164, 000 
rene a a. on ce Reg el als Betas bd coat aie. Se tetas 40, 000 
Pe I aS cg 5 Craw Sekenst a ea Gases ae ree LE Ses 159, 200 
eR EP Naa Sal Sg tae Se cee aie ate ke alter i 42, 500 
Rea NNN Ne hh estesctsSin a grat Sewn ed mi ees Seana 11, 00O 


OPE ES ESS | a ee eee ren ee ae 42, 500 
ee ER i a a Ry oo 92, 000 
S—37A and B on C-—14._.._______- heh IR SE A rt 76, 000 
L258, BOC. Bec cu ww pe oa eal cocoate ee ee 360, 000 
lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Initiate: 
C-—43, sec. 1___-. 7 she 


eaten espa - 320, 000 


a rene ewiwiracuivwowuwiacidcwwcwues ae 160, 000 
L-50 and L-61______- ee ee picts ead Me Sees 127, 500 
S—131 and S—132 on L—50____-_- ger Re acak bate a 63, 800 


Initiate and complete: L-7 bank protection___________--_-- 25, 500 
Otis: BomcMEMODIIES = co tk ee res cece ince 720, 000 
_ Complete: S-8 machinery - - - ----- Be ns sical alates tei 32, 000 
Kissimmee River Basin and related areas: 
Initiate: 


C-41A rata bleh at ames erate alee acai 400, 000 

S-82 on C-—41, S—68, S-83 and 84 (C-—41A)_____-__--__--- 160, 000 
Complete: 

C-4]1, see. 1- ee ee Fe aa ee 148, 000 


Oe ie eT ce came a 40, 000 
Dee a ahh aa: See 428, 000 
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Upper St. Johns River Basin and related areas: 


Initiate: 
Teen i een uc temeas $240, 000 
Nene ee edions wiae Riad ciius 160, 000 
ee aummmmnnume 60, 000 
Ce 40, 000 
Initiate and complete: 
ee ee em wmewmnnwane 106, 400 
en . cguawumibwminwaininenn 304, 000 
ne 656, 000 
Continue: S-50 and 8-99 on C-25___.__________-__--_._____. 280, 000 
Te 7, 348, 900 
ALL AREAS 
rr er eo cnwaekeweenwbnomeunne 748, 000 
Supervision and administration on— 
UU i es Se eta ra aaa 52, 000 
Te a i ol wit a muni 573, 300 
ener meee SEU nn nc cmwewewceeectveunwes 1, 277, 800 
ates Teeres CNIS, Gl BYCAS 10, 000, 000 


East. coast-Everglades area: Requested funds will initiate, continue, and/or 
complete many essential elements of the project for greater relief from flooding of 
the populous areas of the lower east coast. In addition, the principal remaining 
works required to place in operation conservation area No. 2 will be eompleted in 
the budget year, except L-35B, which will be continued during the budget year 
with completion scheduled early in the next fiscal year. 

Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: The requested funds will continue the con- 
struction of S—-8, the remaining pumping station on the southern perimeter of the 
agricultural area. This structure will, when completed, serve the western section 
of that area in conjunction with L—23 and L-24, which were completed in fiscal 
vear 1959. Initiation of enlargement of the Caloosahatchee River, C—43, and | 
initiation of construction of 5-79, are the first steps toward provision of greater | 
discharge capacity of the Lake Okeechobee outlets and will, when completed, | 
facilitate regulation of Lake Okeechobee. Initiation of L—50, L—61, and related | 
structures is the initial step in levee encirclement of Lake Okeechobee, which will 
ultimately provide greater storage capacity in the lake. 

Kissimmee River Basin and related areas: Initiation of C—41A and related 
structures, completion of C—41, section 1, and C—41, section 2, and related strue- 
tures in the budget year will afford much needed protection to pasturelands in the 
southern part of the Lake Istokpoga area and will result in considerable progress 
toward establishment of water control in the area. 

Upper St. Johns River Basin and related areas: Completion of C—24, section 2, 
continuation of 5-50 and S—99, and initiation of C-—23 and C—25 with related 
structures will, when completed, provide protection for the greater part of St. 
Lucie County area. 

Non-Federal costs —The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the total project is currently estimated at $89,600,000, broken down as follows: 


ee een SS ESE Se AAP OED LAE ETRE $22, 145, 000 
IS is sash anc aS 16, 400, 000 
Contribution (cash) _... 50, 800, 000 
Review of plans and specifications---..........-.-.------.-- we 255, 000 


i a lk sae el sc i we Ula Mh wi Nibh 89, 600, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate a large part of the project 
upon completion, which includes all works in the east coast-Everglades ares 
except the main control structures (S-10, S-11, and S—12) and all works in the 
Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area except the features directly controlling and/o 
protecting Lake Okeechobee. The annual cost to local interests for maintenanee 
and operation of the total project is estimated at $1,960,000. 

In addition, local interests are preparing preliminary plans of secondary work 
for the project, which they estimate will cost $80 million. The estimate of the 
annual maintenance of the secondary works is $500,000. 

Local interests also have spent over $1 million on emergency construction. 
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Status of local cooperation.—The Central and Southern Florida Flood Control 
District on August 1, 1949, and September 15, 1954, adopted resolutions assuring 
the United States that the requirements of local cooperation will be supplied for 
works authorized by the Flood Control Acts of 1948 and 1954, respectively. 
Assurances of local cooperation have been requested for the additional works 
(Hendry County) authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1958. Local interests 
have to date satisfactorily met all local cooperation requirements. Rights-of- 
way for all items of work requiring lands for fiscal years 1960 and 1961 have been 
acquired or are in the process of being acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$244,200,000 is an increase of $6,700,000 over the latest estimate ($237,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is the net result of the following: An 
increase of $559,000 based on higher price levels; an increase of $5,542,000 based 
on design changes resulting from more detailed planning and on more accurate 
costs for work placed under contract or completed; and an increase of $599,000 
jn engineering and supervision and administration to cover increased construction 
costs. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 


Project cost 
estimate 


Total to Current fis- 


Budget, fiscal 
June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 


year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


———— 


Flood Control Acts of June 30, | 
1948 (H. Doc. 643, 80th Cong., 
£d sess.), Sept. 3, 1954 (CH. Doc. 
648, 80th Cong., 2d sess.), and 
Flood Control Act of 1958 (S. 
Doc. 48, 85th Cong., 1st sess.) 





East coast-Everglades area: 
Relocations, railroads 


OIE ED 


$2, 610, 000 $579, 100 


$1, 211, 000 


1948 authorization 
1954 authorization 


799, 000 | 219, 100 


Channels and canals 735, 000 


200, 000 | 
535, 000 


1, 385, 000 | 





5, 390, 000 
5, 691, 000 


1948 authorization 
1954 authorization 


Levees and flood walls 


725, 000 


660, 000 4, 496, 000 


6, 474, 100 


6, 458, 500 
15, 600 


42, 802, 000. 1, 901, 900 | | 33, 032, 000 
11, 055, 000 
21, 977, 000 





1948 authorization 


18, 891, 000 
1954 authorization 


682, 500 | 
23, 911, 000 


1, 219, 400 





1, 670, 000 | 
1, 670, 000 | 


1, 670, 000 


1, 670, 000 


Pumping plants 





1948 authorization 


Floodway control and diver- 


sion structures 8, 714, 000 2, 132, 400 | 


2, 132, 400 


473, 000 | 


4, 953, 000 


263, 000 2, 381, 000 
210, 000 2, 572, 000 





1948 authorization 


5, 507, 000 | 
1954 authorization 


3, 207, 000 








Lake 
area: 
Relocations, railroads 
(bridges) 


Okeechobee-Everglades 





1948 authorization 
1954 authorization 











Channels and canals 31, 579, 000 | 


5, 576, 000 | | sl 
26, 003, 000 | 400, 000 | 


59, 868,000 | — 15, 750, 000 | 
| me OO | 
47, 526, 000 | 





1948 authorization... __._-| 
1954 authorization. .-...-| 


Levees and floodwalls_..__. + 


5, 576, 000 
25, 603, 000 


43, 938, 000 


180, 000 | 


1948 authorization 


1954 authorization 


12, 342, 000 


180, 000 | 


37, 577, 000 
6, 361, 000 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continug 


Item 


(1) 


Flood Control . 
1948—C« 


icts of June 30, 
ntinued 


Lake Okeechobee-Everglades | 
area—Continued 
Pumping plants__........-.. 
1948 authorization _. 
1954 authorization _- 


Floodway control and diver- 
sion structures sleet 

1948 authorization 

1954 authorization 


Kissimmee River Basin and 


related areas 
1954 authorization: 
Relocations, railroads 
brid 
Channels and canals 
Floodway control and 
diversion structures 
Upper St Johns River Basin 
and related areas 
1954 at ithoriz ition: 
Relocations railroads 
(bridges a 
“*hannels and canals 


ees and floodwalls 
odway control and 
diversion structures 
Hendry County, west of L-1, 
L-2, and L-3 
1958 authorization: 
Levees and floodwalls- - 
Pumping plants_ 
Floodway control and | 
diversion structures - - - 


( 
lx 
I 


Subtotal__- 


Preauthorization studies_. 

Engineering and design (1948 
and 1954 authorizations) _- | 

Engineering and design (1958 | 


authorizations) -- 7 
Supervision and administration 
(1948 and 1954 engineering) ----| 
Supervision and administration 
(1948 construction) -_..-..-- 
Supervision and administrs ition | 
(1954 construction ; 
Supervision and idministration 


(1958 authorization) -. ae 
Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds and non- | 


Federal contributions 
Undistributed costs 


i 

Total project cost (Federal | 

and non-Federal contri- | 
butions) - 

Pending adjustments__ 


and non-Federal contri- 
butions 


Total cost (Federal funds | 
Undelivered orders_-_- | 


Total obligations- - a 


Project cost 
estimate 


7, 260, 000 


, 865, 000 


5, 000 





5, 074, 000 


000 
000 


1, 006, 


4, O68, 


762, 000 
529, 000 


, 000 


728, 000 
7, 000 


20, 470, 000 


‘ 
&, Hf 


4, 372, 000 


2, 496, 000 
1. 474, 000 


180, 000 
, 470, 000 
120, 000 | 


14, 700, 000 


230, 000 


1, 280, 000 
8, 280, 000 


11, 580, 000 | 


340, 000 


295, 000, 000 


$10, 616, 


Total to 


June 30, 


8, 291, 


2, 325, 


43, 113, 5 


120, 


1959 


600 


000 
600 


51, 000 


51,100 


O00 


»00 


000 


72, 600 


859, 
2, 894, 


654, 


56, 514, 


56, 514, 
1, 815, 


58, 329, ! 


200 
600 


300 


, 200 


200 | 


200 
500 


500 | 


Current fis- 
cal year 1960 


$1, 759, 400 


1, 759, 


400 


600 


, 000 


5, 000 
5, 900 


58, 000 


10, 156, 500 


794, 000 | 
56, 000 | 
143, 800 


| 656, 200 


2 


5, 500 


11, 806, 500 


500 | 
300 | 


9, 991, 200 r 


11, 806, 
~1, 815, 


| 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal] 
year 196] 


Budget, fiscal 
year 1961 


$1, 015, 000 $3, 869, 004 


75,000 | "499, 004 
940, 000 370, OOF 
200, 000 4, 874, 000 

1, 006, 00 
200, 000 3, 868, 000 
762, 00 

1, 220, 000 23, 503, 006 
250, 000 . 074, 00 
513, 000 

1, 320, 00( 6, 40, Th 

. 470, 00 


475, 000 3, 283, 000 


2, 496, 000 


1, 474, 006 

ieeeietn a 180, 000 

9. 065, 000 ” 196. 135 0 
748, 000 4, 285, 400 
230, 000 

52, 000 12, 800 


152, 000 5, 089, 600 


555, 100 | 


9, 714, 400 
| 
340,000 
10,572,100 | 216, 107, 200 
10, 572, 100 216, 107, 200 


216, 107, 200 


10, 572, 100 | 


on vibeen ———— 


> 100 


579 


4 
’ 


10, 216, 107, 200 


2 
| 
a. 


St 





Yontinued 





Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 196] 


$3, 869, 000 


3, 499, 000 
370, 1 000 


4, 874, 000 


1, 006, 000 
3, 868, 000 


762, 000 
23, 503, 000 


8, 374, 000 


6, 410, 006 
20, 470, 000 


3, 283, 000 


216, 107, 200 


TD 


216, 107, 200 


1157 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961—Continued 


| | 











| | Balance to 
Item Project cost | Totalto | Current fis- | Budget, fiseal | complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| | year 1961 
| | 
(1) | @ | @® a4 | ©) _ 
Flood Control Acts of June 30, 
1948—Continued | | 
| | | | 
Federal funds; | | 
Total applied cost. _- _.| $244, 200,000 | $48, 975, 800 $9, 714, 000 $8, 722, 200 $176, 788, 000 
Undistributed costs = Ro Pee Pee D Cee eek te | A eee eeee: 
Total project cost......-.-.| 244, 200, 000 | 48, 975, 800 | 9, 714, 000 | 8,722,200 | 176,788,000 
Pending adjustments___...._}..-.--------- | } . | 
Total cost - -- peRaeeees 244, 200, 000 48, 975, 800 | 9, 714, 000 8,722,200 | 176,788, 000 
U ndelivered orders . } 1, 466, 600 | —1, 466, 600 Be ee ae 
| | , vets be 
Total obligations - - -- | 50, 442, 400 | 8, 247, 400 | &, 722, 200 176, 788, 000 
} Siu ine | | = 
Non-Federal funds: | | 
otal applied cost. -- a 50, 800, 000 | 7, 538, 400 | 2, 092, 500 1, 849, 900 39, 319, 200 
Undistributed costs | ; donclipaceieeaenags 
Total project cost_...--.._-| 50, 800,000 | 7, 538, 400 | 2, 092, 500 | 1, 849, 900 39, 319, 200 
Pending adjustments | BS ree ta 
Total cost... sue ees 50, 800, 000 7, 538, 400 2, 092, 500 | 1, 849, 900 | 39, 319, : 200 
Undelivered orders --_---- ee | 348, 700 | —348, 700 | 
Total obligations ________- Jaan 7, 887,100 | 1, 743, 800 | 1, 849, 900 | 39, 319, 200 
METIIOD OF FINANCING | } | 
Federal funds:._._...............| 244, 200,000 |_-- pet = as bias 
Appropriations aalaires 49, 122, 000 8, 190, 000 b scacdnds * 
Advanced by local interests !_ : Ban L377, 600 |onn a —1, 277, 800 | 100, 000 
Unobligated carryover from | 
DURE FORE S on cinssenin cc Bcncniieekeh be Stetites | a beat 57, 400 ts 
Total funds available for | 
obligation. ____.-- Seer re se ee Ee, ol 8, 247, 400 | oe 
— = = | = \- = —t- 
Appropriation required_ ; ee eres, 10, 000, 000 | _176, 888, 000 
Non-Federal funds:_..........--- 50, 809, 000 |... i eae f ie 
Cratetertinne So i : 7, 955, 100 1, 675, 800 |... ations : 
Unobligated carryover from | 
prior year ee Sete aegis nae —_- bammeniacn EE cmwarendunagietite tatengediainls 
| ate —— dion ma ioe - jane | = e 
| 
Total funds available for | | 
obligation... ....... oe | 1, 743, 800 
Contribution required !__|______-- é . Siar 1, 849, 900 39, 319, 200 


| $1,377,800 is now reported as advanced by local interests toward Federal construction costs as a part 
of the required cash contribution. When repaid, these funds will be credited toward meeting the cash 
contribution requirement. 


Mr. Rasavt. As in past years, there is a substantial cost increase 
of $6,700,000 on this project, only this time it is due mainly to design 
errors. Give us some of the details of this increase. 

General ALBRECHT. There was a net increase, as vou have said, sir, 
and it was the result of the following: 

A $559,000 increase based on higher price levels, an increase of 
$5,542,000 based on design changes resulting from more detailed 
planning and on more accurate costs for work placed under contract, 
and an increase of $599,000 in engineering, and supervision and admin- 
istration to cover the increased construction costs. 

This year we reached probably the climax of the planning on this 
very large project. We were able to finish several important design 
memorandums and understand this project, which covers almost a 
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third of Florida, to see exactly how we could proceed. I would say 
it was not design errors which caused this increase but, rather, the 
fact that we had been able to finish our design memorandums, and 
we can now see just how we can do this project. 

Mr. Rasavur. Suppose you supply for the record the changes in 
design, a summary statement, including new features involved. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

During the past year, design memorandum studies have been completed on 
several important areas and detail design studies have been completed on other 
facilities. The important changes are: 

Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area 

Canal 43—Caloosahatchee River—Regulation studies of Lake Okeechobee 
indicated additional enlargement of upstream portion of Caloosahatchee River 
was required for release of floodwaters. 

Levees 48, 49, and 50—Northwest Shore.— Design studies indicated supplemental 
facilities are required. The planned increase in Lake Okeechobee stages will 
impede or prevent gravity drainage from areas adjacent to levees and require 
additional pumping stations. Intercepting dikes (levees 59, 60, and 61) are 
needed to prevent entrance of outside water to the pumped areas. Studies also 
indicated lakeside levees 48, 49, and 50 required riprap toe protection. 
Kissimmee River Basin 

Canal 38.—A number of changes of alinement were made to avoid damages to 
existing wildlife resources. 

East Coast—Everglades area 

Canals 15 and 16 and related works.—Detail design studies indicated rapid 
urban development required higher degree of protection which increased the 
estimated cost of flood and water control facilities. 

Conservation area No. 2.—Studies indicate a low interior levee (levee 35-B) 
will permit improved regulation of water elevations in the lower portion of the 
conservation area and maintain existing marsh vegetation. The marsh vegeta- 
tion will reduce the tides which could be formed by action of the wind during 
hurricanes. 


Mr. Rasavut. Who will benefit from the new work planned in the 
Kissimmee River Basin? 

General ALBRECHT. I would say, sir, that there is a benefit, first 
of all, in the prevention of flood damages in the area that borders 
Lake Okeechobee, and then a reduction in flood damages in the area 
coming down—— 

Mr. Rasaut. Roughly how many landowners are there in that area? 

General ALBREcHT. Mr. Eden, can you answer that question? 

Mr. Epen. We do not have definite figures here, but there are a 
large number. 

Mr. Ranaut. Can you supply an approximate number, for the 
record? 

Mr. Even. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


There are approximately 15,500 landowners in the Kissimmee River Basin. 
PANTEGO AND CUCKLERS CREEKS, N.C. 


Mr. Rasavt. Pantego and Cucklers Creeks, $473,000 to complete. 
Insert pages 72 through 75. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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LocaL Protection Prosects—PANTEGO AND CuCKLERS CREEKS, N.C. 


(NEW) 





Location.—The project is located in coastal North Carolina in Washington, 
Beaufort, and Hyde Counties, northwest of Belhaven, N.C. 
Authorization.—1958 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost.—1.5 to 1. 
Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ae) nial euch cidvaciiidennidial mcaemsnenatan 
Estimated Federal cost..............-.---- eee See aie ae eee SIE COG bo cocciiciccneccens 
I oT en gkenwuuueksweeusinnCamuaditeh NS nn 
RD SIREN ii ocknnacadaowanchunwecannhendenatadsaustestons a 116 GU8 Bice cacncnaecsas 
a cat chain niuindibdanabiapied nehasenmecasneeaeiarg TRO: hia ninainnnnnacpteiaa 
IIE NNN on os ama epepeumune nich * FO Visi trenamawaeen 
EERE EP SUI SMI anc ice soem mance eo ansasoesnneh aecman EG, G00 tie csscenscudons 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1960___....-..-------- aed aah detonated oe by cel, es 4 
INE OI he a auckw enn ndabmdoawteseeseau=aes 63, 000 | 12 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961.___---.--.-.------.--.------ 473, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961__.......--.--.----------------- | Onc ccusicudeseue 











PHYSICAL DATA 


Stream channels and canals.—Clearing and enlarging Pantego Creek, 2.3 miles; 
Cucklers Creek, 1.2 miles; Intercepting Canal, 5.8 miles; and Albemarle Canal, 
5.9 miles; a total of 15.2 miles. 

Dikes.—Strengthening or constructing 9,000 feet of dikes along northeast bank 
of Intercepting Canal; 4,800 feet along east bank of Albemarle Canal; and 1,500 
feet along west bank of Albemarle Canal at upper end of the improvement, a 
total of 15,300 feet. . 

Status January 1, 1960.—Not started. 

Completion schedule.—Stream channels and canals and dikes, June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for about 11,800 acres of highly productive 
cropland, 10,500 acres of pasture, and 12,700 acres of woodland, a total of about 
35,000 acres, affected by flooding or impaired drainage, from floods having an 
estimated frequency of occurrence of once in 10 years. With allied activities, 
about 3,500 persons depend directly or indirectly upon crops from the area; the 
principal crops are corn and soybeans. Local interests have spent more than 
$1,500,000 for drainage improvements in the area since about 1910, including 
about $228,000 since 1948. Fourteen floods occurred from 1908 to 1950, incluSive, 
including large floods in 1908, 1910, 1938, and 1950. Damaging floods occur 
about once in 3 years. Under present conditions, floods similar to those in 1908 
and 1950 would cause estimated damages of about $285,000 and $205,000, 
respectively. Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at about 
$55,000. Completion of the project at an early date is needed to prevent recurring 
flood losses. 

Fiscal year 1961.—The amount requested in fiscal year 1961 will be used to: 


Iritiate and compiete stream channels, canals, and dikes___._...-.-. $432, 000 
PUDOFVisiOn Qua acministration....o.. 2ics wc sees cd cnn ndéece 41, 000 


CRIN Ps ear Oe ie Ss en ie ee 473, 000 

The requested amount will provide for completion of the project in fiscal year 
1961. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $164,000, broken down as 
follows: 


anon, 9110;000 
Seles areca 54, 000 


Sarasa ea cts orca tea da 164, 000 
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Local interests are required to contribute in cash an amount equivalent to 17.4 
percent of the construction cost, to make necessary bridge and utility alterations, 
and to maintain the project after completion. It is estimated that the average 
annual expenditure for maintenance will total $12,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—Written assurance was received from local interests 
in November 1958 that they are willing to fulfill all of the local cooperation require- 
ments for the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress ($536,000). 


Summary construction program (PB-1), ial years 1960 and 1961 


Balance to 
Item | Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 

year 1961 


(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (0) 
(Flood Control Act of July $, 1958 | | | 
(A. Doc. 898, 84th Cong , od sess))| 
Channels and canals__...-.------| $533,000 |_....____. : al $533,000 |_.........-... 
Preauthorization studies_......-- | 13, 000 $13, 000 |....-- i A I ae ae 
Engineering and design___. ee $46:000 j.....<.. : 
Supervision and administration _ | §5,000 |....... : 5, 000 | 50, 000 


Total applied cost (Fed- | 
eral funds and non- | 
Federal contributions. - - 646, 000 13, 000 50, 000 583, 000 

Undistributed costs. ........----} 


-i-- re --- pape ene eE manda ey rrsas sete 


Total project cost (Fed- 
eral funds and non- 
Federal contributions) _- 646, 000 13, 000 | 
Pending adjustments_......-...-|_-- Sate seals 


50, 000 583, 000 


lotal cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contri- | 








| 
RMI oo cree 646, 000 13, 000 | 50, 000 583, 000 |___--- 
Undelivered orders._-.-.-.---.-- Rg ee bape tetisa ines iadesien 7 iS aha erae wl Nien pcan vaso eae 
Total obligations. ._._.___- | 646, 000 ‘13, 000 50, 000 583, 000 x 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
i | 
Federal: | 
Appropri: th — Die dile tease otek 13, 000 50, 000 |------------- . ie 
Unobligated carryover from | | | | 
INN ooo eckacecl oe se Be oe cota 
Total funds available for | 
obligation. E tE ante eee 13, 000 | 50, 000 |_..-- oe Endo oon 
Appropriation re quired. te ee eG eta es og a ese 2 a eee ee 
Non-Federal: | | 
Contributions............... ikdiiennt cbeniac abe bat thibinads tems ide nes sucanneee tons selasaeiill 
Unobligated carryover from | | 
ONE 5 oc. Usha cnens A scale acippiamieaeste tre loca Sagan kil adeclecee inal 
Total funds available for | 
PERS cancctennn ce a I a IS ae aaa 
———SSSSS=—_ —== ——— _ ——— = ——S—Ss 
Contributions required ------ ca a eal iets 590: G00 bcs ccs cnceeel 





Mr. Rasavut. This project is not yet started. What is the status 
of the design memo and when will you award the first contract? 

General ALBrecut. All planning will be complete by June 30, 1960, 
and we can award a contract in the first quarter of the new fiscal year. 
We are working on the design memo now. 





thre 


Le 
Nort 


Be 





Ste 


/ 


Entir 
Land 
Relor 
Rive! 


_ th 

istr 
1940 
In the 
condi 
In pre 
proje 
Ing u 


1161 


ae WILKESBORO RESERVOIR, N.C. 

ions, 

a Mr. Rasaut. Wilkesboro Reservoir, $3,300,000. Insert pages 77 
erests through 81. 

quire- (The pages referred to follow:) 

imate 


RESERVOIRS (FLoop CONTROL)—WILKESBORO RESERVOIR, N.C. 


(CONTINUING) 


Location. 





The damsite is on the Yadkin River, 388 miles above the mouth of 


the Pee Dee River about 5% miles upstream from the towns of Wilkesboro and 
nce to North Wilkesboro, N.C. 


my eon Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 
r 1961 Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
(6) 


Summarized financial data 





| 
| Accumulated 
| 
| 


Amount percent of 

| _ estimated 

an------- | Federal cost 
——<- | ————————_—_______—__—_-—_—_———- nn --_-_—- 
none Inne | URE cel anniek se ete ekaee ee S500 Ge = os 
ee Eatimeted RS OBST ES, PILE SEIDEL IEE Ee ALE OD Ot. .ucauceet eee 
II I hI aleeaea = Cakaglen uo OE iia esaeiniienibecaaes 
inn eaate See ee | A is aiisteseiigsnsieleapaaienns 
weeccece Total estimated project cost a eeskiehtdaloetearasLde eed cabin daxs toeeueciek otednaseea ade aide vieniimna oe | TE Rous < ccamaiveceentanes 
pn eneceses Appropriations to June 30, | PN ls a Sces concen 
—— Roeeoprintions Tor Mech) Year 1000... once cawinncnnnnnennsasccnncnnsaecucs WE it Sine Gand nace 
URIDINE I or go a een ean uneineies | 1, 296, 000 | 15 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1961__..........._....-.--------- 3, 300, 000 | 54 

_— Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 


eee es oeee Me eee 3 SOGOU fae eo eaceeess 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
ee Height: 147.5 feet (above streambed). 
—=> Length: 2,040 feet. 
Spillway: Type: Uncontrolled, unlined, in rock excavation. 
Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 176,500 cubic feet per second. 
_.--------- | Outlet works: Reinforced concrete conduit 12.25 feet inside diameter; intake 
tower, gate controlled, at upstream end; stilling basin at downstream end. 
Design capacity 5,400 cubic feet per second at normal pool. 
eee Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
sans eeaee BORO MOOURIMINND no 6 or cee cain 5 soe Pate Eto Pare 112, 000 
WV ORR GOING oe otc ww eawe sie Poe pyectnets 33, 000 
UREN Ges Se hs oe oh eee ; 3 ore Bs 8, 000 





Total 


ee a eS Oe oe Eee ae 153, 000 
= : Status (Jan. 1, 1960).—Construction not started. 





Saati schedule 


ee MOR enw tnndcnaccinceneSSesmeesannnsGes tne December 1962. 
Land acquisition 


ocala aA NNN ag ee ok a September 1961. 
SEES SEE EAE TS EA Ee oe May 1961. 

“t? TC TRNIN cl Siow Mg oe EN Ree bye ni November 1961. 
a" a JUSTIFICATION 

cal year, 


The project is urgently needed to provide flood protection for established in- 
dustrial and agricultural areas along the upper Yadkin River. Recurrence of the 
1940 flood would cause losses in excess of $6 million. Average annual flood losses 
Inthe affected area are estimated to be $304,000 under present and prospective 
tonditions. E mployment provided by industrial and commercie] establishments 
in protected areas is of major importance in maintaining the local economy. The 


project also would provide dependable future water supply essential for expand- 
bg urban areas downstream. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $3,300,000 will be applied to— 


$740, 000 
880, 000 
340, 000 
20, 000 
86, 000 
234, 000 


Continue acquisition of lands_-_—___- 
Complete Telneations.. --. . wn wce ncn Lede oweeciws 
Initiate construction of dam, spillway, and outlet works_ 
Initiate and complete construction of access road_____ ~~ 
Engineering and design- eae 
Supervision and administration 


Total 3, 300, 000 

The funds requested in fiscal year 1961 are required to provide orderly and 
economical progress of the project. The relocations should be accomplished in 
fiscal year 1961 and dam (outlet works) and land acquisition to the extent nec- 
essary to permit scheduled closure of the river in November 1961. 

Non-Federal cost—There are no non-Federal construction costs. The portion 
of construction costs allocated to water supply will be reimbursed by local interests 
in accordance with provisions of the 1958 Water Supply Act. 

Status of local cooperation.—During fiscal year 1959, the governing bodies of 
eight municipalities and four counties furnished resolutions stating agreement to 
reimburse the Federal Government their respective shares of the project costs 
allocated to water supply. These local interests sponsored State legislation 
enabling their participation in the project under provisions of the 1958 Water 
Supply Act; such legislation was enacted by the general assembly in April 1959. 
Local interests are proceeding with further actions required under the new State 
legislation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,500,000 is an increase of $150,000 over the latest estimate ($8,350,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase is due to refinement of the project cost esti- 
mate, and is based upon data obtained during the technical studies undertaken 
in connection with the work of preconstruction planning. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| Balance to 











Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959| cal year 1960 year 1961 after fiscal 
| | i year 1961 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 (6) 
| 
Bee oc ee tae ee ee a = ~ eo — 
Lands and damages___---------- | $1,030,000 |......--- ae $200, 000 | $740, 000 $90, 000 
RID 5 sncwsmwdsencassecsee | SO Ee 446, 000 | SRO, O00: 1....--.cstnaen 
Reservoir -_-___- PORERRE ES | RY accent chehioterationnie athatidecasinen’ | 86, 000 
ee ee a 2 ee eee te. Sk _-| 1, 480, 000 3, 325, 00 
RS tn ee | 20,000 |___- eB sce 90 000 |... ncccncounell 
Recreation facilities aon 100,000 |__. f 100, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 23,000 |...--- 23, 00 
Preauthorization studies__...--- 13, 000 | $13, 000 eeu ila suaiauee 
Engineering and design xe 544, 000 | 323, 600 116, 000 | 86, 000 18, 400 
Supervision and administration_| 553, 000 | 27, 300 20, 600 244, 000 | 261, 100 
— = —_— aeeeceemeeenessy acca . anennasmntcctneigiinall 
Total applied cost (Fed- | | 
eral funds only) -__------ 8, 500, 000 | 363, 900 782, 600 | 3, 450, 000 | 3, 903, 500 
ee ae amen Sone Pe Si chihapabeisubsneniotecs --|----- ool05=snonenaem 
Total project cost (Federal 
PE GIG) no oes ncenen 8, 500, 000 363, 900 782, 600 3, 450, 000 3, 903, 50 
Pending adjustments__--_-----.--|--- ieee a aes se atincanigl att Sila cake eeselaiet eal cece oie | os wosaceb 
Total cost (Federal funds | 
I skh a bs dpctiedtgh nat <rtecaveincs | 8, 500, 000 | 363, 900 | 782, 600 3, 450, 000 | 3, 903, 500 
Undelivered orders........-.----|----- aaeounel 9, 200 | —9, 200 |--- ‘ é¢}ssneinie<aeee 
Total obligations. _-...-.--|-..------ 373, 100 773,400 | 3, 450, 000 | 3, 903, 500 
== — | = — — 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | 
Appropriations__._..--...--_---- See cei 336, 500 | 910, 000 i? SS a 
Unobligated carryover from | | | 
NE a as Socio eddense De a ata ra aie eee | | 


Total funds available for 
obligation. .- 


Appropriation required__...-.--- 


13, 400 


923, 400 |.-.-- 


| 
a ee 
1 


3, 300, 000 
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Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1961 








(6) 











$90, 000 


3, 325, 000 
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Mr. Raspavur. This project is still not underway. Why not? 

General ALBrecHT. This project was added by the House and 
Senate last year. Since the a became available, we have com- 
pleted design memorandums on real estate, relocations, reservoirs. 
hydrology, ‘and construction mate ala ; also design memoranums on 
highway relocs ations, dam and spillways. A design memorandum on 
diversion outlets has been completed ‘hie is under review. We have 
a design Memorandum on reservoir clearing and utility relocations 
which is 80 percent complete. 

We are negotiating with the North Carolina Highway Commission 
for the preparation of plans and specifications for the highway reloca- 
tions, which will permit the award of a contract in May 1960. 

Mr. Rasaut. Award a contract for what? 

General ALBrREcuT. Highway relocations. 

Mr. Rasaut. What is the status of water supply 
under the project? 

General ALBrecHT. During fiscal year 1959, the governing bodies 
of eight municipalities and four counties furnished resolutions stating 
agreement to reimburse the Federal Government their respective 
shares of the project costs allocated to water supply. However, this 
required an act or legislation by the North Carolina Legislature. An 
act was passed which allowed the municipalities to make this reim- 
bursement. 

Subsequently, it has been decided that two municipalities will as- 
sume the entire responsibility for the commitments. We have con- 
tracts drawn up with those municipalities, and they are holding a 
referendum on March 1 to authorize their going ahead with the 
contract. 

Mr. Rapavt. 
supply? 
General ALBrecu?T. Yes, sir; they will utilize the entire water sup- 


commitments 


Will those municipalities utilize the entire water 


ply, but the water supply, of course, is only one feature of the 
project. 
Mr. Rasautr. When will they start paying? Have you any infor- 


mation on what they are asking in this vote on the Ist of March? 

General ALBREcHT. The vote on the Ist of March is primarily to 
authorize the county of Wilkes 

Mr. Rasavut. I mean when will they start to pay? 

General ALBREcHT. They start to pay in accordance with the Water 
Supply Act and this contract. 

Mr. Rapav T. You may supply that for the record. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

Repayment contracts have been drafted which provide for the 10-year interest 
free Waiting period and a 50-year repayment period with interest, all as provided 
for by the 1958 Water Supply Act. The interest free waiting period will begin 
January 1, 1963, when the project is completed and continue until water service is 
started, but in no case will the interest free period exceed 10 years. 

Mr. Fenton. How much are they to pay? 

General ALBrecuT. It is about $1 million of reimbursement. 

Mr. Fenton. Does the authorizing act permit you to go ahead and 
contract without first getting the agreements? 

General ALBRECHT. Sir, we have a favorable benefit-cost ratio for 
this project without the water supply features, and the Water Supply 
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Act would allow us to provide for future water supply if we knew that 
it was needed, even though there was no commitment to pay for it, 
However, we would want to obtain reasonable assurances for the 
future water supply storage as provided by the Water Supply <Aet 
before going ahead. 

I feel quite sure that there will be a favorable reaction on both these 
referendums, anyway. 

Mr. Fenron. Then you have authority to go ahead and provide for 
these things with the supposition that they will apply for the water? 

General ALBrecuT. Yes, sir; I feel that we have authority, but | 
feel sure that these referendums will pass, because there is great 
public sentiment for them. 

(Off the record.) 

(The following information was supplied later.) 


The referenda authorizing local interests to contract for future water supply 
were passed on March 1, 1960. 


WALTER F. GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 


Mr. Rapavut. The Walter F. George lock and dam, $20,178,000. 
Insert pages 83 through 88. We have no questions. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


MuLTIPLE PuRPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING PowER—WAaALTER F. GEORGE Lock 
AND Dam, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Chattahoochee River, 75.2 miles above the mouth, about 1.1 
miles north of the town of Fort Gaines, and about 60 miles south of Columbus, Ga. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1 for the authorized project for the Apalachicola, 
Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers, of which Walter F. George lock and dam is an 
integral unit. 


Summarized financial data 


| 

| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

| estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost: 
Corps of Engineers (ultimate installation) 000 
U.S. Coast Guard 30, 000 

I ca bal Ise dpi Stet i/aaiei neuen ei 550, 000 
Cash contribution : 0 
NE iro ccecie ini iiniininnn okie onan nani ee Ken ee enpea ton 550, 000 | 

Total estimated project cost - - 87, 580, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1959 , 528, 000 | _-- 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1960 3, 059, 000 

Appropriations to date 34, 587, 000 

Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1961_-_-__- 20, , 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961 5 , 235, 000 | 





1 Excludes permanent transfer of $500,000 from the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth embankments on each bank. 
Height: 114 feet (maximum). 
Length: 1,175 feet, concrete section; 11,940 feet, earth embankment (con- 

crete section is exclusive of intake structure and lock). 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 

Power__- 210, 000 
715, 000 


925, 000 
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Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 662,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 
Presently planned and ultimate: 4 units, at 32,500 kilowatts, 130,000 kilos 
watts. 
Head: 75 feet. 
Lock: 
Size: 82 by 450 feet. 
Maximum lift: 88 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 
Entire project 
Land acquisition 
RUROINI a a en a ek es 
Reservoir clearing- —._.-.---- gee eee 
Construction of part of earth embankment, right bank 
Construction of spillway cofferdam 
Construction of spillway 
Construction of part of earth embankment, left b: unk ___. 
Spillway excavation 
Nonoverflow concrete section 
Remaining right embankment 
Remaining left embankment 
Construction of lock 
Powerhouse substructure 
Powerhouse superstructure_-____ _- 
Design, manufacture, and deliv ery of turbines___ 
Design, manufacture, and delivery of generators 
Governors 
Switchyard accessories and miscellaneous equipment __- 
Construction of roads____-___-- 
Channels _ 
Recreation facilities. ; eee 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. ___ 
Permanent operating equipment 


Completion schedule 
Entire project __._. June 
Land acquisition : _ June 1962. 
Relocations _ - a . May 1962. 
River diversion _.... September 1959. 
Lock in operation December 1962. 
Power on line: 
Ist unit, 32,500 kilowatts__- __-_- be elias : September 1962. 
2d unit, 32,500 kilowatts _ — __- = December 1962. 
SO ani. 2.000 KRHOWOALIS. . ..<.csc-ccsnccuenn. _.. March 1963. 
4th unit, 32,500 kilowatts ...-- June 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Walter F. George project is an integral unit of the Apalachicola, Chatta- 
hoochee, and Flint Rivers comprehensive plan. The project will add 130,000 
kilowatts of capacity and about 436 million kilowatt-hours of energy annually. 
The power from this project is urgently needed and would be readily absorbed. 
Completion of the entire improvement for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and 
Flint Rivers also will exert a beneficial influence on the economic structure of the 
entire region by providing more economical transportation. All power units 
at Jim Woodruff and Buford projects are now in operation. Dredging of the 
Apalachicola River is complete, permitting navigation to Bainbridge on the Flint 
River, and to Columbia on the Chattahoochee River. The principal navigation 
benefits from the overall improvement, however, will only accrue after the entire 
river stretch to the metropolitan area of Columbus, the head of navigation, has 
been developed by completion of Walter F. George and Columbia projects. 
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Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $20,178,000 will be applied to— 


Continue land acquisition $800, 000 
Continue relocations 6, 229, 500 
Continue reservoir clearing_________ 1, 131, 000 
Complete nonoverflow concrete section 135, 400 
Continue construction of lock 400, 000 
Complete construction of powerhouse substructure 1, 444, 700 
Initiate construction of powerhouse superstructure 700, 000 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators 596, 200 
Continue procurement of switchyard equipment 500, 000 
Engineering and design_- 150, 000 
5 isi ini 1, 091, 200 

Total 20, 178, 000 

Early completion of Walter F. George project is essential to realize the full 
navigation benefits to be derived from the project for the Apalachicola, Chatta- 
hoochee, and Flint Rivers, and to provide power in an area where it is urgently 
needed. The amount re quested is re quire d to maintain an orderly construction 
schedule in fiscal year 1961. 

Non-Federal costs —The initial cost to local interests for terminal facilities is 
$550,000. Local interests will also be required to operate two movable bridge 
spans in the waterway traversing the Walter F. George Reservoir. This cost is 
estimated to be $18,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Georgia Port Authority and the Alabama 
State Docks Board are having plans prepared for construction of suitable ter- 
minals to meet the demand of riverborne traffic. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——No change from the latest estimate 
($87 million) submitted to Congress. Internal revisions to estimate reflect 
contract actions, more detailed studies and further analysis of requirements for 
road relocations and for engineering and design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1960 and 1961 


| Balance to 


| 
Item Project cost Total to Current fis- | Budget, fiscal complete 
estimate | June 30, 1959 | cal year 1960 | year 1961 after fiscal 


year 1961 
(1) 2 (3) | (4) | (5) (6) 
; 


, 284, § $3,624,700 | $2,318, 000 $800, 000 $1, 542, 100 
Re oo tions... . 5, 208, 6 305, 400 2, 197, 100 6, 229, 500 6, 476, 600 
Reservoir_- ; cate : | ol 200, 000 1, 131, 000 | 1, 420, 800 
NS. eee ae 2 9, | | 1, 349, 900 | 135, 400 1, 954, 400 
Lock - i ‘ : 5, 513, 74, 600 | 1, 059, 300 6, 400, 000 8, 979, 600 
Powerpl: ant. aoeed | 20,601,! , 377, 5 4, 636, 200 4, 240, 900 8, 346, 900 
I ate en ea Ban 320, é 9, : ease 310, 800 
Channels.__- | , 067, al , 067, 800 
Recreation facilities 20! seine ees 205, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. 251, | anes se | 251, 300 
Permanent operating equipment WO}. ae 190, 000 
Preauthorization studies___.----_| 4, 64, 000 = ri kes 
Engineering and design_____._---| , 620, 3, 398, 000 941, 900 | 150, 000 | 130, 100 
Supervision and administration - | , 382, ¢ 1, 124, 300 | 807, 100 1,091, 200 1, 359, 600 





Total applied cost (Corps | 
of Engineers funds only) - , | 21,067,500 | 138, 519, 500 20, 178, 000 32, 235, 000 
Undistributed costs_--.....-..--| oa 20, 700 | — 20, 700 


Total project cost (Corps |~ Pn ’ z 
of Engineers funds only) - 7, ® 21, 088, 200 13, 498, 800 
Pending adjustments._._.....-..]_.- | 300 | —300 |- 


Total cost (Corps of Engi- - = ert 
neers funds only) 87, q 21, O88, 500 13,498,500 | 20,178, 32, 235, 000 
Undelivered orders___...--- al am 893, 200 | — 398, 2 200 : 





Total obligations-._.....-- | 3, 105, é 82, 2 235, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING eee an ee fia 
Appropriations__--_-- Se | 21,528,000 | ! 13,059,000 |- 


Unobligated carryover from 
bas cent tanaawmenee shai: esd bes 46, 300 








Total funds available ni 
obligation smal > ; 
Appropriations required _----- s odin 20, 178, 000 | 32, 235, 000 











1 Excludes permanent transfer of $500,000 from project. 
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, 542, 100 
, 476, 600 
, 420, 800 
|, 954, 400 
3, 979, 600 
3, 346, 900 
310, 800 
|, 067, 800 
205, 000 
251, 300 
190, 000 


“130, 100 
1, 359, 600 





32, 235, 000 
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HARTWELL RESERVOIR, GA. AND §.C 


Mr. Rasaut. Hartwell Reservoir, $21,375,000. Insert pages 90 
through 94. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


MuLTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING PowER—HARTWELL RESERVOIR, Ga. 
S.C : 
AND B®. e 


(CONTINUING) 


Location.—On the Savannah River, Ga. and 8.C., 305 miles above the mouth» 
§9 miles above Augusta, Ga., 67 miles above the Clark Hill Dam, about 7 miles 
below the confluence of the Seneca and Tugaloo Rivers, and about 7 miles east of 
the town of Hartwell, Ga. 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1 (initial installation); 1.3 to 1 (ultimate installation). 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 


















| | 
| | 
| Amount } percent of 
} | estimated 
Federal cost 
= osc ania aap a — — os — aie 
Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) ...............-........_-__- $94, 600, 000 pe i aie 
Es ar a ON Wisicsickantecwcce 
CTY COTE NTIIE INNS oak ong cdacwemuanwams einith abu eaacioabgaiastaiatices | _, ee 
Other costs___- re eee Saat i ae ae tee ee ei | OP Ratan tal olga 
Total estimated project cost....__- Nc a a a ee lca GE I Cece cha icacmene 
ReeeraneeG Ee UNO OUR PUN ooo ns Sc nccmancewccilecesmcucumeos 4 * eeeee 
eee See OR WOME BU ns nn S cencawadbakoeeeauscoumenl ME TI NO ice ciscicondeanen: ‘ 
54, 815, 000 | 58 
r 21, 375, 000 | 81 
mce to complete after fiscal year 1961. .~.............................. Oe |) ee eee 
| 





Notr.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $99,124,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity, flanked by earth embankments. 
Maximum height above streambed: 204 feet. 
Length: Concrete section 1,900 feet; embankments 13,356 feet, saddle dike 
2,521 feet; total 17,777 feet. 





Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
OMIM ares SUL SEEN tel OD ae 8 os ke et Pe eee Ee 1, 427, 600 
BCR NON cs St a a a en as coc 295, 500 

RNMMIITSR PISTON edn oS le re ee Re re 1, 723, 100 
Storage at. minimum power pool. ..................<......... 1, 135, 000 
: SENN IRTIN INI Ds de pee De te i ae 2, 858, 100 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete gravity ogee weir with flip bucket. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 565,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power installation: Kilowatts 
initial: 4 unite st:66;000 kilowatts: 0 20. ccs nn ccc ecckesnee 264, 000 
Ultimate: 5 unite at 66.000 kilowatts. « ..... 12... ~. 2. sie. 330, 000 
Presently planned: 4 units at 66,000 kilowatts. _........_-_____- 264, 000 


Nominal head: 172 feet. 


52882—60 


74 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1960) 


Percent 
Entire project __ ai 3 pele ioe ee age { 
Acquisition of lands (number of tracts)_--._._----------- : 86 
Relocations _ - — _- oe 2 
Ist stage construc tion, earth embankments exce pt for terminal cones 100 
2d stage construction, terminal cones of earth embankment and concrete 
dam ___.- 3 90 
Procurement of sluice and penstock gates and gate hositing e quipment 100 
Procurement of 12 40 foot by 35 foot tainter gates with anchorages, sills, 
and side seals____-_ 3 - 98 
Procurement of hydraulic turbines and appurten: unt parts Stet ; 15 
Warehouse, garage, and storage area a oe 100 
Project office and facilities__- ee : Eas <<o. 
Concrete lab and inspectors’ office j 10( 
Reservoir clearing _ _ _- & 5 5 
Procurement of hydr: wulie turbine governors___- li s l 
Procurement of powerhouse gantry crane__-____- ss 3 
Completion schedule 
SUMMONING Sete Soe Ee anc eS ee eee June 1963. 
Land acquisition_-_-_-_-_-_-~- ieveaxeaen -_._._.. September 196], 
ES eS . a ey : May 1962. 
Dam: 
Begin closure of low blocks left for river diversion..____ August 1959. 
Complete to spillway crest, elevation 630_____- ‘ December 1959, 
Complete main dam contract_ ee _. October 1960. 
Reservoir: 
Begin clearing___-__-_-- eet ee tO ot ._._..--. September 1959, 
Complete clearing____- Bie tes ce aes : .---- June 1962 


Begin controlled filling of reservoir __- ate i as Cashal ali eli January 1961. 
Power-on-line: 
Ist unit, 66,000 kilowatts_______________- : -- June 1962. 
20 unit, 66.0060, kilowatts... ............... ~n=nssan---> October-106% 
3d unit, 66,000 kilowatts_ ___-_- See ee oe ened January 1963. 


4th unit, 66,000 kilowatts se Si April 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Hartwell project will be used to supply peaking power in Federal Powe 


Commission power supply areas 21 and 23, generally in the States of Georgia 
North Carolina, and South Carolina. The growth of power demand in thes 
areas has been rapid ir the past few years and is predicted to continue at a hig 


rate as far as the market forecasts extend. In order to supply the future addi 


tional demand, a large amount of new generating capacity must be provided, ant 
the utility companies are programing the construction of much of this capaci 
in steam-electric plants. A considerable part of the new load will be peak load 
which can be most advantageously served by hydroelectric projects similar t 
the Hartwell project. The Federal Power Commission estimates that the Hart 
well project, the best remaining undeveloped project for power in the Southeast 
could be used to its full initial capacity to supply the market by the time it cal 
be completed at the present programed rate. The Hartwell project will impro' 
the power generation at the Clark Hill Reservoir by storing the flood flows at 
releasing more water during low flow periods. This will benefit the Clark Hil 
project by increasing the prime capacity and by converting annually a larg 
amount of energy from secondary to prime energy, thereby increasing the anni 
power value. The operation of the Hartwell project, by providing additior 
depth in the river channel between Savannah and Augusta in low flow season 
will reduce the cost of the authorized 9-foot navigation project to Augusta and t! 
annual maintenance thereof. Also, the coordinated operations of Hartwell al 
Clark Hill Reservoirs will eliminate frequent floods over a vast area of undevelope 
valley lands below Augusta. These lands are among the most fertile in the sout! 
eastern United States and could be very productive. After construction 

Hartwell, flooding which now occurs several times annually will be reduced to 
frequency of once in 10 years. The Soil Conservation Service has estimated thé 
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the annual benefits from flood protection for these lands would be about $2 
million if they were fully developed. The AEC Savannah River plant will also 
benefit from increased regulated flow and from reduction in temperature of its 
cooling water. Although neither the land benefits nor the AEC benefits are 
included in the economic evaluation, it is considered that they will be quite large. 
Fiscal year 1961.—The requested amount of $21,375,000 will be applied to: 


Continue ac quisition of lands in reservoir area_ $1, 650, 000 
Continue relocation of State and county roads, r: ‘ailroads, cemeteries, 
MUNSPIGG. ONO BiviChIren. eo a ie en ees ne : 6, 032, 600 


Completé Clemson College protec tion works._-___________- ae 2, 294, 000 

Continue reservoir clearing... .............. 1, 590, 000 

Complete construction of concrete da im, termin: nal cones ; of « earth 
embankments, and other miscellaneous ‘work under the main dam 


COOTER cee a i ss en Amp NS cs ed rh ea 890, 700 
Initiate powerhouse construction contract including turbine in- 

GAIAM. ks : oe 658, 000 
Continue procurement contr: icts for turbines and. gove rnors or 1, 740, 000 
Continue procurement and installation contract for generators_ 2, 100, 000 
Initiate contract for cable tunnel and related work 150, 000 
Continue procurement contract for transformers and initiate other 

supply contracts for powerplant equipment _ . 2, 483, 100 


Initiate and complete contract for surfacing access ro: id to powel r- 

NT ee ee Ee ee ae > ee eee Bais ; 22, 500 
Initiate construction of recreation facilities ac na ee 4 102, 000 
Initiate and complete procurement of mobile crane for dam______- 100, 000 
Engineering and design_________________-_ oe fe ee SN Ree 375, 000 
Supervision and administration. _.....................-..-_--- 1, 187, 100 


FDA act ee a a ee _... 21,375, 000 


Early completion of the Hartwell Reservoir project is essential in meeting the 
forecasted power requirements in the region, including generally the States of 
Georgia, South Carolina, and Alabama. The Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion concurs in an initial installation of four units as their market studies indicate 
that power demands of the-region will absorb this additional output by the time 
the presently planned initial installation is completed. In order to meet the 
power-on-line dates as scheduled, funds in the amount of $21,375,000 will be 
needed for fiscal year 1961. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal cost estimate of 
$94,600,000 is a decrease of $4 million from the latest estimate ($98,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. Decreases totaling $5,231,500 were effected on roads 
($1,021,900), dam ($1,660,200), and powerplant ($2,549,400) due primarily to 
favorable contract awards. ‘Supervision and administration’? was reduced by 
$288,800. These decreases were partially offset by an increase of $928,600 in 
the cost of protective works for Clemson College due to results of recently com- 
pleted detailed studies, price level increases totaling $462,700, and a net increase 
of $129,000 in other items. 


Mr. Rasavut. You mention on page 94 ar increase of $928,600 for 
protective works for Clemson College. What is the current situation 
regarding this item and the college’s claim against the Government? 

General ALBRECHT. Those are two se parate things. One is the 
diversion which diverts the river away from Clemson College. That 
is what is known as the Clemson College Protective Works. We 
expect now that a start on the diversion project will be made in the 
first quarter of the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Rasaut. Why the increase of $928,000-plus? That is almost 
a million dollars. 

General ALBRECHT. Sir, we have been able now to study and com- 
plete a design memorandum on that project, and we have found that 
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it does cost substantially more than we had expected. However, | 
would like to point out that the overall cost of the project has decreased, 

Mr. Rasavutr. How much? 

General ALBRECHT. From the last period by $4 million. 

Mr. Rasaut. What accounts for the decrease? We are always 
asking questions, ‘‘What accounts for the increase?’ Now we want 
to know, What accounts for the decrease? More favorable contracts? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir, in general. I can run over these 
briefly. 

Decreases were effected on roads, $1,021,900; dams, $1,660,200; and 
powerplant, $2,549,400, due primarily to favorable contract awards. 
Supervision and administration was reduced by $288,800. These 
decreases were partially offset by an increase of $928,600 in the cost 
of the protective works for Clemson College, due to results of recently 
completed design studies, price level changes totaling $462,700, and 
a net increase of $129,000 in other items. 

(Off the record.) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GULF AND Soutu ATLANTIC Basin 


Mr. Rapavt. Operation and maintenance, $10,402,000. Insert 
pages 97 through 102. No questions. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1961 


1. NAVIGATION 
(a) Channels and harbors 


The budget estimate of $6,411,000 provides for eassentil maintenance work on 
35 channel and harbor projects named in the list which follows. The work to be 
accomplished under this activity consists of maintaining the navigation channels 
and harbors and anchorages of coastal harbors and waterways by means of dredg- 
ing, snagging, and operation and repair of navigation structures, all as authorized 
in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
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Obligations 


Fiscal 
year 


| 1960 (es- 


timated) 


| $161, 634 | $126, 950 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) | 


| 
Recurring main- 
tenance 


repairs 
Annual | = 
| odie 


$145, 000 





Mobile Harbor-.....--.-.-- 15,718 | 320,080 | 350, 000 84600 1 1icccnsee 
| 
FLORIDA 
Apalachicola Bay..-------- 27,603 | 25,060 | 30,000 |......-.|_.-.---- 
STW (IOCKOOR VSS) ...W lose mccccnnlucavesnces See “45, 000 ‘ 
Atlantic inland waterway 173, 748 WIG Fd | LO OO lncocnceclecsscces 
Jackson to Miami). 
East Pass Channel__....--- 26, 825 29, 350 URI a crcsscs: cides Nexasatendveba 
Fort Pierce Harbor. --..-.-- 13, 549 39,090 | 30,000 j..-.-...- $35, 000 
Jacksonville Harbor-....--- 208,255 | 275,080 | 84,000 |....---- 35, 000 | 
DETOT TIGTOOR ons oc ences 9,482 | 73,570 BE taesoswnyioncswces 
| 
| 
Palm Beach Harbor--.-..---- | 17, 942 -30R) eee 
Tampa Harbor.--.-.-------| 22,006 | 48,790 | 230,000 |...--...|-.-.---- 
Withlacoochee River......-|..--..--.-- pad ee cael aeaael 50, 000 a eaeeraben 
| | 
GEORGIA | | | | 
Atlantic inland waterway | 12, 333 345, 570 HS CTC eee | eee 
Savannah). | | 
Brunswick Harbor.-...---.- 213, 264 262.240 | 215,000 |........ aeies 
Savannah Harbor---------- 1, 146, 241 |1, 172, 720 |1, 150,000 |150,000 |__...-.-- 
Savannah River below Au- 56, 947 62, 680 50,000 | 34,000 |..-..--- 
gusta. | | | | 
| | | | 
MISSISSIPPI 
Rion Harber...<2<.<26<.- Do cates ae eceee Poccickuey 45,000 |...-.... 
ale eet Jes TAMOIE.. .. \icncnceaeelocansicgeslacne-osase BN facncncae 
NORTH CAROLINA | 
Atlantic inland waterway | §27,996 | 583, 160 400,000 | 50,000 |. es 
Wilmington). | 
{ | | = | 
Beaufort Harbor. -_...-----. | 20041 26000 |. .ncncncera! DE liiewcadat 
Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay_| 46,966 | 195,000 | 110,000 |.._-.-..|-------- 
Morehead City Harbor. --.| 363, 540 256, 080 | 265, 000 120, ee 
Wallace Channel, Pamlico |.......-.--|.....----- 50,000 | 50,000 |_...--.-- 
Sound. | | | 
Wilmington Harbor-------- | 424, 72 428,220 | 500,000 |100,000 |..-.---- 
SOUTH CAROLINA | | | 
Atlantic inland waterway | 246,209 | 341,250 BE GNP toa ncenealaqcsvusa 
(Charleston). | 
Charleston Harbor.......-- | 766,816 | 568, 910 | 500, 000 }.......- 25, 000 
| 
Georgetown Harbor-.------ | 240,134 | 443,630 | 394,000 |_.....--|---.---- 
Port Royal Harbor--...---- | 52,500 | 136, 500 | 150,000 | 90,000 |_...---- 
Shipyard River-_.--.--.-..-.- | 256,060 | 203,470 | 280,000 |......--|-------- 
Other projects maintained | | 307,102 | 901,400 |......-..-.-|---..---|-------- 
periodically. 
Total, channels and (5,339, 599 |7,091,100 |....------ S ecceaasiatatSeededaioiias 


harbors. 


1-time | 


| Total | 
fiscal 

| year Remarks 
1961 

$145,000 | Dredging. 
450, 000 Do. 
30, 000 Do 
45, 000 Do. 
150, 000 Do. 

| 

30, 000 Do. 


65,000 | Dredging and 


revetment. 


119, 000 Do. 
8,000 | Revetment 
repair. 

40,000 | Dredging. 

230, 000 | Do. 
50, 000 Do. 
16, 000 Do. 

215, 000 | Do. 

1, 300, 000 Do. 

84,000 | Snagging, opera- 
tion, and main- 
tenance of 
locks. 

45,000 | Dredging. 

20, 000 | Do. 

450,000 | Dredge and op- 


erating project 


| facilities. 
35,000 | Dredging. 
110, 000 Do. 
385, 000 Do. 
100, 000 | Do. 
600, 000 | Do. 
250, 000 Do. 


525,000 | Dredging and 
| dike repairs. 
394, 000 | Do. 
240, 000 Do. 
280, 000 | Do. 
6, 411, 000 





(b) Locks, dams, and canals 


The budget estimate of $2,041,000 for the operation and maintenance of six 
canalized waterway projects in the basin, provides the minimum amount neces- 
sary for operational requirements. The amount requested for maintenance 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day fune- 
tioning of the projects. 





remarks. 


Obligations 





Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) | 








—EE | 


Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated under 


Remarks 





gates, V ilves, 
and other facil- 


Channel clear- 
ing and repair 
project facili- 


Channel clear- 
ing and rip- 
rap repair. 


Dredging; proj- 
ect facilities 


Project facilities 
repairs, initi- 
ate dam No, ! 
repairs and 
install No. 2 
lock gates 


| Total 
; Fiscal Fiscal | Recurring main- | | fiscal 
Project |} year year | tenance year 
1959 | 1960 (es- ee 1-time 1961 | 
| timated) | repairs 
| Annual Peri- | 
odic | 
a | nil eine 
ALARAMA | | | 
Black Warrior, Warrior, |$1, 087, 012|$1, 085, 800/$1, 050, 000! $34, 000/$110, 000/$1, 194, 000} Repair lock 
and Tombigbee Rivers. 
| | ities. 
FLORIDA 
} ' | 
Apalachicola, Chattahoo- | 318,392) 238,210) 244, 000)____- Me sctan 244, 000 
chee, and Flint Rivers. | | 
Okeechobee waterway -.- 271, 000 106, 920 80,000; 71,000) 54, 000 205, 000 
} | 
| ties. 
Oklawaha River_......- 54, 488 37, 170 17,000} 11, 000}__- _| 28, 000) 
} | | | } 
| 
LOUISIANA | | 
} | 
Pearl River, La. and Miss. 37,975 76, 610 43,000; 12,000)_..__- 55, 000 
| | | 
| | repairs. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
| j } } } | 
Cape Fear River above 83, 577 221,750} 100, 000 9, 000} 206,000} 315, 000) 
Wilmington. | | 
| | | 
| | | 
} | | 
| | 
Total locks, dams, | 1, 852, 444) 1, 766, 460} mimaiwepab lanes I ci cshedatiorsick |} 2,041, 000 
and canals. | 


Total navigation.-_._- 


Di EE Es Sct wt ccetlowtndeeslanwacewe 8, 452, 000 
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2. FLOOD CONTROL 


(hb) Channel work, inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance 


The budget estimate of $178,000 provides for the minimum annual and periodic 
maintenance requirements of the local flood protection project and inspection of 


13 completed works during the budget year. 


Periodic and one-time requirements 


are indicated under remarks, 


Project 


FLORIDA 


Central and southern Flor- | 
ida. 
| 


Inspection of completed 
works. 

Total flood control, | 
channel work, in- 
spection, and mis- | 
cellaneous mainte- | 
nance. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
ee cre tee ee 
Total, 
fiscal 
year 
1961 


Recurring main- | 
tenance | | 

1-time 

repairs 


Fiscal 
year 
1960 (es- |_ 

| timated) 


Fiscal 
year 
1959 


Remarks 


| : 
| Annual | Peri- 
| odic | 


| 





| | 
| 
$164, 479 | $185,630 | $131,000 |$32,000 |$12,000 | $175, 000 


| | | | | 


703 | 910 | 3,000 | 


Project facilities, 
repairs, and 
replacements. 

3, 000 

186, 540 | 


165, 182 | 178, 000 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


3. MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 


The budget estimat 
multiple-purpose proj 
tional requirements. 


e of $1,772,000 for the operation and maintenance of four 
ects provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
The amount requested recurring annually is the necessary 


operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials 


and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the projects. 


Periodic and 


one-time requirements are indicated under ‘‘Remarks’’ below. 


FLORIDA 


Jin Woodruff Dam (Lake 
Seminole). 


CEORCIA 


Allatoona Reservoir______.. 
Buford Dam (Lake Sidney 
_Lanier). 

Clark Hill Reservoir__. 


Total multiple-pur- 
pose projects. 


Grand __ total, Gulf | 
and South Atlantic | 


Basin 


| $408, 144 | 


1, 531, 836 





—_— 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) 
Fiscal r , => 
year 
1960 (es- 
timated) 


| Bee 
| | 


Fiscal 
year 
1959 


Recurring main- | 
tenance Total 
fiscal 
year 
1961 


Remarks 
__| 1-time | 
repairs 
Annual | Peri- 
| odic 





| 

| | 

| | 

$430, 470 | $456,000 |$38, 000 |$21, 000 | $515, 000 | 
| } } 


Repair project 
facilities. 


315, 000 | 
352, 000 


288, 000 
345, 000 


283; 552 
265, 601 


272, 770 | 
296, 940 


27, 000 | 
7, 000 


| 
| } | 
574, 539 574, 000 | 16,000 | 590, 000 | 


576, 990 | 


, 577, 170 | 1, 772, 000 


$8, 889, 061 |10,621,270 10,402,000 
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REMAINING ITEMS elaps 

shoul 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS cary 

oraer 

y sag : dam: 

Mr. Rapnavut. We shall take up the remaining items. “Th 
General investigations, $2,400,000. Insert pages 3 through 24, 1960 
(The pages referred to follow:) appre 
Ac 

General investigations requ 

1. Examinations and surveys: ds 
CO oe EL ee ee — $10, 000 (4) 

SE) arr aC CR 15, 000 | quest 

(c) Beach-erosion cooperative studies___....._______ a 150, 009 | with 

(d) Special studies: of th 

(4) Coordination studies with other agencies_____ ae 150, 006 | for e 

fi) @aturranane BIMMIOS. ec ce Speers 850, 000 (a) 

2. Collection and study of basic data: 1961 
(a) Stream gaging (Geological Survey) ______-___________-- 235, 000 | Agric 

(b) Precipitation studies (Weather Bureau) ______- eer a 340, 000 f Act 

ee eee nS SN es. ewmennenmécnus 50, 000 | Dece 

(dq) International water studies........................... 60, 000 | temp 

overé 

Total, collection and study of basic data____________- contr 

Depa 

3. Research and development: deter 
(a) Beach erosion development studies____-._.._-__________- 200, 000 } progr 

CO eee ee ene 150, 000 } costl: 

fo) Cavit wares inwestientions. =.==.=-.-=----..<<-<---.. 5c 1, 200, 000 f the ¢ 

(d) Mississippi Basin model: ons 

dc LS liseli ind saga he an ee a 700, 000 — in se 

(2) Mississippi River comprehensive study _______-- 150, 000 | collal 

2 eee coorc 

Total, research and development______.______ 2, 400, 000 R - 

RCL 

JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE oe 

the fi 





I. SURVEYS Corp 


(a) Navigation studies 









contr 
(b) Flood Control Studies Bure 

During the past several years the corps has received a number of authorities studi 
for study of improvements which appeared to be desirable at the time of study of E 
authorization, but the need now no longer exists. A formal report must be made | P® 
to the Congress, but detailed study is not required in view of the obviously un e 
favorable nature of the findings. Among the reasons for the unfavorable nature = 
of the report are— a 

(a) Improvement already provided by other action, either local or Federal. pel 

(b) Improvement no longer desired or needed. Appl 

‘ : ara ; requi 

(c) Local interests unwilling to provide necessary assurances of local co food 
operation. “i 

(d) Improvement obviously not economically justified. —_ 

The costs of these reports range from $100 to $2,00C. 

The amount of $25,000 is requested for preparation of approximately 25 brief Tots 
unfavorable reports. This will essentially eliminate all such reports now in the n : 
survey program backlog. ie 
(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies Appr 

Beach erosion cooperative studies are financed half by the Federal Government Bala 
and half by agencies of local governments. A cooperative study is normally } ‘Co 
initiated upon approval of an application if Federal funds are available for match- TI 
ing the local contribution. Under existing law Federal aid in construction of stud 
shore protection measures up to one-third of the first costs for protection of 0m 
publicly owned property, and privately owned property under certain conditions, Publ 
may be recommended as a result of a cooperative study. Applications for eo Ff. 
operative studies are normally received only for those areas where an acute prob f a 
lem is already in existence. A minimum time of about 1 year is required to com f°” 
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plete even the less complex studies in the field offices, and several more years may 
elapse before authorization of the project by Congress. Sufficient Federal funds 
should therefore be made available to prevent a backlog of unstarted but neces- 
sary studies or any undue delay in prosecuting those studies already begun, in 
order that construction of protective measures can proceed and prevent additional 
damages. 

There are 10 approved studies which require about $197,500 after fiscal year 







































1 24, 1960 for completion. Applications for additional studies involving Federal costs 
approximating $55,000 are under consideration by local agencies. 
Activity in the beach erosion field is increasing. The amount of $150,000 is 
requested for Federal participation in these studies. 
(d) Special studies 
$10, 000 (4) Coordination studies with other agencies.—The amount of $150,000 is re- 
15, 000 | quested for Corps of Engineers activities required for the purpose of coordination 
150, 00) | With other Federal agencies in programs which are primarily the responsibility 
of the other agencies. The various programs involved and the amounts required 
150, 006 | for each are indicated below: 
850, 000 (a) The amount of $75,000 is requested for continuing studies for fiscal year 
1961 to make possible more effective field cooperation with the Department of 
235, 000} Agriculture in its activities under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
340, 000} Act of 1954, as amended. Section 5 of Executive Order No. 10,584, dated 
50, 000} December 18, 1954, requires that cognizance be taken of constructed and con- 
60, 000 | templated upstream and downstream works, with a view to developing the best 
______} overall basin programs. As the agency responsible for the overall basin flood 
, 860, 000 | control feature of such basin programs, the Corps of Engineers must provide the 
—___ | Department of Agriculture with information on proposed undertakings and must 
determine the probable effect on such undertakings of contemplated watershed 
200, 000} programs. Moreover, if found necessary to attainment of the best and least 
150, 000 } costly basin program, as called for by the Executive order previously referred to, 
|, 200, 000 | the corps must adjust its plans accordingly. To enable it to meet these obliga- 
tions, the Corps of Engineers undertakes special studies of the interrelationships 
700. 000 | in selected river basins. To the extent possible such studies are carried out in 
150, 000} collaboration with the Department of Agriculture in an effort to achieve the 
____. | coordination required by Executive Order No. 10,584. 
>, 400, 000} _ (6) The amount of $40,000 is requested for cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, during fiscal year 1961, in evaluating the effect upon floods of 
proposed reclamation projects. Studies made by the Bureau of Reclamation of 
the flood control features of proposed reclamation projects are submitted to the 
Corps of Engineers with a request for a review and a determination of the flood 
control benefits. The Corps of Engineers utilizes the data collected by the 
Bureau, but makes an independent study and examination of the project. The 
uthorities studies of the two agencies are coordinated at field level. The report of the Chief 





of Engineers is utilized by the Secretary of the Interior in making allocation of 
project costs to flood control. 

(c) The amount of $35,000 is requested for studies by the Corps of Engineers 
of the flood control features of proposed small reclamation projects under Public 
Law 984, 84th Congress. These studies will be performed as a service to the 
applicants for loans and nonreimbursable grants by the Secretary of the Interior. 
Application of Federal flood control policy to ‘small reclamation projects” would 
tequire the Federal Government to bear the cost of determining the value of the 
flood control benefits, since under the Flood Control Acts the Federal Government 
bears the cost of investigations and surveys. 


» of study 
t be made 
iously un 
ble nature 









or Federal. 
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(5) Hurricane studies 
IRAN A A a als cieabibsinintnmibr $7, 600, 000 
Appropriations through June 30, 1959______._._---------------- 4, 602, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1960__...._.._....--------------- i 926, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1961__...._---..--------- 850, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1961______._......---_---- 1, 222, 000 


' Cost estimate being revised. 


ly 25 brief 
10W in the 
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The amount of $850,000 is requested for fiscal year 1961 to continue the survey 
study of hurricane characteristics, forecasting and warning services, and economie 
measures of protection, initiated in fiscal year 1956 under the authorization of 
Public Law 71, 84th Congress. The sum of $926,000 was provided for this 
purpose in fiscal year 1960. The presently estimated cost of the study is about 
$7,600,000. 
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The hurricanes of recent years, particularly those of 1938, 1944, 1954, 1955, 
and 1957 have caused extensive and unprecedented damage to property and large 
loss of life along the eastern and gulf seaboards. Those of 1954, particularly, 
resulted in tremendous damages to shore and other property estimated at Over 
$300 million in New England alone, and additional damages occurred southward 
to the Carolinas. The hurricanes of August and October 1955, in addition, 
pr oduced rainfalls of record proportions in many coastal river basins between North 

Carolina and New England, causing some of the greatest flood damage and 
devastation experienced in single flood events in the United States, when over 
200 lives were lost and direct damages alone were estimated to be in excess of 
$750 million. Serious damage along the gulf coast and loss of more than 300 
lives were caused by the hurricane of June 1957. 

The hurricane study is proceeding in cooperation with the Weather Bureay 
and other Federal and State agencies. Work accomplished by the Weather 
Bureau which is needed for the hurricane study and not as part of the regular 
Weather Bureau authorized program, will be reimbursed from the corps’ appro- 
priations. Any work of a similar nature required from other agencies and needed 
for the hurricane study but not for the regularly authorized work of such agencies, 
also will be reimbursed. Except for the Weather Bureau, it is not anticipated 
that reimbursements of this nature will be other than minor amounts. The 
cooperation between the corps and other agencies concerned with hurricanes is 
in conjunction with the authorizing act and will form a basis for sound con 
clusions in reaching the desired objectives. 

Funds provided in fiscal vear 1960 are being used for hydrometeorological 
and hydrodynamie studies of hurricanes, damage surveys, and project feasibility 
analyses and interim reports at a number of localities. The funds requested 
for fiscal year 1961 will permit the completion of interim reports on several other 
critical shore areas that have experienced excessive damage, and further progress 
on studies of forecasting and engineering measures to minimize future loss of 
life and property damage. 


2. COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 


(a) Stream gaging (Geological Survey) 


In the planning, design, and operation of projects for flood control, navigation, 
hydroelectric power development, and other water uses, continuous records of 
streamflow data over a long period of years are of prime importance. These 
streamflow records provide a measure of the water resources available for useful 
purposes, including low-water flows during drought periods as well as the magni- 
tude of floods to be controlled, during the periods of observation. The records 
also provide a means of extrapolating additional information when studied in 
conjunction with storms producing the observed runoff. The value of these 
streamflow records is largely dependent upon uninterrupted station operation over 
a long period of years in which a maximum range of discharge from minimum t 
maximum flows may be observed. 

The U.S. Geological Survey, under its normal functions, maintains a primary 
network of stream-gaging stations that was planned to meet the general needs of 
the public insofar as available funds permitted. Inasmuch as this basic network 
was not sufficiently dense in all regions to provide suitable records of streamflov 
for use in planning, design, and operation of specific river improvement projects 
for which the Department of the Army is responsible, funds have been transferred 
to the Geological Survey in recent years to cover in part the cost of installing and 
operating specific stream-gaging stations necessary for such purposes. To con 
tinue the operation of these stations that are of special importance to the Corps 0 
Engineers in connection with authorized activities, a total of $1,808,000 would be 
required by the Geological Survey during fiscal year 196!, exclusive of funds 
received by that agency from other cooperative sources. This total amount it- 
cludes funds to be transferred by the Department of the Army to the Geological 
Survey, as well as funds appropriated directly to the Survey expressly for use it 
operation of stream-gaging stations required by the Corps of E ngineers. 

Of the total of $1,808,000, it is expected that $297,000 will be included in the 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1961 submitted by the Geological Survey for 
expenditure on the stream-gaging program require d by the Department of the 
Army. The amount of $235,000 is included in the Corps of Engineers budge! 
estim: te under “Collection and study of basic data for transfer to the Geological 
Survey.” In addition to the above amounts, it is estimated that funds in the 
amount of $1,276,000 will also be transferred to the Geological Survey from fund 
budgeted elsewhere for authorized projects and studies. 
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Precipitation studies (Weather Bureau) 


Two separate activities are funded under 
and (2) 


this item: 
a technical service organization in the Weather Bureau. 
activities are discussed in the following paragraphs. 


A rain-gage program, 
Each of these 


(1) The hydroclimatic network of precipitation stations operated by the 
U.S. Weather Bureau was established in 1940 to supplement the network of 
meteorological stations with additional precipitation stations, particularly of the 
continuous recording type, so as to provide the Corps of Engineers with a density 
of stations and type of record that would be adequate for present and future 
development of water resources. While required and fully justified for specific 
river improvement projects for which the Department of the Army is responsible, 
the program is also partially satisfying a long-existent deficiency in recording 
precipitation data. The Presidents Advisory Committee on Water Resources 
Policy, the Hoover Commission, and other top e — ‘lon committees, after investi- 
gating programs and practices for developing the Nation’s water resources, have 
all strongly recommended sizable increases in the number of stations for the 
collection of basic data. The recording precipitation data collected under this 
program, and for which there is no substitute, are used by all Federal, State, and 
other agencies and individuals dealing with water resources. As with all 
hydrologic data, the value of the record is largely dependent upon uninterrupted 
station operation. 

(2) _— hydrometeorological studies required by the Corps of Engineers are 
made by the Weather Bureau. This activity includes a review of the meteoro- 
logical aspects of the storm study program conducted by the Corps of Engineers 
in the planning, design, and operation of water control structures. As a result 
of this review activity, the Weather Bureau has developed a new and unique 
science of estimating probable maximum precipitation. Numerous probable 
maximum precipitation estimates are required annually in order to provide the 
Corps of Engineers with basie meteorological data needed to insure the adequate 
design of large structures whose failure would result in disastrous loss of life and 
property. 

The amount of $340,000 is needed during fiscal year 1961 for transfer to the 
Weather Bureau for the above esse nti: il programs. In addition to this amount, 
it is estimated that an amount of $420,000 will be transferred to the Weather 
Bureau from funds budgeted else where for authorized projects and studies. 


(c) Fish and wildlife studies 


Funds in the amount of $50,000 are needed to permit detailed st udies and reports 
on individual navigation and flood control projects of the Corps of Engineers 
throughout the United States, exclusive of the Missouri River Basin, which are 
not vet authorized for construction and which are not listed separately for special 
study in the ‘“‘General investigations” section of the budget. 

By law (act of Aug. 14, 1946; 60 Stat. 1080), the Fish and Wildlife Service is 
required to determine the effects on fish and wildlife resources of water-control 
projects of the Corps of Engineers and other Federal agencies and private agencies 
under Federal license and to recommend measures for the protection of these 
resources. The act authorizes the transfer of funds for these investigations to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service from moneys appropriated to the C orps of Engineers 
and other Federal construction agencies for surveying, engineering, or construc- 
tion, and provides that the costs of the investigations are to be treated as project 
costs. 

In its studies of corps’ projects in the preauthorization stage, the Service deter- 
mines whether the net effects will be beneficial or detrimental to fish and wildlife. 
If detrimental effects are anticipated, the Service report on the project recommends 
specific measures for preventing or reducing losses to these resources. The corps’ 
report on the same project discusses these recommendations and indicates their 
acceptability. Mutually acceptable damage-prevention measures are then 
included in the project plans and the costs of these measures are included as an 
integral part of project costs in accordance with the provisions of the act of 
August 14, 1946. 

Recommended damage-prevention measures include minimum releases from 
reservoirs to protect downstream fisheries; minimum pools in reservoirs to main- 
tain reservoir fisheries; protective screening to prevent fish from entering turbine 
intakes and diversions; fish passage facilities; fish hatcheries to maintain runs 


artificially where passage is not feasible; selective reservoir clearing to facilitate 
fish and wildlife utilization; and acquisition and dev elopment of land areas to serve 
In some instances, 


a compensatory wildlife habitat. in addition to damage- 
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prevention measures, the Service also recommends, when appropriate, that certain 
public lands and waters acquired for project use and deemed suitable for wildlife 
Management purposes, be made available to State or Federal conservation 
agencies, subject to agreements mutually acceptable to the Secretaries of the 
Army and Interior and the head of the appropriate State conservation 
department. 

he funds requested herein ($50,000) will permit the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to conduct detailed studies. 


(d) International waters studies 


The United States is obligated by international agreement to actively partici- 
pate in a number of engineering and control boards to study and control inter- 
national streams and watersheds which mutually affect the United States and 
the bordering nations. Studies of international water problems have expanded 
appreciably in recent years and adequate support must be given this activity if 
the United States is to continue to maintain its position in boundary water 
matters. Members of the Corps of Engineers are appointed to represent the 
United States on the following international boards of control: Niagara, St. 
Lawrence River, Lake Superior, Lake Champlain, Prairie Portage, Lake of the 
Woods, Kootenay Lake, Osoyoos Lake, Rainy Lake, St. Croix River, Columbia 
River, the International Niagara Committee, and the following engineerin 
boards: Columbia River, Passamaquoddy, St. Johns River, St. Croix River, ual 
Souris-Red River; and the International Joint Commission Columbia River Work 
Group. 

Partioalatly heavy workloads currently are being carried by the Columbia 
River Engineering Committee and the Columbia River Work Group in connection 
with problems arising from proposals of Canada to divert waters of the Upper 
Columbia River and by the International St. Lawrence Board of Control in 
connection with studies and operating plans for the international St. Lawrence 
Seaway and power projects. 

The amount of $60,000 is needed during fiscal year 1961 in order that the 
Corps of Engineers can properly participate in these international boards and 
committees. 

3. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


(a) Beach erosion development studies 


The amount of $200,000 is required in fiscal year 1961 for the conduct of 
general beach erosion development studies as authorized and directed by existing 
law. The amount requested, along with the anticipated reimbursable project 
workload, will permit continuation of the research program of the Beach Erosion 
Board on a basis consistent with present personnel capabilities, laboratory 
facilities, and progress norms established through prior years of operation. The 
purpose of the studies made under this program are to enlarge and improve the 
existing understanding of shore processes and shore protection methods, thereby 
leading to the design of more effective and more economical shore corrective 
measures. The studies deal with physical phenomena, techniques, basic 
principles, and remedial or control measures related to shore protection and 
improvement. They provide general criteria which may be applied to the sound 
and economic solution of shore erosion problems at specific localities resulting 
from normal and storm waves and from hurricanes. Results of these studies are 
published and disseminated to other Federal, State, and local agencies and 
individuals having need for this information. The Beach Erosion Board is the 
only agency in the United States devoting significant and continuing effort to 
the development of more effective and economic methods of shore protection and 
improvement. 

Srosion damage on the coasts of the United States is widespread and huge 
sums have been expended by local interests for protective measures, a large pro- 

ortion of which have been ineffective or even detrimental. Existing technical 
snowledge of shore processes is inadequate, resulting in many past instances in 
construction of ineffective and uneconomic remedies. The development and 
research program of the Beach Erosion Board is systematically bridging these 
gaps in knowledge. This $200,000 program is necessary to support the research 
activity at a level consistent with the overall scope of the needs of shore erosion 
control, and to make effective use of Board testing equipment (including the 
very large wave test facility which has recently been put into operation at the 
Board’s laboratory). The findings of this program are in many cases directly 


applicable to studies dealing with the protection of coastal areas from hurricane 
wave attack. 
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(b) Hydrologic studies 


General.—The hydrologic studies included under this item are essential basic 
activities which provide a background of information and experience which is 
subsequently drawn upon in the optimum design, construction, and operation of 
water control structures. These basic studies are conducted by field offices of 
the Corps of Engineers and are included in this item only because they are not 
clearly chargeable to authorized projects or reports. A discussion of each of the 
studies is presented below: 

(1) Storm studies.—An investigation of major storms is conducted by the Corps 
of Engineers for the purpose of accumulating comprehensive data for the most 
important past and current storms. Basic precipitation data from all available 
sources are compiled and analyzed to determine critical depth-area-duration 
relationships for the storms as they actually occurred. These data are necessary 
in the evaluation of flood producing potentialities of river basins as related to the 
proper planning, design, and operation of water control structures. 

(2) General hydrologic studies —These studies are essential to the development 
of criteria on which to base the design and operation of flood control projects. 
The criteria derived from these studies are required in determining economic 
justifications, capacity of flood control works, provisions for security against 
failure of the project during extreme flood emergencies, proper design for optimum 
performance, economy of construction and proper operating procedures after 
completion of construction. The studies include analysis of the relations between 
rainfall and resulting runoff, snow studies, flood forecasting, analysis of past 
floods, infiltration indices, unit hydrographs, development of flood hydrographs, 
and other studies of related hydrologic nature. 

(3) Sedimentation studies—These studies, such as the collection of suspended 
and bed load data, data on degradation, aggradation and delta formations, investi- 
gations of sediment transportation characteristics of natural streams, and lab- 
oratory studies, are necessary to provide a general knowledge and background 
on which to base the planning, design, and operation of water control structures. 
One of the major efforts under this item is a cooperative interagency project for 
investigating methods used in measurement and analysis of sediment loads in 
streams. This project is conducted at the St. Anthony Falls Hydraulic Laboratory 
and is sponsored by the subcommittee on sedimentation, interagency committee 
on water resources. 

(4) Corps of Engineers streamflow and rainfall data,—In addition to the coopera- 
tive items (2a) and (2b) above, the Corps of Engineers independently operates 
certain stream gaging and rainfall stations that are not included in the programs 
carried on in cooperation with the Geological Survey and the Weather Bureau. 
These noncooperative general-coverage stations, which are not assignable to any 
specific project or report, are usually required in connection with some special 
study or purpose. Due to the special nature of the stations and the fact that they 
are operated for a limited time only, their inclusion in the cooperative program 
is impracticable. 

The amount of $150,000 is needed during fiscal year 1961 in order that field 
offices of the Corps of Engineers may carry out the essential and basic activities 
described above. 

(c) Civil works investigations 


The amount of $1,200,000 is requested for fiscal year 1961 to continue engineer- 
ing investigations designed to assist in the solution of unsolved or incompletely 
solved problems associated with design, construction, operation and maintenance 
of civil works projects. The investigations are grouped into the six broad engi- 
neering fields indicated below for which funds are needed in the amount shown 
in the following table: 


Amount re- 
quired for fiscal 
Field: year 1961 


Structural $105, 000 
Hydrology ; ; 96, 000 
Electrical and mechanical 17, 000 
Soils and geology : 96, 000 
Concrete 298, 500 
Hydraulics 426, 300 


Total -. 1, 038, 800 
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The remaining $161,200 is needed for operation of the research center at the 
waterways experiment station ($120,000), coordination of the civil works investiga- 
tions program by waterways experiment station ($5,000), and for studies of the 
application of high speed electronic computers (electronic data processing systems) 
to the solution of engineering problems ($36,200). 

In the fiscal year 1961, the funds will be applied to 77 individual investigations 
divided among the 6 fields of engineering as follows: 


Number 

o of investi- 
Field: gations 
Structural ees os ene Ae ; ; 10 
Hydrology ee ee ee ar ; ; 10 
Electrical and mechanieal_____--_- oe eas . 9 
Soils and geology----_--_--_- ere ha eS en < 9 
Concrete 2 aC ee . eee es ; . 14 
Hydraulics ___- : See ere 3 32 
Total Ue ek owe tah coke eet. ae 1 i ; é 77 


These investigations relate to engineering problems which are encountered over 
a wide segment of the area of the civil functions work performed by the Corps of 
Engineers. The solutions are widely applicable to design, construction and opera- 
tion of civil works projects. 

In the structural category, investigations will be conducted on the stresses and 
deflections of U-type navigation locks, hydrostatic forces under floodwalls, and 
the behavior of reinforced concrete flood control channels for the purpose of verify- 
ing safety and stability and as a means of developing improved (and more eco- 
nomical) designs. Studies of the durability of prestressed, post-tensioned and 
plain reinforced concrete beams under severe exposure conditions, and of the time- 
dependent deformation of concrete will be continued. Investigations of paints, 
protective coatings, and resin bonding agents for protection and repair of hydraulic 
structures are also included. No new items are proposed. 

In the field of hydrology, investigations include: studies of hydrologic data and 
methods of evaluating and utilizing hydrologic data to effect improvements in 
planning and design of flood control reservoir projects; and extension and refine- 
ment of high speed and intermediate scale electronic computer programs for stream 
flow routing and daily reservoir storage operations. Studies of the influence of 
dry year flows on the operation of dual purpose reservoirs and development and 
improvement of equipment for measuring, recording and relaying rainfall, stream- 
flow and snow-depth data to centralized locations will continue. Measurement of 
rainfall and runoff from various types of topography and development of methods 
for forecasting of water levels in the Great Lakes will also be continued. No new 
items are proposed. 

In the electrical and mechanical category, experimental field tests of the mitiga- 
tion of corrosion of submerged metals at hydraulic structures by the cathodic 
protection method will be continued. An improved hopper dredge pump design 
will be completed, and the prototype model will be procured and tested. No new 
items are proposed. 

Under soils mechanics and geology, compilation of past and current design 
criteria and the preparation of a uniform laboratory manual covering soils testing 
will continue, and recent developments in soils mechanics laboratory equipment 
will be tested and evaluated for possible use. Studies will be made to develop 
test methods for control of the compaction of cohesionless materials, to investi- 
gate the influence of particle size on standard triaxial compression and com- 
paction tests, and to determine stress-strain characteristics of compacted soils 
for the purpose of improving on design criteria. Two new items will be initiated: 
the evaluation of field vane shear tests as a means to measure strength of soft 
clays in place, as compared to removing samples for laboratory test and a pre- 
liminary study directed toward correlating rock properties, blasting practices, 
and sizes of loosened rock produced 

In the field of concrete, work will include investigations designed to improve 
test methods and evaluation procedures for concrete and concrete materials; 
improve methods of evaluating aggregates normally considered unsuitable for 
use and development of means by which such aggregates can be safely utilized 
when aggregates of undeniable quality are not economically available; correlate 
behavior of selected concrete structures with the aggregate characteristics; 
investigate methods for improving the proportioning of mass concrete mixtures; 
improve the properties of mass concrete and reduce its cost by the use of Portland 
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cement replacements including natural and treated pozzolans, natural cement, 
slag cement and other suitable materials; evaluate the influence of types of portland 
cement and properties of portland cement on the quality and characteristics of 
concrete; and improve construction equipment and procedures for production of 
concrete to effect improvements in quality and reductions in cost. No new items 
are proposed. 

In the field of hydraulics, measurements of velocities, pressures, forces and 
vibrations on model and prototype hydraulic structures will continue for 
the purpose of improving design criteria and design methods. Investigations 
will be continued to determine the basic laws governing tidal flow and salt water 
intrusion in coastal rivers and harbors and their effects on navigation currents 
and shoaling with a view to improving harbor design and reducing maintenance 
dredging costs. Studies of the effects of waves, littoral currents, and tidal flow 
through coastal inlets on beach and inlet stability and means of stabilizing them by 
jetties, groins, and other methods will be continued. Pressures and wave forces 
on breakwaters are also being studied in order to develop more economical break- 
water designs and reduce maintenance costs. Improvements in lock filling and 
emptying systems are being developed to meet modern requirements for higher- 
lift and longer locks and faster filling and emptying times. Investigations will 
continue on the causes and prevention of cavitation erosion of hydraulic structures 
subjected to high-velocity flow. Model testing techniques, procedures, and 
instrumentation will be improved. Standard designs for spillways, outlet struc- 
tures, stilling basins, gates, and valves are being developed to reduce design costs. 
The newly completed high-head testing facility at Detroit Dam will be used to 
test gates and valves under full operating heads which will eliminate the errors 
due to small-scale tests used before. One new item, preparation and publication 
of areport on field experience with Kellner-type jetties which have proven success- 
ful in controlling the banks of alluvial rivers, such as the Rio Grande, will be 
initiated and completed. 

Under engineering application of electronic data processing systems, a computer 
program will be completed for correlating hydraulic factors and turbine and 
generator characteristics most efficiently to meet variations in external load 
demands at hydropower plants. 

These investigations are essential to continuation of progress on improvements 
in design, construction, and operation and maintenance of civil works projects. 
They constitute an engineering tool for reducing construction cost, providing for 
improved performance and reducing the cost of operation and maintenance of 
hydraulic features of civil works projects. Appreciable saving in cost of civil 
works projects have resulted from previous investigations, and safer and more 
utilitarian structures have also resulted. While much progress has already been 
made, answers are still needed to many vexing engineering problems. 

The Research Center of the Waterways Experiment Station maintains and 
operates the principal technical library of the Corps of Engineers; conducts litera- 
ture researches for Corps of Engineers field installations and WES: maintains a 
technical literature translation service, and edits, publishes, and distributes all 
technical reports of the Corps of Engineers. The service is widely utilized and 
isan essential component of the investigative program of the Corps of Engineers. 

Coordination of CWI by Waterways Experiment Station consists essentially 
of providing technical assistance to other field installations to which CWI projects 
are assigned for prosecution. 


(@) Mississippi Basin model 

The Mississippi Basin model at the Jackson suboffice of the Corps of Engineers 
Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Miss., was initiated in 1943 with 
prisoner-of-war labor on the Federal reservation near Clinton, Miss. The com- 
pleted model will be a reproduction to scale of the Mississippi River and its major 
tributaries. Figure 1 shows the extent of the model and the status of construction. 

The Secretary of War in 1945 established a Mississippi Basin Model Board, with 
responsibility for determining policies and programs for subsequent development 
and operation of the model. The original and primary purpose of the model was 
to develop plans for the coordinated operation of the reservoir system in the 
Mississippi Basin; this purpose has been expanded to include investigations for 
planning, design, and coordinated operation of all flood control works in the basin. 

Coordination of the operation of the great interrelated system of flood control 
Works within the vast area of the Mississippi Basin is becoming more complex 
each year as the completion of individual projects expands the overall system. 
Within this area there are, existing, authorized, or proposed, approximately 200 
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reservoirs, several thousand miles of levees, and many other flood-control strye. 
tures. Those completed and under construction to date represent an investment 
of more than $5.4 billion. In addition, projects exceeding $3.2 billion have bee, 
authorized. The design and operation of this vast and intricate system must he 
closely coordinated and controlled on an overall basis if maximum local and basip. 
wide benefits are to be realized. 

Flood routing on simple streams can be accomplished satisfactorily by analytica) 
methods, but the problem becomes quite complicated when applied to a river 
system of the size and complexity of the Mississippi Basin. The time required 
to analyze the many probable flood combinations and to determine all of the 
important effects of timing, storage, and discharge throughout the basin would 
be prohibitive if such investigations were confined solely to mathematical pro. 
cedures. However, the Mississippi Basin model offers a means of integrating 
rapidly and automatically the results of any probable sequences and combina 
tions of floods from the Mississippi and its tributaries, and will assist in obtaining 
reliable answers to many problems not readily susceptible of solutions by analyti- 
cal procedures. Because of the ease with which variables can be introduced ip 
the model, once a basic setup has been made, a large number of conditions cap 
be tested in a relatively short time. Effects at all points throughout the whol 
lengths of the river valleys and vast flood plains can be easily seen as well a 
directly measured, whereas effects can be obtained only at key points by com. 
putational procedures. Thus, the use of the model will permit all phases of a 
problem to be explored in detail and will produce a more extensive and authentic 
solution or answer. 

For example, the completed portion of the model was used to aid in flood 
fighting activities during the great flood of April 1952 on the Missouri River, 
Its use aided materially in delineating areas to be flooded, in locating critical 
points on levees, and by assisting in the timings of evacuations of areas that wer 
later flooded. The information thus furnished from the model was a major factor 
in preventing more than $65 million of damages. 

For these reasons it is considered that the Mississippi Basin model is a necessary 
tool for the development and refinement of plans for the construction and coordi 
nated operation of flood control works on a basinwide scale. The element of 
time for completion of this project is of importance, as the major basinwide 
benefit to be derived from the model cannot be realized until the overall model 
has been completed. 

(1) Construction of Mississippi Basin model.—The amount of $700,000 is 
requested for fiscal year 1961 to continue construction and adjustment of the 
Mississippi Basin model at the Jackson suboffice of the Waterways Experiment 
Station, Vicksburg, Miss. 

The total cost of construction of the model through June 1956 was $6,731,400 
This cost was prorated to flood-control projects within the area covered by the 
overall model limits; thus, the cost of model construction through fiscal year 1956 
Was assessed as an engineering expense against flood control projects under 
construction at the time throughout the basin. Funds in the amounts od 
$400,000, $810,000, $590,000, and $682,500 were provided for continuation of 
construction and adjustment of the model during fiscal years 1957, 1958, 1959, 
and 1960, respectively, by direct appropriations by Congress. The expenditure 
of these funds will bring the total cost of construction of the model, including 
model adjustment during fiscal years 1957-60, to $9,213,900 through June 1960. 

The estimated cost of completing the model in accordance with an orderly, 
systematic work program is $4,986,100. Thus, the total cost will be about 
$14,200,000. 

(2) Mississippi River comprehensive study.—The amount of $150,000 is requested 
for fiscal year 1961 to continue the initial phase of a Mississippi River compre 
hensive study on the completed portion of the Mississippi Basin model above 
Memphis, Tenn. 

The fiscal year 1959 construction program has extended the completed portion 
of the model to Arkansas City, Ark., on the Mississippi River, thus providing 40 
operable unit that will include the Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to its 
mouth; the Mississippi River from Hannibal, Mo., to Arkansas City, Ark.; the 
Ohio River from Louisville, Ky., to its mouth, the lower portions of the Wabash, 
Cumberland, and Tennessee Rivers, and the Arkansas River from Tulsa, Okla, 
to its mouth. 

In fiscal year 1959 a start on the overall objectives of the model were initiated 
on the completed portion of the model above Memphis, Tenn. The primary 
objectives of this initial basinwide testing program are to assist in improving the 
operation of the reservoir system in the Mississippi River Basin, in determining 
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the benefits that can be expected from optimum operation of the reservoir system, 
and in developing the project flood for the lower Mississippi River. During the 
next several years it is planned to gradually increase the effort on the basnwiide 
study in accordance with an orderly program to insure full utilization of the 
expanding completed portion of the model. 


CLEANUP OF REPORTS TO CONGRESS 


Mr. Rasavut. You are requesting $25,000 to clean up reports to 
Congress on projects previously studied and found unfeasible. Is 
this not just a case of your not having finished up work which was 
once actually financed? 

Colonel Goopsett. No, sir. This is an amount which will] actually 
clean up some studies which have been on our backlog which have 
not been previously cleaned up, which we feel are reports that will 
result in their being submitted as unfavorable reports for various 
reasons. One might be because the improvements have already been 
provided by other action, either local or Federal; the improvements 
are no longer desired or needed; the local interests are unwilling to 
cooperate to the extent required; or the improvement is not econom- 
ically justified. 

BEACH EROSION STUDIES 


Mr. Rasaut. How many beach erosion projects, for which you 
are requesting $150,000 for cooperative studies, are purely for the 
purpose of protecting swimming beaches? Suppose you put a list in 
the record to answer this question. 

Colonel GoopsELL. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. We will take the total of all projects, their locations, 
and include the ones which are swimming beaches and identify them. 

Colonel GoopsEetu. Very well, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


BEeacH EROSION COOPERATIVE STUDIES 


The cooperative beach erosion studies now scheduled for prosecution with the 
$150,000 requested for fiscal year 1961 are listed below. With the exception of the 
beach involved in the study of Ocracoke to Cape Lookout, N.C. (outer banks), 
all of these beaches are now used for swimming purposes. These studies, which 
are financed half by the Federal Government and half by local governmental 
agencies provide the basis for Federal participation in shore protection for the 
“* * * purpose of preventing damage * * * and promoting and encouraging 
the healthful recreation of the people * * *” as authorized by Public Law 727, 
79th Congress as amended by Public Law 826, 84th Congress. 

Falmouth, Mass. ! 

East Rockaway Inlet-Norton Point, N.Y.? 
Staten Island, N.Y.? 

Ocracoke to Cape Lookout, N.C. (outer banks) 3 
Hunting Island Beach, 8.C.! 

Southern California, appendix VII 2 
Northern California, appendix VIII ! 
Waikiki Beach, Hawaii ! 

Haleiwa Beach, Hawaii ! 

Bakers Haulover Inlet, Fla. ! 4 

Broward County, Fla. ? 4 


' The swimming and other recreational values of the beach areas have resulted in investments in assoviated 
commercial activities as well as public facilities for beach use. The studies are needed to determine plans of 
protection for not only the beaches themselves, but also for the commercial and beach use facilities and the 
investments therein. 

*In addition to benefits from preservation of a swimming beach and protection of recreation-related 
structures, improvement also would provide protection for extensive residential developments. 

§ Although improvement of this barrier beach would be for protection of the mainland, future development 
4s a park area and use for swimming is likely. 

‘Study not yet anthorized but formal application is anticipated at an early date. 
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN MODEL 


Mr. Ranaut. The Mississippi River Basin model for which you are 
requesting $700,000 will cost $14,200,000, of which all but $4,986,000 
has been spent. How does this tie in to your comprehensive review 
of the lower Mississippi River? Give us some examples of how this 
model has saved any money in the development and control of the 
river. 

Colonel GoopseELL. This model, sir, is for use in determining just 
how we can improve the overall operation of the reservoir system of 
the Mississippi River and its tributaries. As you know, sir, from the 
sketch which is before you, our model covers ‘the Missouri River up- 
stream as far as Sioux City, the Ohio River as far upstream as Louis- 
ville, and it goes from there down those two main tributaries into the 
Mississippi, and eventually our model will cover down to the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

We hope through the use of this model we will be able to regulate 
our reservoirs on the river so we can get the maximum amount of 
benefit from the flow of the river, not only insofar as it might affect 
the local people, but also people all the way along the main stem of 
the stream. 

To go a little further with your question, sir, we used this particular 
model. to the extent that it had been comple ‘ted, in directing our flood 
fight in St. Louis and in those areas during the 1952 floods on the river 
out there. 

Mr. Ranaut. You employed the model? 

Colonel GoopsELL. ‘es, sir. We feel this contributes greatly to 
the efficient operation of the Mississippi Basin. 


(‘ONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Ranaut. Construction, $9,600,000. Insert pages 25 through 
31. : 
(The pages referred to follow: ) 


Construction general 
5. Flood control projects: 
(a) Local protection: 

II. Public Law 685 Be ais $2, 000, 000 
Ill. E mergency bank protection © 300, 000 
LV. Snagging and clearing. 300, 000 
Recreational facilities on completed projects__________-- 500, 000 
. Small authorized projects ats , 000, 000 
. Fish and wildlife studies (Fish and W ildlife Service) _- 500, 000 
11. Small rehabilitation items_ -- - a J pe hada 2, 000, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


5. FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 

(a) Local protection 

(II) Projects not requiring specific legislation.—Section 205 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1948 as amended by Public Law 685, 84th Congress, 2d session, provides 
for the allotment of not more than $10 million annually for construction of small, 
complete flood control projects at locations where such construction has not 
been specifically authorized by Congress. This legislation specifies that not more 
than $400,000 from any fiscal year appropriation shall be allocated at any single 
locality, that each project be economically justified, and that provisions ‘of local 
cooperation prescribed by section 3 of the Flood Control Act of 1936, as amended, 
shall apply. The program is administered so that a project under this authority 
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is formulated to provide the same complete project and same degree of protection 
that would have been planned and constructed under regular authorization 
procedures. 

Funds in the amount of $2 million are requested in fiscal year 1961 to continue 
the program of construction of engineeringly feasible and economically justified 
small flood control projects at locations throughout the Nation. At the present 
time there are a considerable number of studies underway on projects that will 
fall within this category. Activity under this legislation is increasing. 

(Il) Emergency vank protection.—Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 
provides for an allotment not to exceed $1 million annually for the construction 
of emergency bank protection works to prevent flood damages to highways, 
bridge approaches, and public works, when in the opinion of the Chief of Engi- 
neers such work is advisable. The work under this authority is limited to a cost 
of not more than $50,000 at any single locality in any one fiscal year. 

Funds in the amount of $300,000 are requested in the fiscal year 1961 to-con- 
tinue the program of emergeney bank protection constructed at selected locations 
throughout the Nation where the threat of flood damages to highways, bridge 
approaches, and public works is serious, 

It is considered that the amount requested is the minimum necessary to allow 
work to be performed in fiscal year 1961 at critieal locations. This work will 
prevent flood damage to bridges and highway facilities representing large invest- 
ments of Federal, State, or local funds, and will permit the maintenance of ade- 
quate transportation facilities serving the needs of commerce and agricultural 
production. In other cases, the work performed will protect essential publie 
works, such as municipal water supply systems and sewage disposal plants. 

(IV) Snagging and clearing.—Section 2 of the Flood Control Act of 1937, as 
amended by section 208 of the Flood Control Act of 1954, provides for an allot- 
ment not to exceed $2 million annually for removing accumulated snags and other 
debris, and clearing and straightening of the channels in navigable streams and 
tributaries thereof, in the interest of flood control, provided further that not more 
than $100,000 shall be expended for this purpose for any single tributary from 
he appropriations for any one fiscal vear. 

Funds in the amount of $300,000 are requested in fiscal year 1961 to continue 
the program of channel clearing in streams throughout the United States, where 
such work is necessary in the interest of flood control and where the need is most 
urgent. The work performed will provide flood damage relief for areas where 
accumulated snags and debris and meandering stream channels cause overbank 
flows even during minor storms. Work of this category is accomplished in a short 
period of time, and through prompt reduction in flood damages usually provides 
immediate returns on the Federal investment. 


7. RECREATIONAL FACILITIES ON COMPLETED PROJECTS 


The Chief of Engineers is authorized by section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944, and amendments thereto, to construct, maintain, and operate public park 
and recreational facilities in reservoir areas under the control of the Department 
of the Army, and to permit the construction, operation, and maintenance of such 
facilities by others. It is further provided therein that the water areas of all such 
reservoirs shall be open to public use generally without charge for recreational 
purposes, and that ready access to and exit from such water areas along the shores 
shall be maintained for general public use. 

Public-use facilities constructed by the Corps of Engineers are limited to the 
basic requirements for public access to the water areas as required by law, facilities 
to protect Government-owned property and resources against despoilment, and 
facilities essential for the health and safety of the visiting public within the project 
area. Specific improvements and services for public recreational use have been 
provided by other agencies and individuals under licenses and leases granted by 
the Department of the Army. 

Annual attendance has pyramided from 16 million visitor days in 1950 to about 
35 million in 1958. This necessitates completion of the urgently needed basic 
facilities to avoid serious hazards to both the resources and the using public. 

It has been determined by review of this problem that additional funds are 
needed to provide the requirements at completed projects to establish a satis- 
lactory level of development based on existing annual attendance and increased 
attendance anticipated within the next few years. Funds in the amount of $2,500, 
000 are included in this budget for construction during fiscal year 1961 of urgently 
heeded public-use facilities at completed projects. 
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The funds required for fiscal year 1961 will provide for construction of facilities 
needed to protect the resources of the projects and for the protection of the visiting 
public. These facilities will include access roads and parking areas, public camp. 
ing and picknicking areas, water supply, sanitary facilities, boat launching ramps 
and channels, overlook stations, informational signs and markers, and essential 
safety measures. 

8. SMALL AUTHORIZED PROJECTS 


The work to be accomplished with the $2 million recuested for this activity is 
the construction of a number of navigation, flood control, and shore protection 
improvements. These improvements have been specifcally authorized by the 
Congress, and the total estimated Federal ecst for each is $400,000 or less. Al} 
of the projects to be selected in this category will be economically justified 
improvements or, in the case of some navigation improvements, will provide for 
the safety and convenience of waterway traffic as specified in the authorizing 
legislation. The improvements selected, though requiring a relatively small 
Federal outlay of funds, nevertheless make an important contribution to the local 
economies of their areas in providing needed flood and erosion protection or ip 
facilitating the movement of traffic by water. The selection of projects is made 
by the Secretary of the Army based upon the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers. 


10. FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIES (FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE) 


Funds in the amount of $500,000 are needed to permit detailed studies and re. 
ports on individual navigation and flood control projects of the Corns of Engineer 
throughout the United States, exclusive of the Missouri River Basin, which have 
been authorized for construction. 

By law (act of August 14, 1946; 60 Stat. 1080), the Fish and Wildlife Service 
is required to determine the effects on fish and wildlife resources of water control, 
projects of the Corps of Engineers and other Federal agencies and private agencies 
under Federal license and to recommend measures for the protection of these 
resources. The act authorizes the transfer of funds for these investigations to the 
Fish and Wil?li’e Service from monevs appropriated to the Corps of Engineers 
and other Federal construction agencies for surveving, engineering, or construe 
tion, and provides that the costs of the investigations are to be treated as project 
costs. 

In its studies of corps’ projects in the planning and construction stage, the 
Service determines whether the net effects will be beneficial or detrimental to 
fish and wildli’e. If detrimental effects are anticipated, the Service report on the 
project recommends specific measures for preventing or reducing losses to these 
resources. The Corns of Engineers considers these recommendations and indi- 
cates their acceptabilitv. Mutually acceptable damage-prevention measures are 
then included in the project plans and the costs of these measures are included as 
an integral part of project costs in accordance with the provisions of the act of 
August 14, 1946. 

Recommended damage-prevention measures include minimum releases from 
reservoirs to protect downstream fisheries; minimum pools in reservoir to maintain 
reservoir fisheries; protective screening to prevent fish from entering turbine in- 
takes and diversions; fish passage facilities; fish hatcheries to maintain runs 
artificially where passage is not feasible; selective reservoir clearnig to facilitate 
fish and wildli‘e utilization; and acquisition and development of land areas to 
serve as compensatory wildlife habitat. In some instances, in addition to damage 
prevention measures, the Service also recommends, when appropriate, that cer 
tain public lands and waters acquired for proiect use and deemed suitable for 
wildli*e management purposes, be made available to State or Federal conservation 
agencies, sub‘ect to agreements mutually acceptable to the Secretaries of the Army 
and Interior and the head of the appropraite State conservation department. 

The funds requested herein ($500,000) will permit the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to conduct these studies. 


ll. SMALL REHABILITATION ITEMS 


The work to be accomplished with the $2 million requested for this activity 8 
the rehabilitation of items of completed navigation, flood control, and multiple 
purpose improvements. These items, of which the total cost of each is $400,00 
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or less, are for the rehabilitation of projects and parts thereof that have deteri- 
orated to the extent that the usefulness of the project has been impaired. The 
items to be selected in this category will provide for the rehabilitation of justified 
improvements. The items selected will be made by the Chief of Engineers and 
will make a contribution to the reduction in the backlog of urgently needed main- 
tenance requirements. 


SMALL PROJECTS NOT SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED 


Mr. Rapavt. Please supply for the record a list of the small proj- 
ects not specifically authorized by Congress for which you are request- 
ing $2 million, showing the name, location, and amount for each 
project. Put that in the record. 

Colonel GoopsELu. Very well, sir. 

(The information requested follows: ) 


STATEMENT ON PROGRAM FOR SMALL FLOop ContTROL PRoJEcts Nor SPrEcIFI- 
CALLY AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 


Sec. 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act as amended by Public Law 685, 84th 
Cong., 2d sess., adopted July 11, 1956) 


Public Law 685 is the authority under which the Chief of Engineers can con- 
struct small local protection projects that have not been specifically authorized 
by Congress. Each project selected must be economically justified and must be 
complete within itself. Federal cost participation is limited to not more than 
$400,000. The concerned local interests must furnish the assurances of local 
cooperation normally required for regularly authorized projects. In addition, 
local interests are required to bear all costs in excess of the $400,000 Federal 
limitation. 

Funds appropriated for work under the Public Law 685 program are used for 
two purposes: First, to finance investigation of problem areas to develop these 
small flood control projects; and second, the approved projects are financed for 
construction. Current procedures have been to make the construction funds 
available to approved projects as soon as the local cooperation requirements have 
been met and the advance engineering work is completed. 


FISCAL STATUS OF PUBLIC LAW 685 PROGRAM (AS OF FEB. 1, 1960) 


1. Available funds: 


Fiseal year 1960 appropriation__- — -- i ; $2, 925, 000 
) 


Carryover from fiscal year 1959 , 146, 000 


Total available for allocation during 1960 5, 071, 000 


2. During fiscal vear 1960, two Publie Law 685 projects have been completely 
financed for construction. Those projects have been initiated, or will be initiated 
this fiseal year. The total allocation to those projects is $800,000. The projects 
are itemized below. 


Proj ct location: Federal cost 
Rheem Creek, Contra Costa County, Calif___--- «nade asta ee bee ca SP 
Big Wash, Milford, Utah____-_- pe : ‘ : _ 400, 000 


Total : as é ht 800, 000 


3. Backlog list: In addition to the above funded projects there are nine projects 
approved and adopted for accomplishment under the Public Law 685 authority. 
The total Federal cost of those projects is currently estimated at $2,254,000. A 
total of $301,000 has been allocated to those projects for advance engineering 
work and local cooperation negotiations. Upon completion of that necessary 
preconstruction work, funds currently estimated at $1,953,000 will be required to 
finance construction of the projects. Subject to the availability of funds, back- 
logged projects are funded for construction as soon as the required local coopera- 
tion is furnished and the advance planning is completed. As new and additional 
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projects are developed and adopted for construction under Public Law 685, they 
will also be added to the backlog list. The current backlog list is itemized below, 


| | Funds allot- | Funds re- 
Project location | Federal cost | ted for ad- {quired to con. 
| vance plan- | struct project 
ning 


. Umatilla River, vicinity Pendleton, Ore__- ie Sea ces $275, 000 $109, 000 
2. Coyote Creek, Marin County, Calif 400, 000 100, 000 | 
3. Cherry Valley Run, Leetonia, Ohio 80, 000 5, 000 

. Zintel Canyon, Kennewick, Wash _- ; 390, 000 10, 000 | 

. Core Creek, Craven County, N.C a ee ies, Saat rea 282, 000 | 2, 000 280, 000 
3. Ellerbe Creek, Durham, N.C aS 218, 000 13, 000 205, 000 

. Potomac River, Kitzmiller, M¢ a Soe ik ee 280, 000 | 28, 000 | 252, 000 

. Stump C reek, Sykesville, Pa ; 192, 000 , 000 175, 000 


. Bull Creek, Tarentum, Pa = Sioa 137, 000 , 000 120, 000 


380, 000 


tal Federal cost . ion 2, 254, 000 |__- — 
Total funds Wllotted to date. Smead ee 301,000 |... eae 
Additional funds required. -.__-- ; — . ade ' ‘ , 953, 000 


Investigation progran \t the present time there are about 60 problem areas 
being investigated in detail under Public Law 685. Funds in the amount of 
$1,675,000 have been allotted to the field offices for execution of these detailed 
studies. At most of these areas, preliminary studies have indicated a likelihood 
that further detailed studies will develop a project eligible for construction under 
Public Law 685. The total estimated Federal cost of projects at locations under 
detailed study is over $13 million. In addition, there are about 20 problem areas 
currently under initial, preliminary investigation to determine whether detailed 
project studies should be undertaken under Public Law 685. 

Budget request—Funds in the amount of $2 million are requested in fiscal year 
1961 to continue the program for development and construction of small, complete, 
econoinically justified, flood control projects at locations throughout the Nation. 


SMALL AUTHORIZED PROJECTS 


Mr. R ABAUT. Insert a similar list of the small authorized projects 
for which $2 million is also requested. 
(The information requested follows:) 


Tentative budget program of small authorized projects costing $400,000 or less 


E stims ated | Allotment Balance 
Federal to dat required 
cost 


Beaver Slough, Iowa Se Navigation - .- $280, 000 $5, 000 $275, 000 
Camas-W ashougal turning basin, Washington . do 21, 000 15, 000 106, 000 
Cortland, N.Y-.---- ; Flood control 355, 000 17, 000 338, 000 
Cowlitz County Diking Improvement District MEO a came 85, 000 13, 000 72, 00 
No. 13, Washington 
Hood River small boat basin, Oregon Navigation - -- 380, 000 19, 9045 361, 00 
Manasquan Inlet, N.J eS ar “ee 174, 000 1, 000 173, 00 
Ninilechik Tlarbor, Alaska . ob = do ys 234, 000 5, 000 229, 000 
Owasco Outlet, N.Y x f a Flood control 373. 000 33, 000 340, 000 
Reserve for overruns in cost : ae ; 108, 00 


Total ee eat 5 oe i boa ink . 5 2, 000, 00 


FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIES 


Mr. Rasavut. With hip cae to the fish and wildlife studies, please 
insert in the record a tabulation of the requests of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service toe which you are programing half a million 
dollars. 


Colonel Goopsetu. Very well, sir. 
(The information requested follows:) 





85, they 
d be low, 


‘unds re- 
red to con- 
uct project 


‘mi : 

10unt of 
detailed 
kelihood 
yn under 
ns under 
pm areas 
detailed 


scal year 
omplete, 
Nation. 


yrojects 


or less 


Balance 
required 


$275, 000 
106, 000 
338, 000 

72, 000 
361, 000 
173, 000 
229, 000 
340, 000 
10°, 000 


2, 000, 000 


, please 
fe and 
million 


1189 


Funds requested for fish and wildlife studies, fiscal year 1961— Construction, general 


Project and State 
Albany-Lake Champlain, N.Y 
Ail American Canal, N.Y.........- : 
Arkansas lock and dams, Arkanas-___--—-__-_ 
Arkansas River and tributaries 
Barataria Bay Waterway, La_ -- 
Barkley Lake and Dam, Ky. and Tenn_ 


Bayou Bodeau, Red Chute, Loggy BI: ick and Cc ypres: ss Bayous, 
Ben Franklin project, Washington ____- 

Big Sandy navigation project, West ‘Virginia and Vi irginis ¥ 
Boise River flood control project, Idaho 
Boswell Reservoir, Okla_ pice tart 
Bradley Lake hydroe ‘lectric project, “Alaska 


Cape Fear River Basin, N.C_- 
C ene Reservoir, 
Cascadia Dam and Reservoir, Oreg g ae 
Chactawahatebes River navigation proje ct, Florida and Alabama 
Chunky Creek, Chickasawhay, and Pascag roula Rivers, Miss 
Coal River, W. Va__- 
Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers, Wash. and Oreg 
Cosumnes River, Calif 
Cooper River rediversion, South Carolina 
Cumberland River at Bunches Creek, Ky 
Dardanelle Dam and Reservoir, Ark 
Dayton project, Touchet River, Wash 
De Gray Dam and Reservoir, Ark_____ 3 
Delaware River anchorages, New Jersey and Delaware 
Enaville project, Coeur d’Alene River, Idaho__ 
Eufaula Reservoir, Okla : 
Fall Creek Dam and Reservoir, Oreg 
Fire Island, N.Y____- ; 
Flathead Lake outlet, Montana 
Flint River, Ga__.- ae es = tM 
Flood control-local protection, Buffalo district: (a) Cattaraugus Creek, 
N.Y.; (6) Conneaut Creek, N.Y.; (c) Port Byron, N.Y 
Foster Dam and Reservoir, Oreg 
Freshwater Bayou, La- aati ease 
Gastineau Channel followup study, Alaska___. 
Gate Creek Dam and Reservoir, Ore ae 
Gillham Reservoir, Ark__..______.- 
Green River Reservoir No. 2, Ky- 
Hopkinton-Everett, N.H_ 
Horse Creek Dam and Reservoir, Oreg_- 
Hugo Reservoir, Okla oe ets 
Humboldt H: arbor and Bay, Calif 
Huntington Reservoir, Ind_” 
Hurricane studies: 
Atlantie coast, Long Island, N.Y 
Philadelphia district 
Sandy Hook, N. Y 
Iee Harbor project, Washington g 
Inland waterw: ay (C. and D. construction) , Delaware 
Intracoastal Waterw: ay: 
satellite Me. aoe Be eas 
‘aloosahatchee to Anelote, Fla__ 
Tos ksonville to Miami, Fla 
Joanna Reservoir, Mo nee 
John Davy proje et, Was hington and Oregon- 
Lake Oke echobee comprehensive, Florida 
Little Goose Dam, Wash_ - 
Little Neck Bay, N.Y Jeet 
Lower Granite lock and d: am, | Ws ashington~- 
Lower Monume nite al project, Was mina. 
Lower Roanoke River, Va. and S 
Lukfata Reservoir, Okla- 


Funds 
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Funds requested for fish and wildlife studies, fiscal year 1961— Construction, general— 
Continued 

Funds 

Project and State requested 

Bi lite ender aca $1, 500 
1, 500 
4, 000 
1, 400 
4, 100 
2, 
5, 


Marion Reservoir, Kans 
Martin Creek, Nev_- ae 
Matagorda ship channel, Texas 
Merced River, Calif : A 
Miscellaneous projects, Alaska_______- 
Mississinewa River, Ind oe os 
Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet, Louisiana eee ee ; 
Mississippi River and tributaries project, detailed studies, Louisiana, 

Arkansas, Mississippi, and Tennessee ; Sais , 000 
Nanticoke River, Del : Sara : ee 2, 090 
Neuse River Basin, N.C_- , : beeen oe . 500 
New Pern and vicinity hurricane studies, North Carolina io : 5, 000 
New Melones Reservoir, Calif : : 2, 000 
Northeast flood survevs, Connecticut, Merrimack, Housatonic River 

Basins and river basins of Maine hes ; 2 800 
Northern Jersey Meadows : é : , - 2. 000 
Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation, Arkansas and Louisiana- ’ 2, 300 
Pasaro River, Calif..........- eS aie rw , 5, 000 
Panther Creek, Ky - -- Se ae = 2, 500 
Pennv Cliffs Dam and Reservoir, Idaho_________-__- ie , 500 
Petit Jean River, Ark PKS she ape 4, 000 
Pine Creek Reservoir, Okla_ i ee ie 2, 300 
Potomac River Basin, Md., Va., W. Va., and Pa_-_-- ; 8, 500 
Russian River, Calif Sess ; Pe ch : ae ee 5, 000 
Sacramento River and maior and minor tributaries, California____-___- , 000 
Sacramento River, Chico Landing to Red Bluff, Calif ; i , 000 
St. Johns River Basin, Fla ce ey eect RE Le ; : : ), 000 
Salem Church Reservoir, Va________-_- : 7, 000 
San Francisco Par-Stoc! ton naviration project, California , 000 
San Franciseo Bay barrier project, California_ _ - - , 000 
San Luis Obispo Harbor, Calif _- = 3, 000 
Santa Parbara Harbor, Calif ; 8, 000 
Santee River Pasin, N.C. and 8.C . 300 
Somersville Reservoir, Tex___- 4, 200 
Strube project, Orevon 3, 500 
Tonawanda Cree, N.Y __ 2, 200 
Trinidad Peservoir, Colo___. 000 
Twelve Pole Creek, W. Va__-_ 500 
Umpaua Piver Pasin, Ore* 000 
Umpqua River, mouth to Reedsport, Oreg_- , 000 
Uniontown loe's and dams, Kentuel:y , 500 
Walla Walla Piver, Ores. and Wash_.- ; 3, 500 
West Pranch Suscuehanna, Pa , 000 
Wicomico River, Md 000 
Wil'esboro Reservoir, N.C _ , 000 
Willow Cree’, Heppner, Oreg_- , 500 
Yuba River, Calif _ _- ; 000 


500 


95, 000 


Total, construction_— _—~_ 500, 000 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Rapaurt. Operation and maintenance, $10,355,000. Insert 
ages 32 through 36. 
5 : 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
Operation and maintenance, general 
1. Navigation: 
(d) Protection of navigation____- si _. $3, 355, 000 

8. Emergency flood control activities._................--...-.... 7, 000, 000 


ES 


Total 10, 355, 000 
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JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. NAVIGATION 
(d) Protection of navigation 


The budget estimate of $3,355,000 is considered to be the minimum necessary 
to provide for accomplishing the essential work and the administration and en- 
forcement of specific laws, enacted in the interest of protection to navigation, 
providing for the removal of sunken vessels and other obstructions (sec. 19 and 
20, River and Harbor Act, Mar. 3, 1899), protection, clearing, straightening chan- 
nels of navigable waters, not specifically authorized by Congress (sec. 3 Rivers 
and Harbors Act, Mar. 2, 1945), prevention of obstructive and injurious deposits 
in tidal waters of three major harbors (Public Law 802, 85th Cong.; approved 
Aug. 28, 1958), general regulatory functions in connection with hydraulic mining 
(act Mar. 1, 1893, California Debris C ommission), inspections, issuance of per- 
mits, harbor lines, ete. (River and Harbor Act, Mar. 3. 1899), removal and dis- 
posal of drift and debris at four major harbors, the eradication of aquatic plant 
growth and project condition surveys. 


Obligations 


| | 
Fiscal year Fiscal year | Fiscal year 

Projects | 1959 1960 | 196] 
| (estimated) | (estimated) 


Removal of sunken vessels and other obstructions__.......--- 671, 840 | 577, 213 | 500, 000 
Protection, clearing, straightening channels (sec. 3) 35, 965 5, 040 | 50, 000 
Prevention of obstructive and injurious deposits: | 
New York Harbor 360, 688 | 341, 2! 368, 000 
Baltimore Harbor. 115, 000 
Hampton Roads Harbor 36, £ | 147, 000 
RET) SORIOROU TCC acces cc wewcuanninedecnetecen 693, 484 984, 450 | 732, 000 
Drift removal: 
New York Harbor, N.Y 411, 793 39, 450, 000 
Baltimore Harbor, Md | 43, 069 | 3, § 45, 000 
San Francisco Harbor and Bay, Calif 92, 686 88, 135, 000 
H: imipton Roads, Norfolk and New port News Harbors, V a. | 40, 168 | 34, 12 41, 000 
Removal aquatic growth: 
Alabama, water hyacinths 7, 697 19, § 20, 000 
Louisiana, water hyacinths_ 240, 512 234, 245, 000 
Florida, water hyacinths__- ; 66, 362 58, 5 60, 000 
Potomac River, Md. and Va. ss water chestnuts______-____- 1, 975 5, 8 2, 000 


BRE COIN a is os ce nennmbicntccnionenensne 411, 232 480, 65 445, 000 


Total protection of navigation 3, 077, 471 | 3, 306, 003 | 3, 355, 000 








8. EMERGENCY FLOOD CONTROL ACTIVITIES 


The budget estimate provides $7 million for emergency flood control activities 
pursuant to Public Law 99, 84th Congress. The following flood control work is 
undertaken pursuant to that authority whenever and wherever required: flood 
erergency preparation; flood fighting and rescue operations; and emergency 
repair and restoration of flood control works such as levees which are threatened 
or destroyed Fy flood. This emergency work is financed from an emergency 
fund authorized Fy Public Law 99 in the amount of $15 million to be repieaiched 
on an annual basis. 

During the first half of fiscal year 1960, flood emergencies recuiring major 
expenditures included: Alleviation of flood threat from earthouake landslide on 
Madison Piver, Mont., in August 1959; flood of October 1959 in Arkansas River 
Basin; and floods in the fall of 1959 in western Washington. For the fiscal year 
1960, $8,902,819 is available for obligation. Of that amount, it is estimated 
$4,467,000 will Fe obligated for presently known requirements and the balance of 
$4,435,319 will be a for additional requirements developing during the 
remainder of the fiscal yea 
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A schedule pertaining to the emergency fund authorized by Public Law 99 
follows: 



























































Obligations 1. ] 
Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year 
River basins 1958 1959 1960 
(estimated) 
Arkansas-W hite-Red_ _- $4, 672, 279 $1, 616, 498 $669, 800 2. 
Lower Mississippi 310, 592 117, 074 83, 400 
Missouri River- 860, 784 804, 351 2, 020, 500 
Ohio River. : 114, 139 S68, 545 200, 700 
Rio Grande and Gulf 474, 338 52, 883 119, 400 
Columbia and North Pacific Basins 459, 553 978, 600 
Central and South Pacific 989, 149 32, 600 3 | 
Central Valley-.- 335, 202 50, 800 ' 
All other basins | 569, 236 311, 700 4. 
Balance for additional requirements . . 4, 435, 319 
Total. ss sais aioe panei caae a 18, 324, 148 * 6, 212, 491 8, 902, 819 
1 Includes $3,916,088 obligations incurred during fiscal year 1958 under other appropriations, temporarily 
utilizing funds which were replaced in following year 
2 Net obligations not including restoration of $3,916,088 to other appropriations temporarily utilized in 
fiscal year 1958, 

Mr. Rasaut. What is the current balance in your emergency flood ; 
control fund, for which you are requesting $7 million? ‘0 

Colonel GoopseLt. Our most recent estimate indicates that we off 
have remaining here unobligated $3,573,119. ist 

Mr. Rasaur. You have half of it left unobligated. ie 

Colonel GoopsELL. We would expect that the spring flooding season Di 
would take probably the great portion of that, sir. Our best estimate re 
on carryover Is zero, sir. Mt 

Mr. Rasavur. If you have any carryover, it goes back into the 5 
Treasury? 

Colonel GoopsEtL. It remains in the fund. 

Mr. Raxsaut. Do you have authority to use other funds which may ¢ 
be available under other appropriation headings for emergency p" 
purposes? or 

Colonel GoopsELL. Yes, sir. my 

Mr. Rapaur. What funds are those? 

Colonel GoopsELu. Generally the O. & M. type funds, sir—opera- E 
tion and maintenance. 00 

Mr. Rasavut. How much is available from them? 

Colonel GoopseLL. We are in the budget this year for about $125 ul 
million, sir, overall—the entire O. & M. budget. - 

i . 

Mr. Rasavut. You may not draw on those funds. It would depend se 

upon conditions. of 
GENERAL EXPENSES ul 
pl 

Mr. Rapaut. General expenses, $12,120,000. Insert pages 37 (b 
through 43. 

} 
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Law 99 


——_______. 


scal year 
1960 
timated) 


, 435, 319 


, 902, 819 


mporarily 


itilized in 


y flood 
lat Wwe 
season 
timate 


to the 


‘+h may 
rgency 


-opera- 


it $125 


lepend 


res 3i 


1193 


General expense 


1. Executive direction and management: 
(a) Office, Chief of Engineers Ate cdi cee eee 080 
(bh) Division offices........-...-«.-. 6, 412, 000 


Subtotal, executive direction and management_______ 10, 501, 000 


9. Review boards: 
(a) River and Harbor Board oe ee 476, 000 
(b) Beach Erosion Board - - : ; ae i 149, 000 


Subtotal, review boards _ - -_ ; Soi 625, 000 
3. Commercial statistics__._._._..__- oo fe ; 833, 000 
4. Special investigations__------ ; . ; 161, 000 


Total, general expenses__ , 3 12, 120, 000 
JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
1. EXECUTIVE DIRECTION AND MANAGEMENT 


a) Office, Chief of Engineers 

The Chief of Engineers is responsible for carrying out a comprehensive civil 
works program in accordance With the directives of the Congress. The organiza- 
tion to implement these directives is decentralized in 38 district and 11 division 
offices and a number of separate boards. In order that proper direction, admin- 
istration, coordination, and policy guides may be furnished these offices, it is 
essential that sufficient numbers of highly specialized technical and administra- 
tive employees be provided in the Office, Chief of Engineers in Washington. 
During the past several years, the administration of the civil works program has 
required an increasing amount of detail in connection with its presentation to the 
Congress, the Bureau of the Budget, and the Secretary of the Army, and the pro- 
gram has increased substantially. These factors have imposed a large additional 
workload on the Office, Chief of Engineers and it is essential that adequate per- 
sonnel be provided to carry out these additional functions satisfactorily. 

The amount of $4,089,000 proposed for fiscal year 1961, although $154,875 

han the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1960 of $3,934,125, will 

vide only the minimum funds necessary to supervise and administer the civil 

works program. No increase in the number of previously authorized positions is 

proposed in fiscal year 1961. The allocation between ‘‘ Personal services’? and 
“Other expenses” is as follows: 

Personal services.—$3,410,000 would be applied to the payment of salaries of 
personnel employed on technical, administrative, and clerical functions in ecarry- 
ing out the civil works program. This amount represents a net increase of $112,- 
000 and is requested to fund all positions previously authorized. 

Other expenses.—S679,000 is required during fiscal year 1961 to provide for re- 
tirement fund payments, the cost of travel, communications, office supplies and 
equipment, printing and binding, service contracts for the Office, Chief of Engi- 
neers. This amount is $42,875 greater than the appropriation allocation for fiscal 
year 1960 of $636,125 and is necessary to provide $20,875 for the increased costs 
of travel and other services requested in fiscal year 1960 but not funded due to 
the 24% percent reduction and $22,000 for the initial expense of the Federal Em- 
ployees Health Benefit Act. 

(b) Division offices 

Division offices provide the administrative and technical direction required by 
the Chief of Engineers for the proper supervision of subordinate district offices 
in carrying out the civil works program. The executive direction and manage- 
ment activities are decentralized to 11 division offices throughout the United 
States. Two of these are not supported from general expenses funds. One, 
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the New England Division, is an operating division with the equivalent of only 
one district, and the second, the Pacific Ocean Division has only a small eivil 
works workload administered by one district. Based on a continuing analysis 
of the workload and utilization of personnel in division offices, the minimum 
requirement for the operation of the nine division offices supported from general] 
expenses funds in fiscal year 1961 is $6,412,000. This amount is $301,675 greater 
than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1960 of $6,110,325. 
The increase requested will provide: 


For 13 technical positions previously authorized but not recruited due 

to 244 percent reduction of funds requested ._. $121, 000 
For 6 additional positions for emergency planning ($6 30,900 for pe rsonal 

services and $19,100 for support costs) - - eB 80, 000 
For 3 additional positions ; Sace 30, 000 
To provide $35,000 for initial e xpe ense of Federal E mployees s Health 

Benefit Act and $35,675 for increased costs of travel and other 

services requested in fiscal year 1960 but not funded due to 2! 


percent reduction of funds requested_____..___-_---~- satin 70, 675 


cr) : ere ree : __. 301, 675 


The additional technical personnel are needed due to the complexity of the 
larger fiscal year 1961 program which will require Division engineers to increase 
their technical staff to insure that the direction and execution of the program 
is continued with the same degree of effectiveness as in prior years. 

The six additional positions requested for emergency planning will provide a 
full-time staff assistant to the Division engineers of six divisions (NAD, NCD, 
ORD, SAD, SPD and SWD). These staff assistants are needed to parallel and 
coordinate emergency and disaster planning of the corps with corresponding 
contingency plans of the six ZI Army commanders for emergency operations in 
the event of natural or enemy-created disaster, including the planning of civil 
defense support in accordance with Executive Order No. 10346, and to give 
greater attention to the new field of radiological defense. 

These funds are considered to be the minimum necessary for the administrative 
and technical supervision of the program. 


2. REVIEW BOARDS 
(a) River and Harbor Board 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors was authorized by section 3 of 
the River and Harbor Act approved June 13, 1902. The act provided for the 
organization in the Office of the Chief of Engineers, by detail of a board of five 
(increased to seven by 1913 act) Engineer Officers from the Corps of Engineers. 
The act directs that all reports on authorized preliminary examinations and 
surveys of river and harbor projects shall be referred to the Board for consideration 
and recommendation prior to submission of the reports by the Chief of Engineers 
with his recommendations to Congress. This directive was subsequently amended 
to apply to flood control reports. Section 6 of River and Harbor Act approved 
March 3, 1909, provides that the Board shall consider and approve and recommend 
to the Chief of Engineers plans for modification and reconstruction of any lock, 
sanal, canalized river or other work for use and benefit of navigation. 

The Chief of Engineers has assigned to the River and Harbor Board the duties 
of (1) the compilation and publication annually of useful statistics, data and 
information concerning the volume and type of commerce moving on the inland 
waterways, on the Great Lakes, and through all ocean ports; (2) the compilation 
and publication annually of a report listing and describing all U.S. flag self- 
propelled and non-self-propelled vessels engaged in commerce, including the 
principal trade in which they are engaged and their zone of operations; (3) the 
publication periodically of Port and Lake Series Reports containing narrative 
and tabular information on all facilities available to shipping at the principal 
U.S. ports; and (4) the publishing of reports covering the principal ports of the 
United States giving comprehensive information relative to the services available 
to shipping and the charges therefor. The expense of these functions is paid 
from funds provided for the River and Harbor Board activity except for the 
expense of items (1) and (2) which is paid from commercial statistics funds allotted 
to the Board. 
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The estimate of River and Harbor Board expenses for fiscal year 1961 is 
$476,000 which is $14,825 greater than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 
1960 of $461,175. The increase will provide: 


/ 


For positions previously authorized but not recruited due to 2% percent 
reduction of funds requested 
For initial expense of Federal Employees Health Benefit Act 3, 000 


Total 14, 825 


The amount requested is considered to be the minimum necessary for this 
activity. 


(b) Beach Erosion Board 


The Beach Erosion Board was established in accordance with section 2 of the 
River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930. The act authorizes and directs 
the Chief of Engineers to make investigations and studies in cooperation with 
appropriate agencies of the various coastal and Great Lakes States and territories 
with a view to devising effective means of preventing erosion of the shores of coastal 
and lake waters by waves and currents. The act prescribes that there be organized 
under the Chief of Engineers, by detail from time to time from the Corps of 
Engineers and from the State agencies charged with beach erosion and shore 
protection, a board of seven members of whom four shall be officers of the Corps 
of Encineers and three shall be selected with regard to their special fitness by the 
Chief of Engineers from the cooperating State agencies. The act provides that 
the Board will furnish such technical assistance as may be directed by the Chief 
of Engineers in conduct of such studies and review the report of each investigation 
made. Section 3 of Public Law 166, 79th Congress, July 31, 1945, provides that 
the Beach Erosion Board, in making its report on cooperative studies made under 
provisions of the 1930 act, shall, in addition to any other matters upon which it 
is required to report, state its opinion as to (a) the advisability of adopting the 
project; (6) what public interest, if any, is involved in the proposed improvement; 
and (c) What share of the expense, if anv, should be borne by the United Sta‘es. 
An additional function of the Beach Erosion Board, when requested by the Chief 
of Engineers, is to comment on the shoreline aspects of improvements considered 
in navigation reports as required by section 5 of Public Law 409, 74th Congress, 
August 30, 1935. 

Funds in the amount of $149,000 are requested for Beach Erosion Board ex- 
penses. This amount is $4,700 greater than the appropriation allocaticn for 
fiscal year 1960 of $144,300 and would restore the available funds to the fiscal 
year 1959 level (reduced 2 percent in fiscal vear 1960) and provide $1,000 for the 
initial expense of the Federal Employees Health Benefit Act. The funds re- 
quested are considered to be the minimum necessary for this activity. 


3. COMMERCIAL STATISTICS 


This activity consists of the collection of domestic waterborne commerce 
statistics pertaining to rivers, harbors, and waterways and the compilation and 
the publication of such data in conformance with the River and Harkor Act of 
September 22, 1922. This activity includes the collection and reporting of nec- 
essary statistical data by District offices and the collection, processing, compi.ing, 
and annual publication of such statistical data and information on watert orne 
commerce and vessels moving on inland waterways, the Great Lakes and through 
all ocean ports as performed by the four regional statistical offices of the Co ps 
of Engineers and by the River and Harbor Board. In addition to the funds to 
be expended for collection, compilation and publication of data on domestic 
waterborne commerce, the amount requested for this activity includes funds to 
reimburse the Bureau of the Census for costs incurred in furnishing the Chief of 
Engineers complete port and waterway data on the foreign waterborne commerce 
of the United States. This arrangement was instituted under the sponsorship 
of the Bureau of the Budget in 1947 to eliminate duplication of collection and 
compilation of foreign commerce data. 

The amount requested for commercial statistics in fiscal year 1961 is $833,000, 
which is $19,150 less than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1960 of 
$852,150. The amount requested includes $8,000 for the initial expense of the 
Federal Employees Health Benefit Act and will provide only the minimum funds 
necessary for collecting and processing the increased number of vessel operators’ 
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reports and processing the increased volume of shipping statistics resulting from 
the continued expansion of U.S. waterborne commerce. The decrease in general] 
expenses funds required for this activity will be achieved by (1) curtailment of 
district office functions by further centralizing the collection of operators’ reports 
in the regional offices and (2) limiting the district statistical services which are 
funded from this category to minor actions of a routine nature. The expense of 
all special reports and of statistical service other than routine will be borne by 
the project or activity to which the report or service is related. : 


4. SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS 


This item provides for the expense of (1) special investigations and reports of 
nominal scope prepared pursuant to congressional and other special request 
from sources outside the Corps of Engineers, for information relative to projects 
or other activities which have no funds; (2) similar work of detailed scope as 
specifically authorized by the Chief of Engineers; (3) the review of Federal Power 
Commission licenses; and (4) review of reports of other agencies. Among the 
investigations paid for from these funds are reconnaissance investigations relating 
to flooding potential and flood damages, bank erosion, drainage, harbor improve- 
ments, anchorages, and development of navigation channels. The costs of 
making investigations of this nature and preparing reports thereon vary widely, 
and the Chief of Engineers cannot anticipate the number of extent of requests 
that may be received to which prompt and full compliance should be given. 

Funds in the amount of $161,000 are requested for fiscal year 1961 and will 
provide only the minimum funds necessary for this work. This amount (including 
$1,000 for initial expense of the Federal Employees’ Health Benefits Act) is 
$23,525 greater than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1960 of $157,475 
and represents only a modest increase on the basis of the increased activity in 
this work which is generated by the larger civil works programs. 


Mr. Rasaur. Are you requesting any increases for additional per- 
sonnel? If so, why are they needed? 

Colonel GoopsELu. Yes, sir. We are asking an increase in the 
authorization for personnel. Nine of these persons—— 


Mr. Rapaut. What is the total? 

Colonel GoopsrLu. The net, sir, is plus four. We have asked for 
plus four people. 

Nine of these would appear in our division offices. We expect that 
we will get along with seven fewer people in commercial statistics. 
We request an additional authorization of two spaces for special 
investigations. So the net change would be plus four, sir. 


U.S. Secrron—Sr. LAWRENCE River Joint Boarp oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasavut. U.S. Section, St. Lawrence River Joint Board of 
Engineers, $30,000. Insert page 44. We have no questions. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


U.S. Secrion, St. LAwRENcE River Joint Boarp oF ENGINEERS 


Executive Order 10500, dated November 4, 1953, established the U.S. Section 
of the St. Lawrence River Joint Board of Ingineers. The duties of the U.S. 
Section include review of plans and coordination of construction, in conjunction 
with the Canadian Section of the Joint Board, of power facilities being constructed 
in the International Rapids section of the St. Lawrence River by the Power 
Authority of the State of New York jointly with the Hydro-Flectric Power Com- 
mission of Ontario. The Executive order authorizes the Department of the 
Army and the Federal Power Commission to furnish to the U.S. Section necessary 
assistance for effectuating the order, including facilities, supplies, and personnel. 
Funds in the amount of $39,000 were provided for this work in fiscal year 1960. 
The arrount of $30,000 is requested to defray expenses to be incurred during fiscal 
year 1961, pending the reimbursement of such amount by the Power Authority of 
the State of New York. 
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INTERNATIONAL NAVIGATION CONGRESS 


Mr. Rasavi1. International Navigation Congress, $180,000. In- 
sert pages 45 through 47. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 






INTERNATIONAL NAVIGATION CONGRESS 


The Permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses, with 
headquarters in Brussels, Belgium, is comprised of engineers, scientists, public 
officials, and others interested in promoting the progress of inland and ocean 
navigation. 

The Association was organized in its present form in 1902; the United States 
became a member nation by an act of Congress approved June 28, 1902 (32 
Stat. 485). An annual appropriation of $5,000 in support of the Association was 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 1174). From this, 
$1,500 is paid directly to the International Association, and expenses for at- 
tendance of meetings by official U.S. delegates are paid from the remainder. In 
addition to the United States, 51 member nations and international organizations 
support the Association through annual subsidies. 

The Association is governed by an international commission which holds an- 
nual meetings, usually in Brussels. The United States has 10 members on the 
international commission who are appointed for 4-year terms by the Depart- 
ment of State from nominees recommended by the Chief of Engineers. These 
members form the National Commission, the governing body of the American 
Section of the Association. The Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works 
and the resident member of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors are 
ex officio Chairman and Secretary, respectively, of the National Commission. 

The main purpose of the Association, the interchange between nations of in- 
formation pertaining to inland and ocean navigation, is met by holding interna- 
tional congresses and by publishing semiannual bulletins and related papers. 
Congresses are held every 4 years in a member country selected by the Interna- 
tional Commission from invitations tendered well in advance. 

The last Congress was held in London in July 1957. It was opened by the 
Duke of Edinburgh and comprised 6 days of technical discussions and visits. 
Following the Congress, inspection tours were made. 

There have been 19 international navigation congresses to date, 3 each in Bel- 
gium, Great Britain, and Italy; 2 each in France and Germany; and 1 each in 
Austria, Egypt, the Netherlands, Portugal, Russia, and the United States. The 
one in the United States was held at Philadelphia in 1912. For that congress 
$50,000 was appropriated by the River and Harbor Act of 1910 (36 Stat. 630, 
667). 

Owing to the lapse of time since the Philadelphia Congress and also to the 
leading role of the United States in matters pertaining to navigation, other 
member nations look to the United States to hold a Congress. 

An appropriation of not to exceed $180,000 to finance a meeting of Permanent 
International Association of Navigation Congresses in the United States was 
authorized by Public Law 85-598, approved August 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 513). 

With enactment of that legislation the officers of the American Section, with 
the approval of the Department of State, tendered an invitation to the Executive 
Committee in Brussels to hold the 20th International Navigation Congress in 
the United States. The invitation was accepted. Subsequently Baltimore, 
Md., was selected as the site of the Congress and the opening date was established 
as September 11, 1961. 

For effective organization and administration of the Congress, it is requested 
that the $180,000 be appropriated for use beginning fiscal year 1961 and that the 
funds remain available until all expenses of the Congress have been met. Funds 
will be required in fiscal year 1961 for planning, and for an indefinite length of 
time following the Congress for publication of papers and proceedings. Publica- 
tion of the proceedings is time consuming, involving precise translation of tech- 
nical discussions from the native language of the speaker to English and French, 
the official languages of the Association. 
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The estimate of $180,000 was arrived at with assistance and review by the 
Department of State, convention specialists, and others, and was based on an 
estimated attendance of 1,500 delegates. The major items of the estimate with 
a brief explanation of each is: 


Organization and administration $49, 300 
Publication of papers and proceedings - eee eee 
Official receptions and dinners- . 31,000 
Inspection trips and visits to points of interest___- eect 


Subtotal ‘ _. 166, 360 
Contingency, 8 percent (rounded) - ___~_-~-- , -. 13,640 


Total i hewn ccae Jae 


Item 1, “Organization and administration’’: Provides for a staff to plan and 
conduct the Congress and for all administrative expenses. 

Item 2, ‘‘Publication of papers and proceedings’’: Provides for questionnaires, 
information pamphlets, and necessary forms and other papers; compilation and 
publication of the Congress proceedings in the two official languages of the 
Congress, English and French; and postage for distribution to all members of 
the International Association. The proceedings are customarily published in 
book form. 

Item 3, “Official receptions and dinners’’: Provides for an official reception 
and other social functions, the expenses for which are customarily borne by the 
host country. 

Item 4, ‘Inspection trips and visits to points of interest’’: Provides for expenses 
of functions customarily provided by the host nation in connection with inspection 
trips and visits to points of technical interest between business meetings of the 
Congress and during the post-Congress inspection trips, such as short bus trips, 
luncheons, refreshments, exhibitions, and guided tours at no expense to the 
delegates. Transportation from the Congress city to widely scattered points in 
the host nation for purposes of inspection is at the individual expense of the 
delegates. 


Mr. Rasavut. What is this new item? 

Colonel GoopsE.L. This item is to permit the United States to 
sponsor the International Navigation Congress in this country in the 
fall of 1961. These international congresses are held every 4 years, 
and member nations of the International Navigation Congress rotate 
the sponsorship among themselves. The United States has not spon- 
sored this since 1912, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. This is our turn. 

Colonel GoopsELL. Yes, sir. 


Moror VEHICLES AND AIRCRAFT 


Mr. Raravt. Other items. Insert pages 48 through 57. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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Schedule of changes in motor vehicle fleet-—Corps of Engineers (civil 


Department of the Army 


AUTOMOBILES 


4. Actual number on hand at start of year 

1. Add vehicles on order but not received 
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vy purchase 
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Schedule of changes in motor vehicle fleet-—Corps of Engineers (civil works), 
Department of the Army—Continued 





Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year 
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1. Add vehicles on order but not received. ___.....---- | 31 - 
2. De duct vehicles on hand awaiting disposal si PS Bisnina a 
Netiactive fleet at start of year is sai aeedlce . 2, 288 2, 345 
B, Number of acquisitions (add) tex hea eeceen 6 364 365 
1. By yurchast orders issued) Le 355 “ 7 
2. By Cieitane Aneaeanats é ‘ mes eenecuscewe - ~ 
3. By transfer : => th ADEE AGA Rp! Ak RE 7(9 ema 
C, Number dfs posed of (deduct) a ae - me a ae § 335 6 307 365 
Sat. pe REARS Seale ee an Np GE Rs pS . | 250 I ee elias 
2. By serapy ing or theft , icrelestn t wigitolanies latina Rated daca atic na esd re ein 
3. By donation to non-Federa! recipic ee . (5 5 ‘ 
4. By transfer to other agencies he Ne et oe 2(80 . ze ieee a 
D. Number of replacements (nonadd) __- Sie 268 307 365 
1. Meeting both age and mileage standard. __________- | $3 (85 (109 
2. Meeting mileage standard but not age_.......-.___. (127) (160 (174) 
3. Meeting age standard but not mileage_........____- | (48) | 59) (82) 
i. ae SI Aine nn nenctenalasaebanne nol eR cs ncwdemcas - 
E. Net active fleet at end of year (A34+B—C)--._._---.-_-_-- 2, 288 | 2, 345 2, 345 
F. Vehicles rented on a monthly basis (add) .--......---.---- 304 | 304 304 
1. Rented from GSA motor pools---.......-.------ cea (304) (304) (304) 
Seca eS DL Siete a Natningaem annie Saeki fas ‘ 
G. Total vehicles available Jull time (E+F : 2, 592 2, 649 2, 649 
H. Obligations for vehicles purchased_....._- 611, 071 631, 759 | 642, 554 


. Cost of vehicles acquired otherwise 
- Proceeds from disposals applied to purchase of replace- ; 
ments | 177, 825 


1, 800 


90, 997 110, 966 
See footnotes at end of table, p. 1202. 
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Schedule of changes in motor vehicle flee-—Corps of Engineers (civil works), 
Department of the Army—Continued 





| 
Fiscal year | Fiscal year Fiscal year 


1959 | 1960 1961 
—__——<—$ ss —|—_______| ee taienesaaie 
TRUCKS, 144-214 TONS 
A. Actual number on hand at start of year_._.......-.-...-__- 466 | 450 47 
1. Add vehicles on order but not received_..__....---_}____- | 3 





2. Deduct vehicles on hand awaiting disposal 
3. Net active fleet at start of year 
B. Number of acq’tisitions (add). -._........-..-._____- 
1. By purchase (orders issued). _. 
eo. | , 


Se ee acibatnn , 
C. Number disnosed of (deduct) --.....-________- 
eR sn a rae 


2. By scrapping or theft- io 

3. By donation to non-Federal rec ir vients.- 

4. By transfer to other avencies_____ 
D. Number of replacements (nona1d) 


1. Meeting both age and mileage standard. _____- ss (15) (1? (12 

2. Meeting mileage standard but n>t age_____._______- (9) (*) (8) 

3. Meeting age standard brt not mileage__.._________- (10) (32) (12) 

4. Not meeting either standard__..._______.__- ieee eet atoll Ph isnekenseue 

E. Net active fleet at end of vear (A 34+-B—C) ee a : 443 447 447 

F. Vehicles rented on a monthly basis (add)_._______- od 13 12 13 

1. Rented from GSA motor pool. ........_..._-- ee (13) (13) (13) 

D; PROUNT CIOICIRINY oo gon wc ccc cceus Fe os ee te al cs Sindee ua wen smd Ws ema 

G. Total vehicles evailedie cy ke NN ? » ae 456 4F0 40 

H. Obligations for vehicles nurchase 1__......_-_-- a et 140, 327 | 219. FAN 108, 138 

I. Cost of vehicles acquired otherwise_.__..._._._- eee Lae oe eee B.scwee aes 
J. Proceeds from disposals applied to purchase of re p jlace- 

I a nceekicancaiaaudicuiecwaabomanenmnnns. nee 31, 860 20, 633 17, 876 


TRUCKS, 3 TONS AND OVER | 


A. Actual number on hand at start of vear__- 
1. Add vehicles on order bt not received... 





2. Dednet vehicles on hand awaiting disposal. | 3 a 
3. Net active fleet at stort of year. _____- ‘ | 121 134 134 
B. Number of ac" isitionrs (add)__.......-...-- Sena eee 25 6 5 
1. Bv pyre>ase (orders iss’ red) aie ieee §(16) (5) 
eRe TID orale ann ead ams bbacinanannee atileudeasnibtasn sid acaceemsiesanetieetntinie 
MN aa ee eee eee scpitbonse thes Uiieetietecaccatinciess | §(9) 7(1) 
C. Number disnosed of (deduct) ~.....-.---_-- ca 10 12 6 
I a PS 1A toe cali 
2. By scrapping or theft. Sdckipceecdailialenk& amas SR ee ace = ist lecie eal 
3. By donation to non- Federal recipients. eee nen SUS ge eae Sia ceo San 
4. Bv transfer to other agencies _...............-..... Rl cccaaun = cc aatalh oak eonecceipiaieaieee 
D. Number of replace™ents (nonadd)........-----..2---2 2. 1010 | fi 5 
1. Meeting both age and ™ileage standard ___________- (8) | (2 2 





2. Meeting mileage standard byt not age_...-_______ Se fear ae qa (3 
3. Meeting age standard bt not mileage__...___.___- leon eacaeaen! OF 0 < ctcincwenceinian 
4. Not meeting either standard__________.__._--_--_ . a Sy See ee 
E. Net active fleet at end of vear (A34+B-C)__..-.-.-..------ 134 | 134 134 
F. Vehicles ounhed on a ™monthlv basis (add) __...-.-.-.-...- 6 | 6 6 
1. Rented from GSA ™otor pools __........._..----.. (6) (6) (6 
2. Rented comm™erciallv__ eS Ne 2 BI ie le 
G. Total vehicles available fall time (E+F)___----------- a 140 | 149 140 | 
H. Obligations for vehicles py rchased_________....._-__-_-___-- 125, 287 | 49, 055 38, 430 
I. Cost of vehicles acquired otherwise____ eee rn 2, 100 OD Biiociccneanctane 
J. Proceeds from — ils applied to purchase of replace- | 
SS ae Se ee a eae AAS LAIST 12, 036 5, 775 1, 950 





13 antomobiles replaced bv like nu™ber station wagons. 

2 Includes transfer of vehicles to GSA motor pools in Chicago, Denver, Hartford, Omaha, Providence, 
and Sacramento in the following quantities bv type: 70 automobiles; 1 station wagon; 80 trucks 1 ton and less; 
7 trrcks 144-2 ton; and 2 treks 3 tons and over. 

3 Unecononicallv renairable due to accident. 

41 bus not previo'sly sched"tled for procirement has reached the replacement criteria by mileage. The 
replesoment space to be used is within the quantitv (226) arthorized by Public Law 85-863. 

5 An additional 96 tricks 1 ton and less were req tired during fiscal vear 1959 to keep pace with the er- 
panded civil works fiscal vear 1959 constriction program. Vehicles were used for stbsoil and fo:ndation 
explorations, real estate acquisition, operation and Maintenance, and administration. The increase was 
obtiined as follows: Initial proc'rement, 32 "nits; retention of sched"led replacements, 64 nnits. 

6 Denotes an increase of 57 trucks, 1 ton and less, necessitated by additional starts authorized during fiscal 
year 196. 

7 To be acquired through DOD surplus, AFSSC. Transfer now in process. 

8 2 tricks, 3-ton and over, which were not programed for fiscal vear 1959 procirement were replaced becaus 
of unserviceabilitv due to extensive use under unfavorable operating conditions. 

® 9 serviceable trucks, 3-ton and over, were acquired through DOD surplus AFSSC without reimburse 
ment. 

1 4 tricks, 3-ton and over, previously programed for fiscal year 1959 disposal have been retained to offset 
increased requirements for this type vehicle. 
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Mr. Rasaut. Please briefly review your need for new automobiles 
and aircraft, if any. 

Colonel GoopsE.u. Briefly, our requirements for automobiles as 
such will remain constant for fiscal year 1961. The requirements for 
new acquisitions will be based on the number of dispositions that are 
expected during the fiscal year. In other words, we will start the 
year with a net active fleet of automobiles of 737, and end the year 
with a net active fleet of 737. 


LANGUAGE CHANGES 


Mr. Ritey. Language changes. Insert pages 58 through 66. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


Lanquage 

The following appropriations shall be expended under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers for authorized civil 
functions of the Department of the Army pertaining to rivers and harbors, flood 
control, beach erosion, and related purposes: 


“GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL 


‘“‘For expenses necessary for the collection and study of basic information per- 
taining to river and harbor, flood control, shore protection, and related projects, 
and when authorized by law, [preliminary examinations, ] surveys and studies 
(including cooperative beach erosion studies as authorized in Publie Law [Nun- 
bered] 520, [Seventy-first Congress,] approved July 3, 1930, as amended and 
supplemented), of projects prior to authorization for construction, 9,500,000, 
to remain available until expended [[, $10,481,250]: Provided, That [$48,750] 
$50,000 of this appropriation shall be transferred to the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service for studies, investigations, and reports thereon as required by the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 563-565) to provide that 
Wildlife conservation shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with 
other features of water-resource development programs of the Department of the 
Army” (33 U.S.C. 426-426c, 540, 541, 701; Publie Works Appropriation <Aet, 
1960). 

“CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Corps OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL 


“For the prosecution of river and harbor, flood control, shore protection, and 
related projects utithorized by law; detailed studies, and plans and specifications, 
of projects (including those for development with participation or under considera- 
tion for participation by States, local governments, or private groups) authorized 
or made eligible for selection by law (but such studies shall not constitute a com- 
mitment of the Government to construction); and not to exceed [81,170,000] 
$1,400,000 for transfer to the Secretary of the Interior for conservation of fish and 
wildlife as authorized by law: $718,424,000, to remain available until expended 
[, $661,356,247]: Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used for 
projects not authorized by law or which are authorized by a law limiting the 
amount to be appropriated therefor, except as may be within the limits of the 
amount now or hereafter authorized to be appropriated: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated for ‘‘Construction, General’’, in this Act shall be 
used on the project ‘‘ Missouri River, Kansas City to mouth’’, for any purpose 
other than bank stabilization work: [Provided further, That $1,365,000 of the 
amount herein appropriated shall be available for the Allegheny River Reservoir:] 
Provided further, That [$487,500] $500,000 of this appropriation shall be trans 
ferred to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service for studies, investigations, 
and reports thereon as required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
(72 Stat. 563-565) to provide that wildlife conservation shall receive equal con- 
sideration and be coordinated with other features of water-resource development 
programs of the Department of the Army. 

‘‘FNot to exceed $180,000 of the funds heretofore provided under this heading 
shall be available to complete riprap protection of the Saint Joseph Indian School 
property located along the Fort Randall Reservoir, South Dakota pool]y’ (16 
U.S.C. 661-666, 756; 33 U.S.C. 511-523, 540, 701; 55 Stat. 638; 66 Stat. 635, 732; 
Public Works Appropriation Act, 1960; Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1960). 
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mobiles ‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
yiles as ‘For expenses necessary for the preservation, operation, maintenance, and care 
ents for of existing river and harbor, flood control, and related works, including such sums 
hat are} * may be necessary for the maintenance of harbor channels provided by a State, 
municipality, or other public agency, outside of harbor lines, and serving essential 
art the needs of general commerce and navigation; financing the United States share of 
he year | the cost of operation and maintenance of remedial works in the Niagara River; 
activities of the California Debris Commission; administration of laws pertaining to 
preservation of navigable waters; surveys and charting of northern and northwestern 
lakes and connecting waters; clearing and straightening channels; removal of 
obstructions to navigation; rescue work, and repair, or restoration of flood control 
projects threatened or destroyed by flood; and not to exceed [$1,706,250] 
5. $1,915,000 for transfer to the Secretary of the Interior for conservation of fish and 


wildlife as authorized by law; $125,000,000, to remain available until expended[, 
$114,934,950]” (16 U.S.C. 661-666, 756; 33 U.S.C. 1, 414, 415, 441-451, 540, 
603a, 661, 678, 683, 701, 701n, 705; 66 Stat. 596; 72 Stat. 301, 302; Public Works 
he Seere- | Appropriation Act, 1960). 
‘ized civil 


a “‘GENERAL EXPENSES, Corps OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL 
ors, flood 


“For expenses necessary for general administration and related functions in the 
Office of the Chief of Engineers and offices of the Division Engineers; activities of 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors[,] and the Beach Erosion 
Board[[, and the California Debris Commission; administration of laws pertaining 
to preservation of navigable waters]; commercial statistics; and miscellaneous 
investigations; [$12,324,000] $12,120,000” (22 U.S.C. 266; 33 U.S.C. 426—426h, 
§41, 701, 703, 704; Public Works Appropriation Act, 1960). 
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projects, 
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1,500,000, 
$48,750] 
Fish and 
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tion Act, 


“FLoop ContTrRoL, Misstssipp1 River AND TRIBUTARIES 


“For expenses necessary for prosecuting work of flood control, and rescue work, 
repair, restoration, or maintenance of flood control projects threatened or de- 
stroyed by flood, as authorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a, 702g—1), $69,500,000, to 
remain available until expended [[, $69,068,512]” (Public Works Appropriation 
Act, 1960). 


UnirEp States Section, Saint LAWRENCE River Joint BOARD OF ENGINEERS, 
Corrs oF ENGiNEERS, CIVIL 


‘Tor necessary expenses of the United States section of the Saint Lawrence 
River Joint Board of Engineers, established by Executive Order 10500, dated 
November 4, 1953, including services as authorized by section 15 of the Act of 
August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $100 per day for individuals; 
[$39,000] $30,000: Provided, That no part of these funds shall be obligated until 
agreement has been entered into, by the United States Government and the 
United States entity authorized to construct the power works in the Interna- 
tional Rapids section of the Saint Lawrence River, providing for the reimburse- 
ment of the expenditures of the United States section of this Board by the con- 
struction entity’? (Publie Works Appropriation Act, 1960). 
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INTERNATIONAL NAVIGATION CONGRESSES, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL 
















New lanquage 

_For necessary expenses of the meeting of the Permanent International Associa- 
tion of Navigation Congresses to be held in the United States in 1961, as authorized 
by law (72 Stat. 513), $180,000, to remain available until June 30, 1963. 


“ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 








“Appropriations in this title shall be available for expenses of attendance by 
military personnel at meetings in the manner authorized by section 19(b) of the Act of 
July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 336), uniforms, or allowances therefor, as authorized by the 
Act of September 1, 1954, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2131), and for printing, either 
during a recess or session of Congress, of survey reports authorized by law, and 
such survey reports as may be printed during a recess of Congress shall be printed, 
With illustrations, as documents of the next succeeding session of Congress; and 
during the current fiscal year the revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, shall be 
available for purchase (not to exceed one hundred and [seventy-six] sixty for 
replacement only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles” (Public Works Appropria- 
ion Act, 1960). 
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Mr. Ritey. Will you give us a brief explanation of proposed lan. 
guage changes? 

Colonel GoopsE.Lu. Yes, sir. 

On the first item on page 58, there is no change, sir. 

On page 59, sir, ‘‘General investigations,” the 1958 River, Harbor, 
and Flood Control Act deleted the re quirement for having preliminary 
examinations. Henceforth, all authorized studies will be of survey 
scope. 

The deletions on page 60, sir, “Construction, general,’”’ pertain to 
the Allegheny Reservoir and the St. Joseph Indian School property. 
They pertain only to the fiscal year 1960 appropriation. 

On page 61, “Operation and maintenance, general,” we have in- 
cluded the California Debris Commission and the administration of 
laws pertaining to preservation of navigable waters, because these are 
items which are more appropriately field-prosecuted items, and we 
feel they should be under the O. & M. budget item. 

On page 62, sir, ‘‘General expenses,”’ those are the items that have 
been transferred over, of which we just spoke, on the California Debris 
Commission and the administration of laws pertaining to the preserva- 
tion of navigable waters. 

On page 63, I believe the only change is in the amount, 

On page 64, the only change there, sir, is in the saint. 

On page 65, sir, that is the item that is required in order to support 
the International Navigation Congress which will be held in this 
country for this session. 

Mr. Ritey. Will that be held here in Washington? 

Colonel GoopsEtu. In Baltimore, sir. 

Page 66, ‘‘Administrative provisions.’”’ We have inserted the word- 
ing, ‘expenses of attendance by military personnel at meetings in the 
manner authorized by section 19(b) of the act of July 7, 1958.” This 
insertion will permit payment of expenses for military personnel at 
meetings, since Public Law 85-507 provides only for defraying those 
expenses for civilians or nonmilitary personnel. There is a change 
in the number of vehicles. 

I believe that covers it, sir. 

Mr. Raravrt. All right, thank you. 
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Tuurspay, Fesruary 25, 1960. 


CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


WITNESSES 


coL. J. L. FERGUSON, COMPTROLLER, OQMG 
cOL. H. D. TEMPLE, CHIEF, MEMORIAL DIVISION 
CHARLES J. DORMAN, MEMORIAL DIVISION 

B. R. WALTHALL, MEMORIAL DIVISION 

§. D. MILLER, BUDGET AND FUNDS CONTROL 


Program and financing 


| 1959 actual | 1960 estimate 1961 estimate 





| 
Program by activities: 
1. Operation and maintemance._......................---. $3, 936, 703 
2. Construction 230, 137 
3. Headstone procure ment 2, 643, 584 
4. Administration - 630, 100 


, 543, 500 
902, 850 

2, 886, 000 
631, 800 


$4, 960, 000 
400, 000 

3, 359, 000 
681, 000 


Total obligations 7, 440, 524 8, 964, 150 9, 400, 000 
Financing: 
Advances and reimbursements from non-Federal sources 
(31 U.S.C. 489a) - 
Unobligated balance no longer available 
Appropriation (new obligational authority)_.......---.- | 7, 450, 000 





Object classification 





1959 actual | 1960estimate | 1961 estimate 


Total number of permanent positions 683 737 795 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 44 | 37 
Average number of all employees 706 55 807 
Number of employees at end of year 801 | 970 
$5, 156 | 
$4, 477 


‘7 6.0 $5, $5, 200 
$4, 681 


Average GS grade and salary 
Average salary of ungraded positions_.......-...-..----- | 


196 I 6.0 
, 681 


01 Personal services: 
SUK MR NIE PMU i ec eee ccecncunews 
Positions other than permanent-- 
Other personal services 


149,778 | ‘$3, 504, 870 | 
7, 695 | 169, 879 | 
s. 468 | 90, 787 


$3, 754, 500 
147, 417 
113, 869 

4, 015, 786 
38, 492 
440, 998 
54, 300 

84, 200 
662, 110 
308, 000 
3, 223, 510 
362, 870 
242, 590 


Total personal services 3, 765, 536 
Travel . 34, 37,7 
Transportation of things 396, 7 
Communication services_..........................- 50, 52, 
Ate GI URIEY Bervioes.... . <<a ace weceenew nn ae 79, 82, 
Other contractual servioes.............<...<...-...6- 568, 87: 
Supplies and materials 7 | 
Equipment-____- ee eas oneal abana ial ‘ 

Rane Wiel ROMOS oc sinc nnn nce 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities | 
Taxes and assessments 6, 





7, 430 


Subtotal 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges 


Total obligations 


7, 478, 990 | 
38, 466 | 


9, 004, 436 


40, 286 


7, 440, 524 | 


$, 964, 150 





9, 440, 28 
40, 286 


9, 400, 000 


Mr. Rasavut. Cemeterial expenses, total budget request, $9,400,000, 
1960 appropriation. 


an increase of $435,800 over the 1 
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JUSTIFICATIONS OF THE ESTIMATE 


Insert pages 3 through 29 of the justifications. 
rT 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
(CONTINUED) 


Summary of projects (direct obligations) 


eee 


Actual Estimated | Estimate 
Project Purpose of project obliga- obliga- fiscal vear 
No. tions, fiseal | tions, fiscal 196] 


year 1959 | year 1960 | 






qd 2 (3 (4) 











0861 | Cemetery operation and maintenance en he $3, 926, 327 | $4, 532, 847 $4, 941, 78 
Military salaries Tee 10, 376 10, 653 18, 2) 
Less reimbursements 7 : 1, 738 
. wae © | o = 
Direct obligations wet wenceu| 3» 904, 065 4, 543, 500 4, 960, 00 


0862 | Cemetery construction_____-- - ss 5 ee 230, 137 902, 850 400, 00 





Direct obligations __- es 230, 137 902, 850 400, 0M 









Headstone procurement eee 2, 643, 584 2, 886, 000 3, 359, 0 
Less reimbursements_. ss . : 4,511 











Direct obligations 2, 639, 073 3, 359, 00 










Administrative activity 
Military salaries 


619, 644 
10, 456 







670, 144 
10, 85 








Direct obligations 7 630, 100 631, 800 681, 








Total obligations = oui Pacts 7, 440, 524 8, 064, 150 9, 400, 0 
Less reimbursements_.- 6, 249 



















Total direct obligations 


9, 400, 00 
Unobligated balance no longer available 





Total appropriation or estimate palamiatomandisaaiaed 7, 450, 000 8, 964, 150 9, 400, 0 


Summary of direct obligations by objects of expenditures, fiscal year 1961 


(O1 | (02) (03) 04 (05) 07 
Proj- Personal Travel Trans- Com- Rents | Other 
ect Purpose of project services porta- | mun and contrac 
No | tion of services utility tual 
things services | services 





0861 | Cemetery operation and main- | 

















tenance , .| $3,3 $34, 600 $12, 700 $54, 300 $84,200 | $653, 0 
0862 | Cemetery construction 2, 000 0 0 0 | li 
0863 | Headstone procurement 0 1, 892 428, 298 0 0 ( 
0864 Administrative activity 631, 500 0 0 0 0 |} 9, 00 

Total 3, 975. 500 38. 492 440, 998 54, 300 84, 200 662, 11 
(10) (11 (15) | 
(08 (09 Lands Grants, Taxes | 
Project | Purpose of project Supplies Equip- ind subsi- and Total 
No and ment struec- | dies, and SSeSs- 
materials tures contri- ments 


| | butions 


0861 | Cemetery operation and | | | | 
yay ee $308,000 | $294, 700 0 | $200, 330 $7,170 | $4, 960,00 


Maintenance 
0862 | Cemetery construction__._--- 0 0 | $362, 870 1, 960 60 | 400, 000 
0863 | Headstone procurement___---- 0 | 2,928, 810 0 0 0 | 3,359,000 
0864 | Administrative activity__....- 0 0 0 40, 300 200 | 681, 000 





OU si ea | 308,000 | 3,223,510 | 362,870 242, 590 7, 430 9, 400, 00 
| 
| 
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(4) 


$4, 941, 78 


* 400, On 


400, 0% 


3, 359, 00 


3, 359, 00 


670, 14 
10, 88 


681, 0M | 


1961 
—_——— 
(07) 
3 Other 
contrat 
v tual 
’S | services 


0 $653, 00 
0 .- 
0 
0 9, C 


0) & 662, , 110 
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Project 0861—Cemetery operation and mainienance 


| Actual Estimated Estimate, 
| obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 





| 
SUMMARY 
| 
| 


$3, 936, 703 $4, 543, 5 $4, 960, 000 


Zone of the Interior..... bc ibibininerekpabeavessenehakenin (3, 740, 207)| (4,344,400); (4, 749, 500) 
Overseas (196, 496) (199, 100) | (210, 500) 





SUPPORTING DATA 


Pursuant to applicable statutes ! funds are required under this project for the 
expenses of operating and maintaining the national cemetery system under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of the Army consisting of 85 national cemeteries, 
21 soldiers’ lots, 5 Confederate cemeteries, 2 Confederate plots, 2 Confederate 
monument sites, 1 national monument site, 1 memorial park, and Government- 
owned burial lots in the Washington Parish burial ground. 

The estimate includes only those funds required for necessary pay of field 
personnel, travel, transportation, communication services, utility services, con- 
tractual maintenance of buildings, grounds and equipment, contractual interments, 
and the purchase of supplies and cemetery equipment. 


Actual Estimated | Estimate, fiscal year 1961 
loblig: ations, obligations, 
| fiscal year | fiscal year | | 
1959 1960 Number of | Man-years |Obligations 
| positions 
| 


(1 Personal services, total . _--| $2, 741, 610 | $3, 053, 000 | 842 | 684 | $3,311, 000 
Zone of the interior- | (2,602, 510)| (2, 906, 300) R()2) (644.8)| (3, 151, 000) 
(139, 100) (146, 700) (40) (39.2)| (160, 000) 

| 


Estimated employment at end of: 
June 1960 : —e rela ta : apes Se 795 
september 1960..__....._.-- : so) he 
December 1960__ aes , : ek 754 
March 1961____- “ ; . 769 
dune 1961. .... a eee : oc 4 42 


The funds requested under 01 are required for the pay of personnel needed for 
essential national cemetery system activities in the following broad categories: 
(1) Supervisory, public, service, and administrative activities; (2) interments; 
(3) maintenance. 

Category (1) ineludes superintendents and administrative personnel who are 
primarily concerned with supervision of all cemetery activities, arranging for 
and conducting funerals, providing advice, assistance, and participating where 
required in the re ndition of milit: iry honors, patriotic and eulogistic ceremonies 
held in the cemeteries, and providing other services required by the public. In 
this category 147 or an increase of 4 man-years above those caved in fiscal 
year 1960 is requested to provide a civilian cemetery division chief at the Phil- 
adelphia regional headquarters to replace the military chief; and 3 clerks at 3 
national cemetery installations to accomplish additional administrative workload 
in connection with increased interment activities. 

Category (2) includes personnel required to open graves, set up funeral equip- 
ment, backfill graves, and perform other services essential to interments. In 
this category 213 or an increase of 9 man-years of labor nrg those provided in 
fiscal year 1960 is requested to provide personnel to make 34,509 interments in 
fiscal vear 1961, an increase of 2,221 over the projected places for fiscal year 
1960 (32,288). (Interments in fiscal year 1959: 30,208.) 


114 Stat. 353; 10 U.S.C. 2601; 24 U.S.C. 271 through 276; 24 U.S.C. 278 through 279; 24 U.S.C. 281 through 
2; 24 U.S.C. 286 through 295. 








Category (3) includes personnel engaged on noncontractual maintenance 
activities, such as setting, realining, and cleaning of headstones; caring for gragg, 
trees, and shrubs; filling and sodding sunken graves; minor repairs to buildings 
and structures, walks, and drives; disposal of withered wreaths, flowers, and 
refuse left in the cemeteries by the public; and related activities. In this category 
324 or an increase of 18 man-years of labor above those provided in fiscal year 
1960 is requested to provide personnel to maintain additional graves with head- 
stones occasioned by increased interments and additional acreage which will be 
developed in fiscal year 1960. 








Actual | Estimated Estimate, 
| Obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year | fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 
—_—— ~ - _ ~ ~— — -—— = - — —_—— —— — — | — — |-———-—_ 
Ne re ed $32, 592 $33, 740 | $34, 600 
1 1 





Funds under this item are required for travel in connection with operation and 
inspection of the national cemetery system by representatives of the immediate 
supervising commands and the Office of the Quartermaster General; travel of 
superintendents, including dependents, due to permanent changes of station; and 
for travel and per diem for relief superintendents where required due to the tem- 
porary absence of regular superintendents. 











| Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year | fiscal year 1961 
1959 | 1960 
ee OE OREIIIN OF CINE on cicctencccnccaccancceueeusews | $10, 758 $11, 500 $12, 70 





Requirements for the transportation of things; drayage at national cemeteries 
where vehicles are not provided; transportation of household goods of superintend- 
ents due to permanent changes of station. 








Actual | Estimated | Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, | fiseal year 
fiscal year fiscal year | 1961 
1959 1960 
| 
DRO IORARE SOFIE ainicenincinancccccsenceesessesen | $50, 725 | $52, 500 | $54, 300 
| 


| | 
Requirements for communication services include provision for telephones at 
national cemeteries, telegraphic requirements for verification of eligibility of 
decedents for burial in national cemeteries in accordance with title 24, United 
States Code, section 281, and for postage charges. 


| = ae 
Actual Estimated | Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, 











fiscal year 
| fiscal year | fiscal year 1961 
1959 | 1960 
— - a - — | ——E a ee 
OB BREE ae RE OUP isin iii on des cist wncennns | $79, 197 $82, 000 | $84, 200 





The increase of $2,200 over the fiscal year 1960 appropriation is required for 
additional electrical power and lighting requirements for facilities constructed i 
fiscal year 1960 and to meet additional requirements for water in extensions of 
lawn watering facilities in developed areas. 
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| 
Actual Estimated | Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 


aE 


RE NR So indsciivnnrkcnbundnaasensenenqeee ($27, 289) ($28, 740) ($30, 200) 
Water (40, 435) (41, 400) (42, 300) 
Natural gas (10, 969) (11, 400) (11, 400) 
Rent (460) (300) 


ee 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 





ens 


@ Other cotitractital 6071008. «...ncncin ca cncn nn cnesecece ne | $394, 238 $566, 700 $653, 000 


Qn ———————————————————————————————— C—O 


Contractual services are required for maintenance of equipment, buildings, and 
grounds for which regular national cemetery labor personnel are not provided. 
In addition to the three main divisions of maintenance in this category, provision 
is made for Federal employees group insurance and health insurance. 


ee er eS 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obl gations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 


TT ——- Orr — 


Maintenance of equipment ($57, 494 ($61, 300) ($63, 100) 


——_— 


For the maintenance of vehicles, power-operated equipment for interments and 
grounds maintenance, and for other internment and miscellaneous equipment. 
The increase is required by reason of increased cemetery activities. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 


Maintenance of buildings and grounds ($180, 972)| ($285, 000) ($305, 500) 


For the maintenance of buildings; roads and walks; electrical, water, sewer, and 
drainage systems; enclosure walls, fences, and gates; and flagstaffs, monuments, 
and tablets. The increase is required to improve maintenance of grounds, to 
arrest deterioration in cemetery plant, and to meet additional requirements 
resulting from increased interments. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 





Miscellaneous contractual services ($147, oan] ($211, 000) | ($226, 300) 


For contractual interment and maintenance expense at activities where no 
labor personnel is provided, including 15 national cemeteries, 21 soldiers’ lots, 
5 Confederate cemeteries, 2 Confederate plots, 2 Confederate monument sites, 
1 national monument site, and Government-owned burial lots in the Washington 
Parish burial ground. Funds under this item also provide contractual services 
for care and preservation of trees and shrubs. Such services include pruning, 
cabling, bracing, and cavity work where required; removing dead trees; special 
feeding, spraying and plant disease treatment; and insect and rodent control. 





Actual | Estimated Estimate, 
| obligations, obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 

} 1959 1960 


Federal employees group insurance... _--_- ‘ ($8, 719) ($9, 400 ($10, 100 


Federal employees health insurance__- aie eee = (0 (48, 000) 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, fiscal year 


1 


fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 


08 Supplies and materials___- : s $242, 073 $282, 100 


Requirements under this item are as follows: 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
| obligations, ybligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 196] 

1959 
Stationery and office supplies ‘ 2, 947 3 3, 800 
Fuel for heat snd . = : (21, 839 3 AE 25, 000 
Petroleum products. ‘ otieoee ' 37, 468 39, 090 41, 30 
Flags and halyards cate a % 15, OSS 17, 090 19, 50 
Sanitary cleaning supplies eee E 5, 694 6, 140) (7, 000 


Supplies for maintenance of grounds esac _— 89, 268 120, 810 (127, 80 


Miscellaneous operating supplies_..__- 69, 769 ( 83, 600 


The increase in this item is due to (1) an inereased requirement for petroleum 
products for heating and for additional cemetery equipment, (2) the necessity for 
the replacement of unserviceable flags required for the decoration of graves for 
Memorial Day ceremonies; and the provision of those required for the 32,130 
additional graves of those interred in fiscal vear 1960; (3) the necessity to provide 
adequate supplies for maintenance of grounds to minimize damage to equipment 
and to restore turf; and (4) an increased requirement for the provision of addi- 
tional operating supplies to maintain additional acreage developed and facilities 
constructed in national cemeteries in fiscal year 1960 and to provide for increased 
interment workload. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, fiscal year 


fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1960 


09 Equipment es , $219, 726 $267, 730 $294, 700 
Replacement equipment Faas rel (153, 063 (212, 900 (200, 610) 


Funds under this item are for procurement of equipment to replace present 
equipment no longer economically operable. The five divisions of this equipment 
are shown on this and the succeeding page. 


Actual Estimated | Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 

1959 1960 


ON eR SO ge Sa ee Fe Oe Ree ae ee Oe iin $36, 600 | $86, 300 $72, 700 





The funds requested will allow replacement of 28 trucks which are 10 years of 
age or older. The nonavailability of repair parts, high labor and materials costs 
make these vehicles uneconomical to repair or operate. 
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Actual | Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 

1959 1960 


Interment equipment =a $58, 715 $59, 400 $60, 910 


The increased interment rate has caused accelerated wear and tear on this 
category of equipment, comprised of grave-excavating machinery, casket-lowering 
devices and grave set-up equipment such as artificial grass sets and tentage. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 


fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 1060 


Maintenance equipment palidateeree es s $51, 752 $59, 750 $53, 520 


Includes power operated and other grounds maintenance equipment such as 
power mowers and trimmers, spraying machinery, leaf pulverizers and lawn and 
road sweepers. The amount requested will provide replacements for only those 
items worn out through fair wear and tear. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, »bligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 

1959 1960 


Office and lodge equipment- oe $4, 949 $6, 920 


This designation includes typewriters, office furniture, and equipment. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
| obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 

1959 1960 


Miscellaneous equipment- 4 $1, 047 $530 $230 


Includes other equipment used in the cemeteries not specifically for interments; 
maintenance, office or lodge, such as fire extinguishers, grounds settees, earth 
augers, and surveying equipment. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year | fiscal year 1961 
1959 | 1960 





($66, 663) ($47, 300) $94, 090) 





Funds under this item are for the additional equipment required to provide for 
the increased interment activity and increased developed acreage and facilities 
to be maintained 





Vehicles 
Interment equipment. 
Maintenance equipment 


| 
| Actual 
obligations, 
fiscal year 
1959 


$14, 500 


25, 686 
941 


ey een ee OOIONIIOING on. cccmmcbatencotamasatsonues , 396 


Miscellaneous 


11 
13 
15 


, 140 
(0 


818 


137 
137 


Estimated 
obligations, | 
fiscal year 

| 1960 


$5, 100 
9,770 
27, 160 
4, 370 
900 


) (7, 530) 


| 
902, 850 
) (902, 850) 


| «487, 460 | 


, 730 | 


Estimate, 
fiscal year 
1961 


400, 000 
(400, 000) 





SUPPORTING DATA 


Funds are requested under this project only to the extent that it is considered 


necessary— 


(a) To provide grave space and facilites for the interment of the remains 
of the classes of persons enumerated in 24 U.S.C. 281; 
(b) To accomplish construction and alterations at existing facilities to 
protect the Government’s investment therein. 





Actual 


obligations, | 


fiscal year 
1959 


ON oa eh ede niin aioe ammo bomnieets $1, 479 


Estimated 

obligations, | 

fiscal year 
1960 


$2, 000 


| 
- 


Estimate, 
fiscal year 
1961 


$2, 000 


Required for engineering inspections of completed construction work prior to 
acceptance and final payments to contractors. 


Total construction projects 


| 


| 


| | 
Actual | Estimated | 
obligations, | obligations, | 


! 
| 
fiscal year | fiscal year | Num- 


1959 | 1960 


$228, 5 $900, 850 


Pe IR NE, cncciansaentiemnnaneetlamcnoaicncemnin | 


07 Other contractual services.............-.- 
10 Lands and structures...................- 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions... -- 

Tazes and assessments... .....cses-.20: 


| 


| 
| 


Estimated employment at the end of— 


June 1960 
September 1960 
December 1960 
March 1961 
June 1961 


Development projects, $216,700 


Estimate, fiscal year 1961 


ber of | Man 


posi- years 
tions 


Obligations 


on on cn cm BO 


Necessary clearing, grubbing, roads, drainage, topsoiling, seeding, fertilizing, 
and fencing to prepare additional cemetery areas for burials in the following 


cemeteries: 


Barranecas National Cemetery, Fla., 5 acres 
Beverly National Cemetery, N.J., 16.65 acres 


($74, 000 








Estimate, 
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($74, 000) 
(142, 700) 
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Landscaping projects, $68,000 


Provision of the basic tree plantings in the burial areas developed in the fiscal 
year 1960 to control wind and soil erosion and to integrate new burial sections 
with present developed areas in the following cemeteries: 


Arlington National Cemetery, Va., 34 acres___.......------__------- $18, 400 
Fort Snelling National Cemetery, Minn., 36 acres____...-____-_- __- 21, 500 
Long Island National Cemetery, N.Y., 73 acres__..........-..-_-_-- 24, 500 
Willamette National Cemetery, Oreg., 14 acres___....._____.___-_---- 3, 600 


Cemetery driveways, $58,000 
Reconstruction and widening of cemetery driveways and provision of adequate 


storm drainage facilities to provide for motor vehicular traffic in the Memphis 
National Cemetery. 
Memphis National Cemetery, Memphis, Tenn_----.....-_-_-------- $58, 000 
Advance planning, engineering, and design, $55,300 

Funds are required under this item for engineering investigations of site condi- 
tions and the preparation of preliminary plans and control estimates for projects 
to be ineluded in the fiscal year 1963 budget and to prepare working (contract) 
drawings and specifications for projects scheduled for accomplishment in fiscal 
year 1962 which will require more than 1 year for both design and construction. 
The engineering and design funds requested will allow these latter projects to be 
ready for construction within 60 days after receipt of project funds in order to 
provide their accomplishment, including supervision and acceptance, within the 
fiscal year in which the construction funds are made available. 


Preliminary planning___- 


a er 
\dvance engineering and design 


see 43, 000 


Project OS63— Headsione procurement 





Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1961 
1959 14¥60 
SUMMARY 
otal _..- Sees bece cas a ebennrs aie $2, 643, 584 $2, 886, 000 $3, 359, 000 
f the Interior aS asain isan te 2, 643, 584 2, 886, 000 | 3, 359, 000 
| 


SUPPORTING DATA 
Funds under this project are required for procurement, transportation, and 
travel costs incident to the supply of headstones and markers for unmarked graves 
and for memorial headstones and markers as prescribed under the act of July 1, 
1948 (62 Stat. 1215), as amended by the act of August 14, 1958 (72 Stat. 601) and 
the act of August 28, 1958 (72 Stat. 978; 24 U.S.C. 279(a 
Analysis of reguirements follows: 





Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year | 1961 
1Q5Y 1960) 
2 Travel. 5 eR ee EA AER DL ol, oo aed , $700 $2, 000 | $1, 892 


‘or travel of OQMG officers and civilians incident to the procurement and 


iispection of headstones. 


52882—_60——_77 





Actual imated 
obligations, gations, 
fiscal year fiscal year 

1959 1960 


Estimate, 

fiscal year 
1961 

Transportation of things 


$361, 882 


For transportation charges on the shipment 
in average cost of $3.23. 


Actual 
obligations, 
il year 
1959 


09 Equipment 


$2, 281, 002 


For purchase of 139,800 headstones marker 


General (marble, upright 
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purchase requirements: C 


Headstones/markers to be pure hased 


Project O864 {dministrative acti 


SUMMARY 
Total 


» $630, 100 
Zone of the Int 


$631, 800 
630, LOO 


631, SOK 


SUPPORTING DATA 


Funds under this item are required for the staff in the Office of the Quarter 
master General engaged in: 


(a) Determination of requirements for procurement and distribution of heaé 
stones and markers provided by the Government, under the provision of the a 
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of July 1, 1948 (24 U.S.C. 279), as amended, to mark graves in private cemeteries 
of members and former members of the Armed Forces; for unmarked graves in 
post and national cemeteries; and for memorial markers and headstones as author- 
ized by the act of August 14, 1959 (72 Stat. 601 and 602). 

(b) Coordination and technical and staff supervision of all activities involved 
in the establishment, development, maintenance, operation, and administration 
of 118 activities in the national cemetery system under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Army, as required by numerous laws affecting national ceme- 
teries; determination of eligibility for interments in national cemeteries under 
24 U.S.C. 281; and processing and maintaining permanent records appertaining 
to 975,828 interments. 


Estimate, fiscal year 1961 


Actual Estimated 
obligations | obligations 
| fiscal year | fiscal year | Number of | Man-years Obliga- 
1959 1960 positions tions 








Personal services, total 





fateh waded ion leads $588, 803 $592, 700 123 118 $631, 500 

Zone of the Interior_.---- cae ‘ 123 (118 (631, 500) 
Other contractual services. ns pete ees ; 7 . : 9 000 

ll Grants, subsidies, and contrib utions-- Seales sa ecto lehhdgd aces en eee 40, 300 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities--_- 

15 Taxes and assessments 


ae unio ccuanialiies ea etapa Ac iegcas sca daca sibibieti 200 








Estimated employment at end of: 


June 1960 i bie 
September 1960 ot 2 : 117 
December 1960 aratig kale z 3 : : 117 
March 1961] ? S 120 
June 1961 «soi 123 


Funds requested under this project will provide 123 positions. This is an in- 
crease of 6 over the current year. Below are reasons necessitating establishment 
of the 6 additional positions: 

(a) Compared to fiscal year 1960, it is estimated 20,528 more headstones and 
markers will be ordered during fiscal vear 1961. This is attributable to the rising 
receipts from the general public and the national cemeteries. Two GS-4 clerks 
and one GS-3 typist are required to accomplish the additional workload incident 
to processing the applications, accomplish the procurement, and conducting an 
increase in correspondence 

b) Interments in the national cemeteries are expected to increase 7 percent 
during fiscal vear 1961 to an annuai total of 34,854. In order to properly serv 
the publie in ueab inquiries generated by the increased activity and to author- 
ize and control the additional interments and reservations, 2 additional GS—4 
interment control clerks, and 1 additional GS-3 elerk-typist positions are required. 





GENERAL STATEMENT 








Rapaut. Have you a ge neral statement? 
Colonel Fercuson. Yes. si 


Mir. Chairman and candace of the committee, the budget estimates 
how being considered cover cemeterial expenses, Department of the 
Army, a civil funetion activity administered by the Quart: rmaster 
Corps. It includes funds for the development, operation, and main- 


‘ 
tenance of the national cemetery system and the procurement of 


headstones and markers, as authorized, for deceased members and 
former members of the Armed Forces and other eligible personnel. 

A total of $9,400,000 is requested. This is $435,850 above the 
uppropriation for fiscal year 1960. The greater amount is required 
because of increasing workload factors occasioned bv the greater num- 
ber of interments, added maintenance neepenesbantien, and an esti- 
mated 17-percent increase in the number of headstones to be procured. 


< 
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Nearly $5 million of the total requested will go into the operation 
and maintenance of the national cemetery system. There are 118 
cemeterial installations which currently comprise the system. Of 
these, 85 are national cemeteries. The 33 other installations include 
21 soldiers’ lots in privately owned cemeteries and the Government- 
owned lots in the Washington Parish Burial Ground. The funds are 
needed to provide 684 man-years of employment to administer and 
maintain the cemetery system and accomplish approximately 35,000 
interments. Today, the cemeteries contain slightly over a million 
eraves and gravesites requiring care. 

A total of $400,000 has been requested for development work in 
the national cemeteries. This amount will provide for the develop- 
ment, landscaping, and road building projects in seven national 
cemeteries during fiscal vear 1961 and also provide planning funds 
for future construction requirements. 

Funds are also included for the procurement, transportation, and 
travel costs incident to the 139,800 headstones or markers to be 
purchased at a cost of approximately $3,400,000 during the budget 
vear. 

Kor departmental salaries, $681,000 reflecting 118 man-vears will 
be required. These funds will pay salaries of personnel utilized by 
the Quartermaster Corps to procure headstones and markers; develoy 
procedures and formulate policy for the management of the national 
cemetery system; ry eligibility for interment in national 
cemeteries; maintain the central interment file, consisting of over 
975,000 records; and conduct necessary correspondence with th 
general public on all phases pertaining to cemeterial activities. 

Gentlemen, this concludes my opening statement. 


GRADING OF SUNKEN GRAVES 


Mr. aes r. Last vear the committee increased your budg 
request to provide for grading of sunken graves. Please give us a 
report on a at you have accomplished in this respect. 

Colonel FerGuson. You ere us an additional $189,150 for Arling- 
ton, and all sunken graves will be raised. 

Mr. RABAv? _ What have you done up to date? 

Colonel Feravson. About 60 percent to date - been complet 

Mr. Dain r. If you have a report on it insert it in the record. 


rm 


The information referred to follows: ) 


APPRAISAL OF FiscAL YEAR 1960 WorKLOAD ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN NATIONA 
CEMETERIES 


Pursuant to a directive from the Appropriations Committees crsabatiy ent 
hearings on the fiscal year 1960 budget request for cemeterial expense Depart 
ment of the Army, the following appraisal of the fiseal vear 1960 worklog 
complis shments which may be exp cted is respectfully submitted 

The fiseal vear 1960 funds av: ila thie will prov ide 85 percent of the total 
tenance anand at the ra aa Ne itional Cemetery and &0 percent of ¢ 
the balance of cemeteries in the national cemetery system. 

It is estimated that 32,288 interments will be accomplished in the 
cemetery system in fiscal year 1960 by cemetery labor. ee =e shment ¢ 
ments and the work incident thereto has first priority in the utilization of 
labor and constitutes 17 percent of the total fisen] vear 19o60 loa requure! 
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at Arlington and 25 percent in the balance of the national cemetery system. 
work in connection with interments includes: 

1. Layout grave; remove sod; open grave. 

2. Erect tent; place casket shipping case; place 
runners, and chairs. 

3. Lower remains; 
device, ete. 

4. Backfill grave; remove surplus dirt; replace sod; water; place flowers; police 
area. 

5. Prepare and set temporary grave markers. 

6. Unerate, inspect, deliver to grave and set headstone. 

After allowance has been made for the labor requirement for interments, the 
balance of labor which can be realized from available funds has been and will 
be utilized for various maintenance tasks, divided into six general categories in 
the national cemetery system as a whole with two additional categories at Arling- 
ton; namely, amphitheater maintenance and amphitheater services. The total 
labor requirement for these latter two categories will be met. 

The six general categories are: 

1. Headstone maintenance which involves cleaning, 
alinement of headstones. 

2. Maintaining graves at grade level, 
sodding or reseeding. 

3. Lawn and tree maintenance, comprising mowing; trimming around head- 
stones and trees, edging roads and plants; trimming shrubs, cultivating and 
mulching; watering; fertilizing and aerating; spraying trees, shrubs, and diseased 
lawns; and renovating turfed areas. 

4. Policing including raking and disposal of leaves; collecting and hauling 
debris, easels, and dead flowers; sweeping and eliminating growth from road joints; 
and removal of snow from roads. 

5. Custodial work involving cleaning comfort stations 
work areas; placing, removing, and maintenance of screens 
and doors; road patching and painting fences and gates. 

6. Equipment maintenance including preventive maintenance, 
and parts replacements. 

In the headstone maintenance category Arlington with 97,610 headstones will 
achieve 32 percent of the workload requirement and the balance of the system 
with 653,905 headstones, 68 percent. 

In the category, maintaining graves at grade level, 100 percent of the workload 
requirement will be accomplished at Arlington and in the balance of the national 
cemetery system 73 percent will be achieved. 

Eighty-three percent of the lawn and tree maintenance requirements will be 
met at Arlington and 68 percent in the balance of the system. 

Policing category requirements will be totally accomplished at Arlington and 
86 percent in the balance of the system. 

Custodial work and equipment maintenance will be 100 percent accomplished 
in Arlington and 76 and 100 percent, respectively, in the balance of the system. 

In the field of contractual maintenance including major repairs and painting 
to buildings; roads and walks; water, sewer, and drainage systems; walls, fences, 
and gates; and flagstaffs, monuments, and tablets; it is estimated that the funds 
available will afford 90 percent of the fiscal year 1960 requirements. 


The 


grave greens, lowering device, 


fasten case lid; dismantle tent; remove greens, lowering 


raising, and maintaining 


involving filling sunken graves and 


and administrative 
and storm windows 


minor repairs 










ADEQUACY OF RUDGET ESTIMATE 







Mr. Ranaut. Will the funds you are requesting provide for all for - 

seeable needs for headstones and for operation and maintenance’ 
Colonel FerGuson. No, sir. 

Mr Ranaut. Why does it fall short of the goal we set? 
sort of formula you have? 

Colonel Fercuson. This is the total amount we were permitted to 
Put into this re ‘quest, sir. 

Myr. RARAvt . In other words, 

Colonel Fercuson. Yes, sir. 


Isitona 


this had to fit into the budget? 
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Mr. Ranaut. What will you not be able to do? 

Colonel Fercuson. We place in priority the interment of the dead, 
That always comes first. That means that when we do not have 
sufficient money it is the maintenance that is deferred. 

We hope with what we have in the 1961 estimates to be able to do 
approximately 85 percent of the required maintenance. 

Mr. Ranaut. Will you have sufficient headstones? 

Colonel Frerauson. We should have sufficient headstones and still 
be able to do about 85 percent of the maintenance. 

Mr. Ranaut. What does it represent dollarwise and why does the 
Bureau of the Budget look at something as serious as this in this way? 

Colonel Frercauson. Dollarwise I can answer easily. Approxi- 
mately $3 million was cut off by the Bureau. Why they took that 
attitude I cannot answer. 

Mr. Ranaut. You asked for $9 million? 

Colonel Fercuson. This request is the $9,400,000. 

Mr. Ranaut. It was $3 million short? 

Colonel Ferguson. We asked for slightly over $12 million origi- 
nally. 

Mr. Ranaut. How will you do 85 percent with the amount of 
money you are receiving? 

Colonel Fercuson. Part of the funds - 

Mr. Ranaut. In other words, you need $3 million to do 15 percent? 

Colonel Ferauson. No, sir. Part of the $3 million covered addi- 
tional construction which also was eliminated. 

Mr. Ranaut. We should have been told that. What type of con- 
struction was it and how necessary is it? 

Colonel Fercuson. In the construction program there was 
$1,370,000 eliminated. 

Mr. Ritrey. How much for maintenance, Mr. Chairman? How 
much for maintenance was eliminated? 

Colonel Frrauson. $1,410,000 for maintenance was eliminated. 

Mr. Rasavur. Do you feel satisfied you can take care of people who 
die and be on time with putting up headstones? 

Colonel Fercuson. We can take care of the people who die and we 
can be reasonably up to date on the headstones. We cannot maintain 
the cemeteries as they should be maintained. 

Mr. Rasavur. When you talk about perfection in anything it always 
takes a good deal more money. Will the cemeteries look at least 
presentable? 

Colonel Ferauson. We are not trying to strive for perfection, Mr. 
Chairman. 






























DEFERRED ITEMS 


Mr. Rasavur. How much of this construction work is for expansion? 
i you put expansion under construction? 

Colonel Ferauson. Did you ask what was cut out or what is now in? 

Mr. Rapavr. I want to find out how much this curtailment you 
had for the budget is affecting your program. I want to know whether 
expansion comes under the heading of construction. 

Colonel Fercuson. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. Rasavur. Then we are in the right category. Let us proceed. 

Colonel Ferauson. We had requested funds to make an initial 
development of an additional increment of 28.4 acres for burials at 
the Arlington National Cemetery. 
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Mr. Ranaut. What else do you have under construction? 

First we are concerned with the acreage. How soon will you need 
this acreage? You have 28.4 acres and a number of other items. 

Colonel Ferauson. Within a 5-year period. 

Mr. Rasavur. That will not bother us at this time, then. 

Colonel Ferauson. I could summarize these projects a little better 
ifl may. 

Mr. Rasavur. You summarize it for the record. 

(The summary referred to follows:) 


Requested | Amount Allowed Amount 


| | > 
Travel catia ie $6, 700 $2, 000 


Arlington Development of 28.4 acres___} 357, 000 : 2 s 0 
Landscape 34 acres 22,000 | Landscape 34 acres_____.---- 18, 400 
Development of 5 acres___-__| ,000 | Development of 5 acres_.__.- 74, 000 
\ : _...| Development of 16.65 acres__} 2,700 | Development of 16.65 acres__ 142, 700 
Hills __...| Well and water storage res- 3, 000 | 

ervoir. 


Barrancas 
Beverl 
Black 
Congressional 

Fort Bliss 

Fort Leavenworth- 


Replacement of cenotaphs___} 277, 200 
Service building = ; 27, 000 
Addition and ah. to service | 15, 000 
building. | 
Service building.........._.- 41, 000 | 
Landscape 36 acres__- on 26, 000 | 
Rehabilitation of drives 3 I, oo Ne | 
Service building__....._..__- 228, 000 | 
Landscape 73 acres 29, 000 | 
Service building | 25, 000 
| Road reconstruction Lae oi 58, 000 
Service building . 59, 000 
Office addition to lodge____- 24, 000 
Office and service building -_| 75, 000 | 
Lawn water system. ___ ie 59, 000 i pais ek Ad se 
Landscape 14 acres- 4,400 | Landscape 14 acres___- 
Engineering and design ---.-_| 119,000 | Advance planning, 
| neering and design. 


Fort Rosecrans. ._- 
Fort Snelling...___- 
Little Roek 

Long Island_._- 


Memphis. 
ash ville 

uerto Rico 

ck Island 

San Francisco 
Willamette__ 
Advance planning-. 


N 
P 
R 


Totals... | 1,770,000 |. 





INCREASES 


Mr. Ranaut. Please give us the reasons for the increases you are 
programing for 1961. 

Colonel Fercuson. We have a net increase of $435,850. In the 
actual maintenance and operation of the cemeteries we have an 
increase of $416,500. 

There is also an increase in the procurement of headstones. 

Mr. Rapsavut. You are contracting for more headstones than 
formerly? 

Colonel Ferauson. Yes, sir. 
curement of headstones. 

Those are the major increases, and they are offset by decreases in 
the amounts of money for construction. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much is the decrease in construction? 
$902,850 to $400,000? 

Colonel Fercuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What about the administration activity increase from 
$631,800 to $681,000? 

Colonel Fercuson. That is an increase in the departmental require- 
ment which actually represents an increase of six additional positions, 
and in 1961 for the first time we will have an additional cost for all 
personnel due to the health benefits that are included. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much does that amount to? 


$473,000 additional is for the pro- 


From 
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Colonel Fercuson. In this group $7,000. There will also be six 
additional personnel. 

Mr. Rasaur. In the justification you have two clerks, one GS-3 
typist, and then later on you have two additional GS—4’s, interment 
control clerks, and one additional GS-3 clerk-typist. 

Colonel Ferauson. Yes, sir. 


LIST OF CEMETERIES 


Mr. Rasavt. Please insert in the record a list of all cemeteries 
under your jurisdiction. Show the amount of the 1961 funds allo- 
cated by areas. 

(The information requested follows: ) 


FISCAL YEAR 1961 CEDA FUND ALLOCATIONS FOR OPERATION 
AND MAINTENANCE OF NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 


CEDA operation and maintenance funds are allocated to eight supervisory 
commands on the basis of overall command requirements. Each command dis- 
tributes funds to its cemetery installations as required by operating conditions 
and the relative urgency of projects to be accomplished. Thus flexibility to meet 
exigencies and close control of programed funds is afforded. 

Military District of Washington 
Installations supervised: 
National cemeteries: Alexandria, Va.; Arlington, Va.; Sol- 
diers’ Home, District of Columbia; Balls Bluff, Va. 
Others: Lots in Washington Parish Burial Ground, District 
of Columbia; Point Lookout Confederate Cemetery, Mary- 
land. 
Philadelphia Quartermaster Depot___-_-----_--_-_---- 5 ats mcrae ict = Soe 
Installations supervised: 
National cemeteries: Annapolis, Md., Baltimore, Md., Bev- 
erly, N.J., City Point, Va., Cold Harbor, Va., Culpeper, 
Va., Cypress Hills, N.Y., Danville, Va., Finn’s Point, 
N.J., Fort Harrison, Va., Glendale, Va., Grafton, W. Va., 
Hampton, Va., Long Island, N.Y., Loudon Park, Md., 
Philadelphia, Pa., Richmond, Va., Seven Pines, Va., 
Staunton, Va., Winchester, Va., Woodlawn, N.Y. 
Others: Allegheny Soldiers’ Lot, Pennsylvania; Ashland 
Soldiers’ Lot, Pennsylvania; Green Mount Soldiers’ Lot, 
Vermont; Mount Moriah Soldiers’ Lot, Pennsylvania; 
Mount Pleasant Soldiers’ Lot, Maine; Prospect Hill Sol- 
diers’ Lot, Pennsylvania; Prospect Hill Soldiers’ Lot, 
Vermont; Rural Soldiers’ Lot, New York; Woodlawn 
Soldiers’ Lot, Massachusetts. 
Memphis General Depot - 
Installations supervised: 
National cemeteries: Alexandria, La., Andersonville, Ga., 
Barraneas, Fla., Baton Rouge, La., Beaufort, 8.C., Chat- 
tanooga, Tenn., Corinth, Miss., Fayetteville, Ark., Flor- 
ence, S.C., Fort Sam Houston, Tex., Fort Smith, Ark., 
Fort Gibson, Okla, Knoxville, Tenn., Little Rock, Ark., 
Marietta, Ga., Memphis, Tenn., Mobile, Alo., Nashville, 
Tenn., Natchez, Miss., New Bern, N.C., Port Hudson, La., 
Raleigh, N.C., Salisbury, N.C., St. Augustine, Fla., San 
Antonio, Tex., Wilmington, N.C. 
Others: Andersonville Prison Park, Georgia. 


Sees Sa ata os ae $928, 300 


pee ascatantec as Bie eae ae 880, 600 


Chi 


Shs 


Of 


Chicago Administration Center 
be six Installations supervised: 
National cemeteries: Alton, Ill, Camp Butler, Ill., Camp 
ke Nelson, Ky., Cave Hill, Ky., Crown Hill, Ind., Danville, 
GS-3 Ky., Fort Leavenworth, Kans., Fort Scott, Kans., Fort 
‘rment Snelling, Minn., Jefferson Barracks, Mo., Jefferson City, 
Mo., Keokuk, Iowa, Lebanon, Ky., Lexington, Ky., Mill 
Springs, Ky., Mound City, Ill., New Albany, ind., Perry- 
ville, Ky., Quiney, Il., Rock Island, IIll., Springfield, Mo., 
Zachary Taylor, Ky. 
Others: Baxter Springs Soldiers’ Lot, Kansas; Evergreen 
Soldiers’ Lot, Kentucky; Forest Hills Soldiers’ Lot, Wis- 
eteries consin; Forest Home Soldiers’ Lot, Wisconsin; Fort Craw- 
's allo- ford Soldiers’ Lot, W isconsin ; Fort Winnebago Soldiers 
Lot, Wisconsin; Lakeside Soldiers’ Lot, Michigan; Mound 
Cemetery Soldiers’ Lot, Wisconsin; Mound City Soldiers’ 
Lot, Kansas; Oakdale Soldiers’ Lot, Iowa; Woodland 
Soldiers’ Lot, Ohio; North Alton Confederate Cemetery, 
TION Illinois; Camp Chase Confederate Cemetery, Ohio; 
M Confederate Stockade Cemetery, Ohio; Rock Island 
Confederate Cemetery, Illinois; Confederate Mound Con- 
ervisory federate Plot, Illinois; Crown Hill Confederate Plot, 
and dis- Indiana; Union Confederate Monument, Missouri; Wood- 
nditions lawn Confederate Monument, Indiana. 
to meet Sharpe General Depot 
Installations supervised: 
928. 300 National cemeteries: Black Hills, 8. Dak., Fort Bliss, Tex., 
meee Fort Logan, Colo., Fort McPherson, Nebr., Fort Rosecrans, 
Calif., Golden Gate, Calif., San Francisco, Calif., Santa 
Fe, N. Mex., Williamette, Oreg 
Others: Fort Phil Kearny monument site, Wyoming; Forest 
Lawn Soldiers’ Lot, Nebraska. 
U.S. Army, Hawaii ae 
Installations supervised, national cemeteries: National Memorial 
Cemetery of the Pacific, Hawaii. 
U.S. Army, Caribbean 
Installations supervised, national cemeteries: Puerto Rico Na- 
tional Cemetery, Puerto Rico. 
U.S. Army, Alaska 
Installations supervised, national cemeteries: Sitka National 
Cemetery, Sitka, Alaska. 
Office of the Quartermaster General 
For permanent change of stations of cemetery superintendents 
and communication services. 


Total__ 


880, 600 


$684, 800 


963, 800 
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Tuurspay, Fepruary 25, 1960. 
U.S. STUDY COMMISSION FOR SOUTH CAROLINA, 
GEORGIA, ALABAMA, AND FLORIDA 


WITNESSES 


J. W. WOODRUFF, JR., CHAIRMAN, U.S. STUDY COMMISSION, 
SOUTHEAST RIVER BASINS 
GEORGE E. TOMLINSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 





Program and financing 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate! 1961 estimate 























Program by activities: Resource development studies (total 
ID nn gn : en : $125, 048 $740, 000 $1, 600, 000 
Financing: Unobligated balance no longer available_.....___.- 24, 952 bone 


Appropriation (new obligational authority).........---- 150, 000 740, 000 1, 600, 000 





Object classification 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 


Total number of permanent positions................---..---- 21 51 51 
Average number of all employees_-._-.-_-.- Se ea eae 3 39 50 
Number of employees at end of year. .--...---..---------.---- 20 51 51 
i WOCRS TES O7OES OI SRIAIT so oon none ceccnncecdcccscecescus 10.4 $9,136 | 9.5 $8,263 | 9.5 $8, 263 
01 Personal services: 

Permanent poritions......................- 


28, 471 $328, 415 $410, 115 
Other personal services 


eee ale ON A me fe 1, 055 1, 485 


Total personal services 28, 471 329, 470 411, 600 





a ee ucesmaeine 5, 228 35, 100 35, 100 
oS: “Transportation of things........<......<<s<s~«s Rh E 4,029 5, 800 3, 400 
nn nn nt oc cpiuhwadawinw acon 1, 297 10, 950 15, 000 
ee I Ne Cy OO PN is mic dice knccinccwewecuce 1, 725 14, 700 17, 500 
06 Printing and reproduction......__--. a es ee 425 4, 600 6, 000 
07 Other contractual services Fa : re 66, 018 304, 840 1, 079, 300 
08 Supplies and materials_........--..- te Oe EN 1, 883 4, 000 5, 000 
I ae  cnismanmiwe 14, 487 13, 260 5, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions._............---.---- 1, 257 14, 650 18, 900 
15 Taxes and assessments.............-- hE, ih RE SATEEN, 228 2, 630 3, 200 

ce TOD LOPE LES OT ei eke Ero B 125, 048 740, 000 1, 600, 000 


Mr. Rasaur. U.S. River Basin Study Commission for South 
Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida. 

Mr. Woodruff, under the heading of U.S. River Basin Study Com- 
mission for South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida, the 1961 
request for this commission is $1,600,000. 


JUSTIFICATION STATEMENT 


Insert the statement which is in the justifications. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 






The President’s budget for fiscal year 1961 requests funds in the amount of 
$1,600,000 and a change in the appropriation language to make these funds 
available until June 30, 1963. 

A copy of that portion of the budget for fiscal year 1961 relating to this Com- 
mission is enclosed. Justification of the requested funds by object classification 
and for the change in appropriation language are presented in subsequent 
paragraphs. 
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1, 485 
411, 600 
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3, 400 
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17, 500 
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5, 000 
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Justification 


Appropriated, 1960_ -- 
Estimated, 1961 


aca ~ paee e 
ss patter rhe 1, 600, 000 


The amount requested will permit the continuation of the investigations and 
studies being undertaken by this Commission under authority of Public Law 
85-850 ‘“‘(a) to provide for an integrated and cooperative investigation, study, 
and survey * * * in connection with and in promotion of the conservation, 
utilization, and development of the land and water resources * * * in the 
States of South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida * * * and (b) to 
formulate * * * a basic, comprehensive and integrated plan of development 
of the land and water resources * * * and to make recommendations after 
adequate study for executing and keeping current such studies.” 

As presently scheduled, the largest amount of work will be accomplished in 
fiscal year 1961 with the expectation of substantially finishing the studies in 
fiscal year 1962 to the point where the report of the Commission can be transmitted 
to the State and Federal agencies in fiscal vear 1963 for their review. 

Language change.—It is requested that the appropriation language contained 
in the Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1960 be amended to include the phrase 
“to remain available until June 30, 1963, $1,600,000.’ This change is considered 
necessary in order to permit a more efficient management of the study program. 

It is believed that the change will result in a reduced fund requirement for 
the total studies. For example, agreements will be made with a number of 
Federal agencies to do specified portions of work for this Commission, and this 
work, unlike elements of a normal continuing investigational program, will be a 
one-time jo. It will have to be completely finished to be effective at all, whether 
from 1 vear’s appropriations or from several. Inasmuch as single-vear funds 
transferred to another Federal agency are not carried over to the next year and 
since it is likely that some studies will extend beyond the year of their scheduled 
completion, either unnecessary delays will be incurred or contingent studies for 
future years will have to be requested to insure the completion of the needed 
studies being done by other agencies under single-vear funds. 

If work being done on a reimbursable basis for the Commission by other agencies 
is not performed as rapidly as anticipated, this fact will probably not be known 
until so late in the fiscal year that the unexpended funds will not, as a practical 
matter, be available for other items of work. This could seriously delay the 
preparation of the report. The reprograming of work, particularly with the 
Federal agencies, will result in a greater study cost. 

01 Personal services.—The amount of $411,600 that is requested for personal 
services is based on a total of 51 positions, including the 5 commissioners who are 
not from Federal agencies. 

At the time of the budget request for fiscal year 1960, it was contemplated 
that a total staff of 61 positions, including 5 commissioners, would cost $443,583. 
A reconsideration of the staffing requirements during the current fiscal year has 
resulted in a determination that 51 positions will be established, and the cost of 
this staff will be $329,470. This is a reduction of 10 in the number of staff posi- 
tions and a reduction in cost of $114,113 as compared to the estimated cost at the 
time of the budget request for fiscal year 1960. The average number of employees 
during the current fiscal year is 39, and it is anticipated that there will be 51 on the 
staff at the end of the current fiscal year. The average grade is estimated to be 
9.5 and the average salary $8,263 during the current fiscal year. 

The amount of $411,600 that is requested for next year includes a net of 
$30,000 for payment of salary to the chairman and the four State commissioners. 
This estimate is based on an allowance of the full amount $42,000 that is au- 
thorized by Public Law 85-850, less $12,000 under lapses. This is the same as 
is estimated for fiscal year 1960. The remaining $381,600 that is included for 
salaries will provide for 46 staff employees. The organization payroll will include 
51 names during fiscal year 1961, inclusive of 5 commissioners, and corresponds 
to an average of 49.8 employees on a full-time basis. The average grade and 
salary would be the same as for fiscal year 1960. 

Reduction in personnel cost for the new fiscal year as compared to last year’s 
estimate for fiscal year 1961 is predicated upon the employment of a small, but 
highly qualified staff for the purpose of analyzing data, supervising and expediting 
the work to be performed by Federal and non-Federal agencies, and doing those 
portions of the study which it is not practicable to have done by others. A 
major task of the staff, of course, will be to coordinate the work being done at 
all levels, summarize the conclusions, and to draft the Commission’s report. 
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Because of the reorientation in emphasis on performing work and the present 
estimate of needed basic data and analysis, there has been an increase in the funds 
requested herein to perform other contractual services. In the overall, it ig 
considered that the fuller utilization of the basic information and the services of 
experienced Federal and non-Federal agencies will contribute greatly to the quality 
of the studies and result in the least total cost to the Federal Government. 

02 Travel.—An item of $35,100 is included for travel expenses of the com. 
missioners and the Commission staff. This amount is the same as for the current 
fiscal year and compares with $5,228 during fiscal year 1959. The estimate for 
fiscal year 1961 is based on the actual cost experiences to date. 

08 Trans?-ortation of things.—FEstimate of transportation expenses amounts to 

$3,400 which is a reduction of $2,400 below the estimated requirements for the 
current fiscal year. These funds will provide largely for the transportation of 
household effects of employees which are recruited outside of the Atlantic are: 

O04 Communication services.—This amount of $15,000 covers cost of tele baal 
services and for payment of postage. Costs during fiscal vear 1960 are estimated 
to be $10,950. The increased amouni for fiscal year 1961 is considered essential 
because of the increasing workload and the more intensive work anticipated next 
year. 

05 Rent and utility services—Contracts for office rental during the current 
fiscal year are in the amount of $14,700. These contracts provide for increase in 
office space to meet the space requirements as new personnel are recruited and 
added to the Commission staff. The larger office space required in fiscal vear 
1960 will require funds in the amount of $17,500 for fiscal year 1961. The office 
space to be provided with the funds requested i in fiscal vear 1961 will accommodate 
the full staff that is now contemplated for prosecution of the comprehensive 
studies. 

06 Printing and reproduction.—The estimated amount of $6,000 is required 
for printing and reproduciion services. This compares with the amount of $4,600 
as estimated for the current fiscal year. The increase is considered necessary 
because of additional printing and reproduction costs associated with additional 
workload as the studies progress. 

07 Other contractual services.—Work contemplated under this item includes 
employees’ insurance, which is estimated to amount to $1,200 during the current 
fiscal year, and to require $2,000 in fiscal year 1961. Also included is an allowance 
for attorney, court reporter, and miscellaneous minor contracts in the total 
amount of $5,000 as compared to an estimated expenditure of $4,500 during the 
current fiscal year. An estimated amount of $2,300 is included for health benefits 
in accordance with Public Law 86-382, which was enacted after the fiscal year 
1960 budget request. Accordingly, the total funds required for miscellaneous 
services amounts to $9,300. 

Work contemplated on a reimbursable basis with Federal and non-Federal 
agencies, inclusive of contracts with educational institutions, private architect- 
engineer firms and other non-Federal bodies, is estimated to cost $1,070,000. A 
breakdown of the costs of this work, on a functional basis, is as follows: 


Function Federal | Non-Federal Total 


Economic inventory and projections. -.-.-..........-...-.----- $150, 000 | $175, 000 $325, 000 
Hydrologic and hydraulic studies 50, 000 | 20, 000 70, 000 
Flood control and prevention 70, 000 | 5, 000 
Domestic and municipal water supply 40, 000 | 
Navigation and transportation 5 50, 000 | 
Irrigation and reclamation 40, 000 | 10, 000 
Hydroelectric power and industrial development | 50, 000 20. 000 
Soil conservation and utilization : 50, 000 | 20, 000 

| 

| 

| 

| 


25, 000 65, 000 
20, 000 


Forest conservation and utilization 25, 000 30, 000 
Fish and wildlife conservation 40, 000 25, 000 | 
Recreation | 40, 000 | 25, 000 
Salinity and sediment control_- a ee 20, 000 | 20, 000 | 
Pollution abatement and public health _. hiuteesie 30, 000 20, 000 | 





655, 000 415, 000 





The items of work for economic and hydrologic studies will apply for the conduct 
of studies throughout the entire region and they will be basic and applicable 
to the entire range of studies with respect to specific purposes. Work will be 
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performed by Federal agencies on a reimbursable basis and by contract with 
non-Federal agencies. This is in line with the basic concept of a small highly 
qualified staff to establish the guidelines for conduct cf studies and to check on 
work performed by existing agencies, and to formulate a comprehensive plan to 
meet the projected needs of the region. The basic economic projections will 
stem from an inventory of current economic developments. From the projected 
economy, the needs and requirements for development of land and water resources 
will be established. 

Contracts are in force with five universities during the current fiscal year to 
develop the base economic studies. The costs through the current fiscal year 
are estimated to be $148,700. Other studies will be needed on the potential 
mineral developments, the uses of agricultural products, the effects of land use 
chanzes, population studies and analysis as related to economic growth and 
industria! development, analysis of labor productivity by different industries, 
transportation requirements for both waterborne and overland commerce, ete. 
These studies are estimated to cost $325,000 of which work amounting to $150,000 
will be performed by the Federal agencies and $175,000 will be by non-}ederal 
contracts. 

Basie hydrologic and hydraulic studies are estimated to cost $70,000, with 
$50,000 Federal and $20,000 non-Federal. ‘These amounts will provide for the 
establishment of the general hydrologic relations throughout the entire region 
for application in the project formulation and evaluation stages. This work 
includes the development of general climatologic data, basic precipitation and 
runoff studies, generalized frequency relations, the appraisal of generalized data 
on flood damages, municipal and industrial water supply needs, irrigation water 
requirements, basic studies to establish water quality needs, ete. Work also 
will be performed to establish the basic hydrologic standards and design criteria 
for project formulation. 

The funds required to perform the items of work for the various functions to 
be considered in the comprehensive plan are set forth in the above tabulation. 
These are cost estimates for work to be performed by the Federal and non-Federal 
agencies. The work will be assigned to the agency that is considered to be best 
qualified to perform the required work assuming of course, that the respective 
agency has the staff capability of doing the work. In the case of Federal agencies, 
we have determined that they generally have the capability of performing the 
required work. Work to be performed by non-Federal agencies will be by existing 
State organizations, by contract with educational institutions or by contract 
with private engineering firms. For example, it is expected that a large portion 
of studies concerning forest conservation will be undertaken by the respective 
State foresters within the total area. Likewise, the State agencies are considered 
to be well qualified to advise on the needs for recreational developments. 

In the alloeation of work among the Federal agencies, it is planned that work 
will be performed by those agencies who are specialists in their own particular 
functions. For example, the bulk of the flood control studies would be performed 
by the Depariment of Army and the Depariment of Agriculture; soil and forest 
conservation studies would be undertaken by the Department of Agriculture; 
fish and wildlife conservation would be performed largely by the Department of 
the Interior and the several State fish and game commissions, or comparable 
element, would be called upon for assistance. Studies concerning the quality 
of water would be undertaken by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

08 Supplies and materials.— This item amounts to $5,000 as compared to an 
estimated amount of $4,000 during the current fiscal year. The additional 
amount is required because of the additional work to be accomplished in the new 
fisea] vear, 

09 Equ Lpme nt. The amount of $5,000 is re quested for this item as compared 


to the estimated cost of $13,260 during fiscal vear 1960. The requested funds 


will be used largely for purchase of additional office equipm nt Such 48S Ladies 
typewriters and office machines. 

{1 Grants, subsidies, and contributions.— The estimated fund equired 
emplovees’ retirement deductions amount to $18,900. This compares to $14,650 
during fiseal year 1960. 

5 Taxes and assessments.— This item ineludes social 
which amounts to $3,200 as compared to $2,630 during fise 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Rasavut. Would you like to read your statement? 

Mr. Wooprurr. I would appreciate that opportunity, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Please proceed. 

Mr. Wooprurr. We appreciate the insertion of the written justifica- 
tion. I would like to make a few brief comments to elaborate and 
clarify any of the points that may not be perfectly clear therein. 

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the opportunity to appear before you 
and present our justification for the requested fiscal year 1961 appro- 
priations. Although our Commission is included in the budget under 
the heading ‘ ‘River Study Commission for South Carolina, Georgia, 
Alabama, Florida,” for brevity we are using the name under which 
we reported to vou last year of “U.S. Study Commission, Southeast 
River Basin.”’ We plan to continue with this name unless you havea 
preference that we do otherwise. In addition to the Chairman, the 
Commission is composed of one member from each of the States of 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina and one from each of 
the six Federal agencies; namely, Department of Agriculture, 
Department of the Army, Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Department of Commerce, Department of the Interior, and 
the Federal Power Commission. 

In addition to submitting the formal statement, which has _ been 
made available to each of you, I would like to outline briefly the pro- 
gram of the Commission and our progress to date. We held our first 
organizational meeting on January 12, | 27 davs after the members 
of the Commission were appointed by the President. An_ initial 
appropriation of $50,000 was received in fiscal vear 1959, followed 
bv a supplemental appropriation of $100,000 in the last few weeks 
of that fiseal year. Because of the lateness of the supplemental 
appropriation, $20,000 of it was placed in reserve by the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

The sum of $740,000 was appropriated for fiscal vear 1960, and 
$1,600,000 is requested for fiscal vear 1961. We are asking that the 
fiscal year 1961 funds be made available for the life of the study n 
order to permit a more efficient management of our study program 

In reviewing the prog ress of our Commission, I would like to not 
that one of our first jobs was recruiting a staff. This recruitment has 
been difficult because the Commission work is of short duration and 
because the highly qualified specialists we need are in the critically 
hard-to-recruit category. However, we have made great progress 
and are well pleased with the group of 18 professional engineers 
economists, and conservationists, and 17 clerical and administrativ 
persons who Coma our staff. This staff, with the assistance ol 
Federal, State, and local agencies under contracts and agreements, Is 
‘arrving out the work program of the Commission. To complete th 
statistics of our organization, we also carry on our rolls, as emplovees, 
five Commissioners, previously mentioned, who are not from Federal 
ae neies. 


We are conducting our studies in four overall steps. First, we ar 


compiling a basic inventorv of the area’s resources; second, we ar 
analyzing and projecting the growth and needs of the area to certall 
future vears (1975 and 2000); third, we are studying the opportunities 
for satisfving the needs of the area in each of the 12 functions or pur 












1 JUStificg- 
orate and 
erein. 
efore you 
61 appro- 
get under 
( eorgia, 
ler which 
Southeast 
ou havea 
man, the 
States of 
nN each of 
riculture. 
ion, and 
rior, and 


























aS been 
the pro- 
our first 
nem bers 
Nn Initial 
followed 
Vv weeks 
emental 
ireau of 


















60, and 
hat the 
tudy in 
rogram. 
to note 
ent has 
ion and 
‘itically 
rogress 

















rineers, 
trative 
ince of 
nits, is 
ete the 
lovees, 
“ederal 




















we art 
Ve are 
ertail 
nities 
l pur- 
















1229 


poses chumerated in the 
late a single comprehen 
and water resources. 
utively, in man 
The first step has been subst 
vanced in completing our 
for the vears 1975 and 
he third step so that 
and requirements 
detail the 

studies will 
plan for the 
such a plan. 


With the 


authorizing act: and, 
sive plan for the 
Although I have 
Y instances they 


fourth, we are to formu- 
best development of the land 
listed these four 
are being conducted 
antially completed, 
Projections of growth and needs of the 
“000. We are also doing prelim 
» #8 SOON as we have the proje 
for our target dates we will be 
INost’ promising means of meoctj 
culminate in the final 
area, and will ing 


steps consec- 
concurrently, 
and we are well ad- 
area 
inary work on 
ctions of the needs 
able to study in some 
eting those These 
step: the nsive 
‘lude recomme implementing 


needs. 
single comprehy 
ndations for 


present schedule, we e 
of our work in fiscal Vear 1961, 
studies in fiseal Year 1962, 
As reported to you last ye 
would come in the fise 
ments and replic 
on the preli 


xpect to accomplish the 


largest part 
and to substanti 


ally finish all of the 


ar we wo 
al year 1963. 
's of the respective States and the 
eliminary report which must be submitted t 

Che question might be asked as to why we cannot finish the study 
earlier. There has been a number of independent Studies made by 
State and Federal] agencies in the several] functional fields in our 
designated area, but no coordinated study encompassing all of the 
functions enumerated in the act. 
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eral Departments of Agriculture; Army; Interior; Health, Education, 
and Welfare; Commerce; and the Federal Power Commission and 
major educational institutions of the four Southeastern States. As | 
previously mentioned, a large part of our work has involved the com- 
pilation of a basic inventory of the areas resources, and we are well 
advanced in the process of completing our projection of growth and 
needs of the area for the years 1975 and 2000. 

In order to keep our study program functioning and to insure con- 
tinued and timely participatioa by the agencies and institutions con- 
ducting the studies, we are re questing a total of $1,600,000 for fiseal 
year 1961. This amount will pe rmit continuation and completion of 
studies which we have already initiated; it will eliminate unnecessary 
delays and costs ahich would result if the studies were discontinued 
and renegotiated; it will reduce overhead costs which would result if 
the study period were increased: and it will permit us to implement 
future studies at favorable times to tie in with studies already under- 
way. Of the amount requested, it is estimated that $655,000 will be 
expended by Federal agencies, $415,000 will be otedal by non- 
Federal agencies, and $530,000 will be required for work to be done 
directly by the Study Commission staff. 

The Commission has received a high degree of cooperation from 
the various Federal and State agencies, State governments, and par- 
ticipating institutions. Close liaison is being maintained on all Fed- 
eral agency and State levels. In November 1959 the Commission 
held a series of public hearings in the four States of the area. These 
hearings were well attended. 

3y continuing the impetus already established in initiating and 


arr: inging r the studies this fiscal year, we believe that the provisions 
of Public Law 85-850 will be met satisfac ‘torily. 


AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 


Mr. Ranaut. You are proposing that the funds requested herein 
remain available until June 30, 1963. 

Does this mean that there will be no further requests for Federal 
funds by this Commission? 

Mr. Wooprurr. No, sir, it does not. We will definitely have to 
return to ask for fiscal 1962 funds, and we strongly suspect we will 
have a gradual tapering off in fiscal 1963. 

Mr. Rasavut. In the ite that the committee does not see fit to 
appropriate for more than 1 year at a time, how much would you need 
for your ope rations In fiscal vear 1961? 

Mr. Woopvrurr. We would hope we could get these on no-vear 
funds for this reason: Much of our negotiation with State and edu- 
cational institutions, and with the Federal agencies, look toward the 
development of data, basic inventory, an a othe | i m aterial wh ich we 
need to pursue these studies, and it is possible U the scheduled 
Federal agencies’ work cannot be senaketel In 1 the coming fiscal vear. 
If we have to draw funds back from an ageney and return them to the 
Treasury, then we will have to renegotiate contracts and therein we 
run into a review of capabilities and added expense. 

The $1,690,000 is expected to be fully obligated in fiseal 1961. 

Mr. Rapwavutr. The reason for my question is that we want to be 
able to expl in your attitude about this. We are not quarreling with 
the idea. Perhaps the idea you have is good. 
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Mr. Wooprurr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rapaurt. It is just a matter of procedure. Your request, then, 
is that these funds be available until expended. 

Mr. Wooprurr. We feel that the full $1,600,000 will be obligated 
in fiseal year 1961. However, it is possible, as we near the end of 
fiscal year 1961 that some of the contracts, or the work agreements, 
with some agencies might turn out to be unrealizable, and that they 
are not able to expend the money in their operations. Because we 
are on a reimbursable basis to them, they may return the funds to us 
in May or June, when it is too late to invest them in other needed 
work in fiscal year 1961. 

In such event we would have to return it to the Treasury. How- 
ever, that still would require, if it were not available as no-year funds, 
returning it to the Treasury and then requesting a similar amount in 
a subsequent fiscal year and renegotiation of such work agreements. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is right. 

I asked the question in the event we run into trouble. We will have 
to take this up in executive session. 








ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE 





What have you accomplished to date? 
Mr. Wooprurr. I have Mr. Tomlinson, our executive director, 
with me. I would like to have him at this moment answer that ques- 
tion. | will be glad to supplement it. 

\ir. Ranaut. Proceed, Mr. Tomlinson. 

Tomuinson. Mr. Rabaut, we have gotten off to a pretty good 
start. As Mr. Woodruff explained, the work is being done in four, 
somewhat overlapping stages or steps. The first ste p is to inventory 
the economic resources of the area. That has been pretty well ac- 
complished. We are in the midst of that and are bringing it to a con- 
clusion 

The second step is to analyze the data we have and to make fore- 
casts as to the future development of the area from an economie and 
resources point of view. 

Ti hen from that projected growth we will determine haps tat we need 
in the way of services or developments, such as navigation, power, soil 
conservation, industrial development, and so forth. — 

We are now in the process of working out those projections and 
determining those requirements so we can then plan a program and a 
series of projects to meet those requirements. 

There has been a lot of talk in the past about this being the ideal] 


way of doing this type of an overall job, but so far as I know this is 


ihe first time that we have had River Basin Study Commissions, as 
we have now, really trying to plan the overall long-range needs for a 
comprehensive program covering areas as large as the areas we and 
the other Commission are covering. Therefore. we are concentrat- 
ing on doing the groundwork first. 

Then we will analyze individual projects and programs to meet the 

veral single-purpose needs and requirements and from that we will 
develop a comprehensive plan which, by means of multiple-purpose 
projects and other programs, will result in the most economical and 
INnost desirable overall program to meet ail the needs of the area. 
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We are gathering steam. 


Our staff is being recruited on a fairly 
satisfactory basis, and we have some 20 agreements with Federal, 


State, and non-Federal agencies doing specified portions of this work 
for us. We are directing the study with the end in mind that we can 
put together a really comprehensive plan. We do not plan merely to 
combine programs of the existing agencies where they may not neces- 
sarily fit together best. We are in the midst of the first two stages, 
and we are getting ready to start the third stage, about midsummer, 
in the development of the individual programs to serve the projected 
needs and requirements. 

Mr. Ranaut. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 


————____—_. 


Tuurspay, FEBRUARY 25, 1960. 


U.S. STUDY COMMISSION FOR TEXAS 


WITNESSES 


CHARLES D. CURRAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
H. E. TOBEY, Jr., EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 


Program and financing 


1959 actual | 1960 estimate | 1961 estimate 


Program by activities: Resource de 
obligations 


$79, 871 $800, 000 
Financing: Unobligated balance no longer available 90, 129 


velopment studies 


Appropriation (new obligational authority 170, 000 00 1, 300, 00 


Obje ct classification 


1959 actual 1961 estimate 


lotal number of permanent positions 


Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of al mployees 
Number of employees at end of ve il 


Average GS grad 
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Mr. Ranaut. We will take up the U.S. Study Commission for 
Texas. 
The 1961 request for this Commission is $1,300,000. 


JUSTIFICATION STATEMENT 


We will insert the justification statement in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


The U.S. Study Commission—Texas was established in August 1958 to make a 
comprehensive, integrated, and cooperative investigation, study, and survey in 
connection with—and in promotion of—the conservation, utilization, and devel- 
opment of the land and water resources of the Neches, Trinity, Brazos, Colorado, 
Guadalupe, San Antonio, Nueces, and San Jacinto River Basins and intervening 
areas in Texas. The Commission is further charged with formulating and sub- 
mitting to the President for transmission to the Congress a basic, comprehensive, 
and integrated plan of land and water resource development for this area. 

The original legislation provided for a commission of 14 members, 13 of whom 
were appointed by the President on December 18, 1958. Amendatory legislation 
enacted in 1959 increased the membership of the Commission to 16. Two mem- 
bers were appointed by the President on December 3, 1959, leaving only one Com- 
missioner, who will represent the Texas Board of Water sre still to be 
appointed. The 15 Commissioners who have been named are the Chairman, who 
was appointed from the entire area, 6 from Federal departments and agencies 
having jurisdiction in land and water resource planning, and 1 from each of the 
8 river basins. 

The legislation creating the U.S. Study Commission—Texas represents a new 
approach to land and water resource planning. Under the authority given the 
(Commission, there are, for the first time, no inhibitions or restrictions on full con- 
sideration of a possibilities in the formulation of a development pli in for the area. 
The approach thus far has worked well, and the desire for a collaborative effort by 
all State and Federal agencies concerned with land and water resource planning in 
the area has been realized. Many State and local agencies and interests are co- 
operating actively and wholeheartedly in the collection, submission, and analysis 
of data essential to sound planning. 

Appointment of six Commissioners from Federal departments and agencies 
has brought to the Commission a vast store of knowledge, experience, and skill 
from the regular departments and bureaus of the Federal Government. The 
work of the Commission is being expedited by the availability of the resources and 
facilities of these agencies and by the cooperation which has been given it in carry- 
ing out its assignment. The Commissioners from Federal agencies, by reason of 
their special status, are free to bring to bear on the overall problem all of the 
knowledge and experience which they have acquired through many years of service, 
without being subjeet to any limitations imposed upon their agencies by law or 
regulation. They are in a position to point out clearly any conflicts or incon- 
sistencies among the laws and procedures FeeENS the agencies. 

Beyond this, the legislation and the procedure s governing the study which this 
Commission has been directed to make brings into “the planning for the first time, 
as | ae ual partners, representatives of the State and local agencies. This is proving 
of great assistance to the Commission and should contribute immeasurably to the 

fulness, soundness, and acceptability of the development plan which the Com- 
mission expects to submit to the President and the Congress 

Phe Commission held eight meetings during 1959 in Houston, Tex., where it 
has established its headquarters. It is directing its efforts toward con 
its report within 3 vears from the date of its organization meeting in 
January 5, 1959. When this assignment is completed, the C 
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The work plan of the Commission may be divided into three stages. The first 
involves the review, collection, study, and analysis of data. The second wil] 
require the formulation of alternative development plans for the individual river 
basins and intervening areas. The third will involve the formulation of alterna. 
tive, integrated, areawide plans; the selection of the plan to be recommended: 
and the preparation of the Commission’s report. 

The Commission has determined that its staff will be kept small but will be 
composed of highly qualified, objective professional people. It now consists of 
20 highly qualified engineers and conservationists, and 6 administrative personnel, 
It is anticipated that the staff will not exceed 50 including consultants and part- 
time personnel. 

Although much of the work will be performed for the Commission by other 
agencies, particularly 2 the first and second stages, it will carried out in close 
collaboration with the Commission’s own staff which will be responsible for eoordi- 
nation, checking on ae of the work, and the monitoring of Commission 
policy. In order that the Commission’s assignment may be completed as ex- 
peditiously as possible, first-stage planning work has been initiated and pressed 
as vigorously as stuff recruitment and availability of funds permit. 

Gene rally, the duties of the staff are to take a fresh, objective look at all of the 
procedures currently being used by the planning agencies; and, where hecessary, 
to determine alternative methods for accomplishing the same purposes; to review, 
analyze and study basic data and reports that are currently available; and to assist 
the Commission in filling any gaps or deficiencies that exist in these 
formulating alternative development plans, and in preparing its report. 

The Commission’s greatest organizational problem has been to devise means of 
utilizing not only the results of earlier studies and the data gathered and ac 
cumulated at various places around the State, but also the know-how that had 
been developed, particularly in some of the major Federal agencies. This problem 
was solved by the establishment of two types of committees, a Planning Coordinat- 
ing Committee and a number of collaboration groups. F unctionally, these come 
mittees provide channels for maximum cooperation and participatir nin the Com- 
mission’s work by all Federal and State agencies concerned with land and water 
resource plannin: in the study area. 

The Planning Coordinating Committee provides high-level technical advice and 
review. The Commissioners appointed from the Department of the Army, the 
Department of Acriculture, the Departme nt of Health, Edu cation, and Welfare, 
— the Department of the Interior, acting in their sone icities as permanent avency 
officials, each appointed one of t!.eir assistants qualified in water res urce planning 
to serve on this Committee. The chairman of the Texas Board of Water Enci- 
neers appointed an engineer of high caliber to represent the rein The Execu- 
tive Director of the U.S. Study Commission-Texas serves as Chairman, and the 
Comunittee reports through the Chairman io the Commission. 

In the operational plan, the Planning Coordinating Committee acts as the 
review board of 13 collaboration groups. These groups consist of members ap- 
pointed from the various State and Federal azencies who are intimately familiar 
with the information available in a specifie field of interest, its location, and its 
quality. They have brought this information to the collaboration group meet- 
ings, and in roundtable discussions, it has been reviewed, analyzed, and studied, 
with each member of the group contributing his own technical knowledce as well 
as his understandine of the views of his ageney. Collaboration groups have been 
set up in the fields of land use and treatment, surface-water hydrology, including 
sediment problems; ground-water hydrology, water quality, municipal and in- 
dustrial water requirements, irrigation, hydroelectric power, navigation, recreation, 
fish and wildlife, flood damave, drainage, and basic project data. 

Part of the sssionment of these collaboration groups is to point out anv defi- 
ciencies that exist in available data. They have recommended a number of work 
assiznments to the Plannine Coordinating Committee which, throuch its Chair 
man, has in turn recommended them to the Commission. The ¢ 
approved these work assignments, and they are currently beir 
various agencies under contractual arrangements negotiated 
Director. 

The collaboration group device has been both useful and e ife ‘ctive in expediting 
the work of the ¢ ‘ommission. The Commission, for example, has been able to 
obtain hydrologic data based on criteria which have been accepted by the local 
officials of the collaborating Federal and State agencies and to define the areas in 
each river basin to be handled for study purposes by the Soil Conservation 
Service and by the Corps of Engineers with respect to flood dama 
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ment. An idea of the amount of technical knowledge made available to the 
Commission is indicated by the participation of Federal and State agencies. The 
participating Federal agencies are the Corps of Engineers, the Weather Bureau, 
the Bureau of Public Roads, the Bureau of Census, the Public Heaith Service, the 
Soil Conservation Service, the Agricultural Research Service, the Forest Service, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Geological Survey, the National Park Service, the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, 
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, and the Federal Power Commission. The 
participating State agencies are the Texas Board of Water Engineers, the Texas 
State Soil Conservation Board, the Texas A. & M. College System, the State 
department of health, the State highway department, the State parks board, the 
railroad commission, the industrial commission, the University of Texas, and the 
State game and fish commission. 

Each of these collaboration groups is chaired by a member of the Commission’s 
staff. Each of the Federal and State agencies is kept informed through its member 
of the particular collaboration group as to the progress and work of the Commis- 
sion in the particular area by means of personal contact and by rather detailed 
minutes of each meeting. The Commission is kept informed through its staff 
member. 

The Planning Coordinating Committee reviews the minutes of each of the 
collaboration group meetings. Each member of the Committee is responsible 
for presenting his agency’s views and reports directly to the head of his agency in 
this area. All of the State agencies are not represented on the Planning Coordi- 
nating Committee but have been extended invitations to submit any comments 
they may have directly to the Executive Director, U.S. Study Commission-Texas, 
er to the Texas Board of Water Engineers for transmission to the Planning 
Coordinating Committee. 

A brief listing of the work assignments which have been approved by the 
Commission and which are now being carried out follows: 

Computation of subbasin runoff under “natural,” 1958, 1975, and 2010 
conditions, by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Soil Conservation Service. 

Adjustment of historic flood flows for effect of SCS developments existing 
in 1959 and determination of flood frequencies, by Corps of Engineers and 
Soil Conservation Service. 

Development of methodology and techniques for determination of modified 
flows to evaluate flood control benefits, by Corps of Engineers. 

Tentative flood control storage requirements for main stem and major 
tributaries, by Corps of Engineers. 

Assistance to Commission Staff in evaluation of present and future ground- 
water supplies, by U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau of Reclamation. 

Inventory of present water quality and compilation of criteria, by Publie 
Health Service. 

Municipal and industrial water use for 1958, by the University of Texas. 

Municipal and industrial water requirements, by Bureau of Reclamation, 
Public Health Service, State department of health, and Texas Board of Water 
Engineers. 

Compilation of data on present and potential irrigable areas and related 
water requirements, by Soil Conservation Service. 

Development of basic economic data required to appraise irrigation 
potential, by Bureau of Reclamation. 

Correlation of land classification for irrigable areas, by Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and Soil Conservation Service. 

Inventory of power sites and power market studies, by Federal Power 
Commission. 

Determination of flood damages and conservation needs on upstream 
watershed areas and development of flood prevention and other measures 
required, by Soil Conservation Service. 

Flood damage studies, main channel and tributaries, by Corps of Engineers. 

Compilation of data on present and potential land drainage, by Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Major drainage outlet studies for areas requiring drainage by Corps of 
Engineers. 

Inventory and evaluation of physical data for reservoir sites, by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers. 

Preparation of preliminary capacity-cost curves for reservoir sites, by the 
Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. 

Development of basic data on present and 1975 land use, condition, and 
treatment in study area, by the Department of Agriculture. 
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Preparaiory to detailed work in the various: river basins after the basic data 
are collected, contacts with the various river authorities and similar entities have 
been made for the Commission’s staff by the Commissioners appointed from the 
various river basins. For the Lower Colorado and San Antonio, the Commis. 
sioners thus far have assumed this responsibility themselves. Individuals to 
maintain these contacts for the Guadalupe River, the Brazos River, the Central 
Colorado River, the Upper Colorado River, the Trinity River, the Neches, and 
the San Jacinto River Authorities, for the Colorado River Municipal Water 
District, and for the Nueces River Reclamation and Conservation District have 
been designated by the pertinent agencies 

The Commission has in progress one further step for obtaining the views, 
comments, and suggestions of the various interests and residents in each of the 
river basins and the intervening areas. Conferences are being held with these 
local interests and residents primarily to obtain any projections or studies with 
regard to municipal and industrial water requirements in their areas from now 
until the year 2010. However, at these meetings the Commission will receive 
written proposals on any phase of its work. 

As a procedure for second-stage planning, the Commission plans probably to 
use the facilities of the Bureau of Reclamation to prepare a series of alternative 
plans for the Guadalupe, San Antonio, Nueces, and Colorado River Basins and 
to use the facilities of the Corps of Engineers to prepare several alternative plans 
for the Neches, Trinity, Brazos, and San Jacinto River Basins. 

As a guideline for preparing these alternative plans, the Commission has 
recognized that, in any multiple-purpose planning, there will be competition for 
the use of water and that it is necessary to define the uses or purposes to be 
emphasized. The Commission has agreed that the primary purpose of these plans 
will be to supply municipal and industrial water. All other aspects of multiple- 
purpose development, including irrigation, hydroelectric power, navigation, flood 
control, recreation, and fish and wildlife conservation, will be considered fully to 
provide for their needs of the area. 

With the intrabasin preliminary plans as a basis, the Commission’s staff, in 
conjunction with representatives of the agencies concerned—Federal, State, River 
Authority, and local—will prepare several alternative, areawide plans for the 
Commission to consider. The Commission has gone one step further in deter- 
mining the criteria for preparation of these plans. It has decided that the plan 
to be recommended for the study area will be for a 50-vear period ending at the 
year 2010. The intensity of the study has been defined as such that the report 
will provide a plan, as called for in the law, to be recommended to the Congress 
in sufficient detail to indicate 

(a) Its physical feasibility. 

(b) Its economic soundness with due regard to the laws of Texas. 

(c) Its effect on future developments, and adequate in scope and detail for 
information, guidance, and consideration of the Congress for authorization 
and appropriation of funds for its implementation, for as many of the recom- 
mended projects as practicable. 


LANGUAGE CHANGE 


Two language changes are proposed. 

The first consists of the words ‘as amended,’’ inserted as indicated. The 
amendment of Public Law 86-228, approved September 8, 1959, authorizes the 
appointment of two Commissioners in addition to those authorized in the original 
legislation. The proposed change in appropriation language would clearly 
recognize use of the appropriation for the payment of the additional costs resulting 
from the amendment. 

The second proposed change is to insert where shown the words, ‘“‘to remain 
available until June 30, 1962.’’ This Commission has a limited assignment, and 
its life will expire upon completion of that assignment. In order to minimize 
overhead and permit the expeditious prosecution of the necessary work, it is 
important to assure continuity of appropriations. 

The Commission was set up in January 1959 with an appropriation of $50,000, 
available for immediate expenses. Instructions were to submit a supplemental 
estimate of appropriation promptly with a view to pursuing the Commission’s 
assignment expeditiously. This was done, but supplemental appropriations were 
not forthcoming until May 20, 1959. This was too late to use the whole sum 
economically; and approximately $90,000 of a total appropriation of $170,000 
was returned to the Treasury. Nevertheless, the work proposed to have been 
undertaken with the $90,000 was not completed and is essential to the job 
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Accordingly, fiscal year 1960 money must be used to this extent notwithstanding 
the fact that the 1960 program anticipated that the 1959 program would have been 
financed with funds for that year. Then 1960 appropriations did not become 
available until September 1, 1959. The first 2 months of the fiscal year were 
carried under temporary appropriations, and the work program was, of necessity, 
retarded. The 1960 program, in order to cover the ground originally contemplated 
for 1959 and 1960 must be accomplished with lesser funds than estimated and in 
less time than anticipated. 

During fiscal year 1960, assignments will be undertaken for the Commission by 
other Federal agencies. It is apparent already that some of these may not be 
completed within the fiscal year; and this will mean that funds presently earmarked 
for their accomplishment not obligated must return to the Treasury. This in 
turn will require the use of 1961 funds for the purpose notwithstanding the fact 
that 1961 funds are requested and, if appropriated, will be scheduled for other 
work as set forth in the estimates herewith submitted. 

The Commission is presently driving toward June 30, 1961, as a target date for 
completion of its report. This schedule may not be feasible in light of the delays 
that have been experienced thus far. However, if the funds made available for 
1961 are continued available over a 2-year period, the Commission should be able 
to pursue its work without serious interruptions resulting from lapsing of appropri- 
ations. The lapsing of 1959 money and the late 1960 appropriations caused one 
series of delays, and further disruption may be inevitable under existing appropria- 
tion law at the end of the current fiscal year. The requested language would 
permit a smooth transition at the end of fiscal year 1961 when the Commission 
hopes to be pushing its work to a conclusion. 

While it is recognized that a continuing appropriation would generally tend to 
impair fiscal supervisory control on the operations of an agency, in this instance 
when a Commission js assigned a single, relatively short-duration, low-cost task, 
it would appear to be more ceonomical and efficient to provide the Commission 
with funds so that it can prosecute its work, get it completed, and then go out of 
existence, 

JUSTIFICATION BY OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 
01 Personal services 

While original suggestions to the Commission contemplated a staff of 80, the 
Commission sought and received an appropriation that provides only 43. The 
full annual cost of this authorized staff at the rates established amounts to 
$412,215. In addition, there are the 10 Commissioners entitled to receive com- 
pensation at the rate of $50 per day when engaged in the performance of duties 
vested in the Commission. The full amount authorized under law for Com- 
missioner compensation is $79,500 a year, giving a total payroll potential of 
$491,715. 

Undoubtedly, Commissioners will not receive the maximum allowable com- 
pensation, and there should be lapses on the staff payroll. Allowing 8 percent 
for these lapses will reduce the total estimated requirement to $452,000. 

It is also proposed that there be provided for part-time and w.a.e. consultants, 
$24,000. An effort to complete work on schedule will require a sharp speedup 
effort in fiscal year 1961 after basic data are collected. 

02 Travel 

The same amount as provided for the current year, $52,000, is included for this 
item. The present outlook is that there will be considerable staff travel for work 
in collaboration groups. The cost of travel to Commission meetings and to plan- 
ning coordinating committee meetings is also significant, and it is expected that 
these will not diminish and should, in some instances, increase through fiscal 
year 1961 
03 Transportation of things 

A nominal amount, $500, is included, anticipating that there will probably be 
no major expenditures under this category. 

04 Communication services 

This item is continued at the rate currently provided, $5,000. 
05 Rent and utility services 

Additional space was occupied effective October 1, 1959, and January 1, 1960. 
The space occupied through fiseal year 1961 will continue at this full occupancy 
which will cost $18,000 as compared to the current year’s $15,000. 
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06 Printing and re production 







The amount included, $10,000, contemplates providing sufficient copies of al] 
phases of the Commission report needed for Commission use and for distributior 


to State and Federal agencies for their comments and review prior to the report's 


being printed as a public document. 
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a : 
GENERAL STATEMENT 





Mr. Ranaut. Also insert the statement of Mr. Brown, who, I under- 
stand, was unable to attend. 
(The statement of Mr. Brown referred to follows: ) 





STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN, U.S. Stupy CoMMISSION—TEXAS, ON APPROPRIATION 


REQUEST FOR FiscaL YEAR 1961 








I am George R. Brown. 
isin Houston, Tex. 
Commission 


I am a civil engineer by profession, and my home 
I have the privilege of serving as chairman of the U.S. Study 
Texas, and on behalf of the Commission I am most grateful for 
the opportunity that has been given us to explain our appropriation request for 
the 1961 fiscal vear. 

This Commission was established by authority of Public Law 85-843, which was 
approved on August 28, 1958. It was directed by the Congress to make a compre- 
hensive, integrated, and cooperative investigation, study and survey in connec- 
tion with, and in promotion of, the conservation, utilization, and development of 
the land and water resources of eight river basins and intervening areas in Texas. 
These rivers are the Neches, Trinity, Colorado, San Jacinto, Brazos, San Antonio, 
Guadalupe, and Nueces. The study area embraces about 62 percent of the total 
area of the State. 

The Commission is further charged with formulating and submitting to the 
President for transmission to the Congress a basic, comprehensive, and integrated 
plan of land and water resource development for the area. 

The original legislation provided for a commission of 14 members. The mem- 
bership was increased to 16 by Public Law 86-228, which was signed by the 
President on September 8, 1959. 

A year ago, | was able to report that staff organization had been initiated and 
that all members of the Commission had agreed to direct their best efforts toward 
completing the assignment within 3 years. 

This year I am able to report that, despite some problems, substantial progress 
has been made in getting the study underway. We of the Commission feel that 
the work is now moving forward at an accelerating pace and along sound lines. 
If work schedules can be met by cooperating agencies and the Commission’s staff, 
we are still hopeful of achieving our goal for completion of our report. This will 
depend in large measure, of course, upon the adequacy of the funds made available. 

Staff recruitment has, to a large extent, been completed in line with the decision 
to keep the staff small and to employ personnel with a high degree of professional 
competency and objectivity. Work assignments to be performed by other agencies 
have, for the most part, been determined, and most of those related to the collec- 
tion of essential data have been implemented within the limitations of appropriated 
funds. 

The work program adopted by the Commission may be divided into three 
phases. The first of these is the basic one of assembling and compiling all of the 
facts needed for the formulation of a development plan of the kind and scope 
direeted by the Congress; the second will involve the formulation of alternative 
development plans for the eight river basins and intervening areas; and the third 
will entail the integration of these possibilities into a basic, comprehensive plan 
for the entire study area, including such interbasin diversion works as may be 
found to be practicable, desirable, and feasible. 

The Commission and its staff, working in full cooperation and coordination with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies, are now vigorously engaged in the fact- 
finding phase of the study. The procedures adopted for this and the second-stage 
planning conform with the instructions given the Commission by the Congress to 
make full use of the resources and facilities of existing Government agencies as 
well as the results of surveys, studies, and investigations made by others in the 
past or being undertaken currently. 

The Commission believes that these collaborative procedures will result in 
maximum economy of both time and money. They have the added advantage 
of enabling all the principal agencies concerned with land water resource develop- 
ment, State and local as well as Federal, to participate in the planning. Although 
these procedures increase the problems of coordination, they make it possible for 
the Commission to function with a smaller professional staff of its own than 
otherwise would be required. 
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The Commission has, as a matter of considered policy consistent with what it 
believes to have been the intent of the Congress, endeavored to place the strongest 
emphasis on the partnership concept in its approach to both factfinding and 
planning. At the same time, it has been mindful of the responsibilities and 
opportunities arising from its status as a special ageney uninhibited by statutory, 
procedural, traditional or other restrictions which might limit consideration of all 
development possibilities 

Within this policy framework, the Commission is employing three devices ag 
vehicles for collaboration. The first of these is a Planning Coordinating Com- 
mittee established at the working level as a channel for technical coordination, 
Its membership includes representatives of the principal agencies concerned with 
land and water resource development in the area under study It reports to the 
Commission through its Chairman, who is also the Executive Director of the 
Commission. 

The second of these devices are subordinate collaboration groups activated by 
the Planning Coordinating Committee for various purposes connected with the 
study. All Federal and State agencies with a pertinent interest are represented 
on these groups. A member of the Commission’s staff serves as chairman of each, 
and the groups as such report through the Planning Coordinating Committee 
while the Chairman regularly reports to the Executive Director. 

It is the funetion of these collaboration groups to determine the status of data 
in the particular field, its location, and its adequacy. If gaps or deficiencies are 
found, they suggest the best way to obtain the needed information or to assemble 
it in suitable form, the existing agency that can best perform the work involved, 
how long it will take to do the work, and what it would cost. These suggestions 
are studied by the Planning Coordinating Committee which, in turn, reports to 
the Commission through its Chairman. Assignments then may be made to 
agencies or institutions to perform the work under a contractual arrangement with 
the Commission, 

It is the continuing policy of the Commission that no studies or surveys will be 
undertaken by the Commission’s own staff which can be performed more efficiently 
or more economically by an existing permanent agency. Although much of the 
work involved in this study will be done by other agencies, there will be close and 
active collaboration by the Commission’s staff throughout all stages of planning, 
In computing our budget request, we are confident that we have been successful 
in our effort to avoid duplication of funds requested by permanent Federal 
agencies in specific river basins. 

Still a third device for collaboration is direct liaison between the Commission 
and the river authorities. In some cases, members of the Commission appointed 
from the particular river basins have assumed this responsibility. In other cases, 
the river authorities have designated representatives to maintain this contact. 
The Commission is making every effort to keep local agencies and interests, as 
well as Federal and State governmental agencies, fully informed of the Commis- 
sion’s activities. They are being given an opportunity through consultation to 
express their views and to bring to the attention of the Commission problems of 
a special or local nature relevant to the Commission’s assignment. 

We of the Commission feel that a valuable and enduring contribution is being 
made to achievement of greater coordination of land and water resouree develop- 
ment planning between Federal agencies, on the one hand, and between Federal, 
State, and local agencies on the other. 

The Commission is moving toward implementation of second-stage planning 
at the earliest possible date. It already has reached basic decisions regarding the 
division of work in this phase of the study, including that to be performed by its 
own staff and that by other agencies. 

The Commission is endeavoring to formulate a plan based on the possible and 
desirable use of the water available within the area until the vear 2010, and it is 
confident that iv will be able to reeommend an orderly and progressive program of 
development works for this period which will be reasonably acceptable to all 
interests and agencies concerned with land and water resource development in the 
area and which will be in the best interest of the Nation, the State, and the indi- 
vidual localities. 

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 


Mr. Ranaut. You are proposing that the funds requested remain 
available until June 30, 1962. Does this mean that there will be no 
further requests for Federal funds by this Commission? 
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Mr. Curran. No,sir. The reason we have asked for that language 
is because of the way we are carrying on our work. We have at 
present 20 work assignments, aie ely given to other Federal agencies. 

Last year we received a supplemental appropriation on the 20th 
of May ‘and we found that the Federal agencies who could undertake, 
work for us, rather than having adequate staff ourselves, could not 
use that money in the time we had it. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much was the supplemental? 

Mr. (¢ PeSAe, $170,000, and $90,000 reverted to the Treasury. 

Mr. Ranaut. The reason I ask you about having this remain avail- 
able is this: * the event ma the committee does not see fit to appro- 
priate for more than 1 year at a time, how much would you need for 
your ope rations in fiscal year 1961? 

Mr. Curran. $1,300,000. 

Here is what we are up against this year, Mr. Chairman. We have 
these assignments out and obligations scaccuiond to $21,000, $25,000, 
$18,000, and so on, with the other Federal agencies. 

That money, once obligated, is no longer available to us but if the 
Corps of Engineers or the Soil Conservation a ice or the Bureau of 
Reclamation do not finish these jobs within the vear, then that money 
comes back to us at the end of the year and oa as a go back to the 
Treasury. The job is left undone, and we then have to get addi- 
tional money. 

We have not included in this $1,300,000 any money to carry on the 
work of these jobs currently assigned to other agencies. 

Mr. Ranavur. I understand that reason for your request. I still 
have to fortify myself with information. 

Mr. Curran. Our request contemplates just 1 year’s money, but 
assuming we will again run up against the situs es 

Mr. Ranaut. You have supplied for the record, I believe, an out- 
line of your work objectives and your accomplishments to date. 


RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER AGENCIES 


What are your achievements and what do you hope to achieve tha 
could not be accomplished if there were reasonable cooperation “oad 
tween Federal agencies in the area and between State and Federal 
agencies? 

Mr. Curran. Actually I do not think we would achieve anything 
other than that. But under present laws cooperation among indi- 
viduals cannot assure agreement among agencies because of these 
legislative difference ‘eS. 

Mr. Ranaut. You sort of weld them into a cohesive body and give 
the general vie wpoint of all concerned? 

Mr. Curran. Yes, sir. It has been estimated there have been 
4,000 man-vears of work already performed on water resource planning 
in Texas, and with about 200 man-years of effort we propose to weld 
that together into a single plan. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are you receiving the full cooperation on the part of 
the I ‘ede ‘ral agencies involved in your work? 

Mr. Curran. So far as we know, we are receiving 100 percent 
cooperation from everyone of them; Federal, State, and river authority 
agencies. 
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Mr. Ranaut. The Bureau of Reclamation is showing a big increase 
in cost for their Texas Basin project and is blaming it on you. Why 
should this be? ; 

Mr. Curran. We know of no reason why that should be, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavur. Will vou supply an answer for that in the record? 

Mr. Curran. I cannot give you an answer to that but I can tel 
you what we are doing. 

Mr. Rasaur. Tell me a little about it off the record. ae 

(Discussion held off the record.) y 

Mr. Razaur. We will reconvene at 10 o’clock on Monday. 
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Descriprions OF GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
The following item was requested on p. 115:) 
NEW ENGLAND DRAINAGE AREA 


STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Connecticut River, Esser, Conn.—A study to determine the need for providing 
additional anchorage space in the interest of recreational navigation. A public 
hearing is scheduled early this year, after which work will be initiated on field 
surveys and economic studies. 

Poquonock River, Groton, Conn.—A study to determine the need of a Federal 
project to provide a channel and anchorage space in the interests of recreational 
navigation. A public hearing is scheduled in March, after which work will be 
initiated on field work, engineering design, and economic analysis. 

Kennebunk River, Maine.—A study to determine the need for a deeper channel, 
additional anchorage area, and extension of the west jetty. A public hearing 
vill be held in the spring of 1960, after which field surveys and investigations 
will be started. 

Searsport Harbor-Mack Point, Maine——A study to determine the need for a 
project for deep-draft commercial navigation. A public hearing will be held 
in the spring of 1960, after which field surveys and investigations will be started. 

Fall River Harbor, Mass. and R.I.—A study to determine the need for channels 
40 feet deep. Work on the report is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Town and Fore Rivers, Mass.—A study to determine the need for modification 
of the existing 30-foot channel to provide for deeper draft commercial navigation. 
{4 public hearing is scheduled for this fiscal year, after which field surveys will 
he initiated. 

Portsmouth Harbor, N.H.—This study will determine the need for modifying 
the existing project in the interest of deep-draft navigation. A public hearing 
will be held in the spring of 1960, after which field surveys and investigations 
vill be started. 

Great Lakes-Hudson River Waterway, N.Y.—This survey considers the need 
for modification of the existing Federal project on this State-owned waterway. 
Gur interim report on the advisability of raising the $27 million ceiling and 
reestablishing criteria for bridge clearances is nearing completion. The scope 
and cost of the final report does not presently provide for inclusion of consid- 
eration of the question of transfer of this State-owned waterway to the Federal 
Government. 

Little Neck Bay, N.Y.—The purpose of this survey is to determine the need 
for anchorage facilities and a harbor of refuge to serve recreation navigation. 
Field surveys, office studies, designs, and cost estimates are scheduled for initia- 
tion in the spring of 1960. 

Connecticut River, Conn., Mass., Vt., and N.H.—This study is to determine 
the need for further improvements for flood control and allied purposes. In- 
terim reports have been submitted on Littleville Dam and Reservoir and Mad 
River Dam and Reservoir. These two projects were authorized in the 1958 
Flood Control Act. Interim reports on Farmington, Westfield, and Chicopee 
Rivers are now before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors for con- 
sideration. Work is underway on flood damage data of the entire basin to 
letermine additional projects needed. 

Housatonic River, Mass. and Conn.—The present study is to determine the 
1eed for further improvements for flood control and allied purposes. Thomas- 
ton Dam was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944, and East Branch 
and Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir were authorized in the Flood Control Act 

1958. An interim report proposing four dams on tributaries of the Nauga- 
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tuck River has been recommended by the Chief of Engineers and is in process 
to the Bureau of the Budget. An interim report on local protection for 
Ansonia-Derby, Conn., is underway. A final report on the remainder of the 
Housatonic River Basin will be made. 

Verrimack River, Mass. and N.H.—The present study is to determine the 
need for further improvements for flood control and allied purposes. Field 
studies have been completed, and office studies are substantially complete for 
the Winnipesaukee River and Lake. Studies of the remainder of the Merrimack 
River Basin have been initiated. 

Esopus Creek, N.Y.—This survey will determine the feasibility of flood con- 
trol improvements in the Esopus Creek Basin, including a determination of the 
effect of Ashokan Reservoir on flood flows, and the need for local protection 
measures at Kingston, N.Y. The study was suspended for a period of about 
2 years awaiting the results of studies of other improvements at Kingston 
having an effect on possibie solutions to the flood problem. 

Westchester County streams, New York and Connecticut.—This study con- 
siders the feasibility of improvements for flood control on Blind Brook and the 
following rivers: Bronx, Byram, Hutchinson, Mamaroneck, Shelldrake, and 
Saw Mill. Studies of local protection measures on these streams are nearing 
completion. 

MippLeE ATLANTIC DRAINAGE AREA 


STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Broad Creek River, Laurel, Del—sSurvey will consider the feasibility of 
deepening, widening, and straightening the existing channel below Laurel, which 
is S feet deep and 70 feet wide, so as to provide a wider channel 12 feet 
deep in Broad Creek River from Laurel to the mouth. The proposed project 
modification would serve commercial navigation. Preliminary planning has 
been initiated. 

Indian River Inlet, Dagsboro, Del.—Survey will determine advisability of 
improving Indian River Channel via Peppers Creek to Dagsboro, Del., for 
recreational and commercial craft. Economic and engineering studies are 
nearing completion. 

St. Michaels, Md.—Study will consider a channel about 9 feet deep and 75 
feet wide from the 9-foot depth in the outer harbor to a point immediately 
upstream of the town wharf and thence about 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide to 
the head of the harbor. Survey studies are substantially complete. 

Tred Avon River, Md.—Survey will determine whether conmercial naviga- 
tion is sufficient to warrant deepening, widening, and straightening the existing 
channel so as to provide a channel about 14 feet deep and 150 feet wide in Tred 
Avon River to Easton Point (mile 10) and a turning basin at Easton Point 
The survey is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Wicomico River, Md.—Study will determine whether modification of the 
existing 14-foot channel to provide a deep draft channel of at least 20 feet in the 
Wicomico River to Salisbury is justitied by commercial navigation. Field sur- 
veys, designs, and estimates have been initiated. 

Delaware River, Camden, N.J—Survey will determine the advisability of 
modifying the existing project to provide an improved channel between the 15- 
foot project in the Delaware River and the mouth of Cooper River. An improved 
channel would serve commercial navigation. A preliminary examination has 
been completed and the survey has been initiated. 

Passaic River-Newark Bay, N.J—The survey will consider the feasibility 
of deepening and widening the existing channels in the Passaic River and 
Newark Bay sections, and other modifications including a turning basin. The 
improvements being considered are for deep draft commercial navigation. Field 
surveys and office studies have been initiated. 

Raritan River, N.J.—The purpose of the survey is to determine the feasibility 
of modifying the existing project to serve commercial navigation. An interim 
report covering spoil disposal areas and Federal maintenance of a 10-foot chan- 
nel in the South Branch provided by local interests is essentially complete 
The final report will include a study of possible measures to reduce shoaling 
Limited funds have been made available annually to make stream surveys of 
the shoaling conditions. These field surveys are in progress. 
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Shrewsbury River, N.J.—The survey considers the desirability of an entrance 
channel to Shrewsbury River across the neck of Sandy Hook Peninsula and of 
extending the existing channel in the North Branch at Red Bank, N.J. Field 
surveys and preliminary planning are underway. 

Buttermilk Channel, N.Y.—This navigation study will determine the justifi- 
eation for widening and improving the junction of Buttermilk Channel with 
Anchorage and Bay Ridge-Red Hook Channels to serve the needs of deep-craft 
commercial navigation. Field surveys have been completed and economic studies 
are being initiated. 

New York Harbor anchorage, New York.—This survey considers the feasi- 
bility of expanding the anchorage areas and dredging approach channels to 
relieve congestion and improve commercial navigation in the harbor. Field 
surveys and office studies are underway. 

Hampton Creek, Va.—The survey considers the justification for modification 
of the existing project to provide for an increase in depth from 12 to 15 feet 
to accommodate seagoing fishing trowlers, and revision of the local cooperation 
requirement that shore spoil disposal areas be provided by local interests. Pre- 
liminary studies have been completed, and detailed studies are scheduled for 
initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Windmill Point Creek, Va.—Survey will consider the feasibility of an en- 
trance channel about 6 feet deep, 60 feet wide, and 2,500 feet long to serve 
the needs of the commercial fishing fleet operating in the area. Initiation of 
the study is scheduled for fiscal year 1961. 

Passaic River, N.J. and N.Y.—This flood control study considers all phases 
of the flood problems in the watershed in order to determine the most suitable 
plan of improvement for flood control. Preliminary studies of alternative plans 
of improvement are nearing completion. 

West Branch, Susquehanna River, Pa.—An interim report on the basin recom- 
mending four reservoirs was submitted to Congress in 1952. The four reservoirs 
were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1954. The final report presently 
underway considers the feasibility of a multiple-purpose reservoir for flood 
control, recreation and hydroelectric power. Preliminary planning for the 
reservoir is underway. 

Rappahannock River, Salem Church, Va.—The purpose of this study is to de- 
termine benefits and costs of the proposed Salem Church Reservoir, on the 
Rappahannock River about 5 miles above Fredericksburg, Va., and to determine 
whether any modifications of the reservoir project are advisable. A review 
of the benefits to be realized from the project purposes, including flood control, 
hydroelectric power, water supply, and recreation has been initiated. 

Roanoke River, Va. and N.C.—The purpose of the study is to determine the 
advisability of modifying the operation of the federally owned John H. Kerr 
Reservoir with particular attention to flow regulation for pollution abate 
ment, fish preservation, and navigation. Field investigations to define stage- 
discharge relationships and office studies of alternative plans of regulation have 
been initiated. 

Hudson River siltation study, New York.—The purpose of this survey is to 
determine the feasibility of improvements to lessen shoaling in the pier slips 
and main channel at and in the vicinity of Edgewater, N.J. The cost to local 
interests for dredging pier slips approximates $38 million annually and the 
cost of Federal maintenance in the channel averages $225,000 annually. Test- 
ing of possible plans of improvement in a comprehensive model is underway. 

Potomac River review.—The overall survey is a comprehensive study of the 
basin considering all project purposes and water uses. An interim report cov- 
ering only the water supply, pollution abatement, and local flood protection 
phases is currently underway, with the final report covering all purposes to 
follow. Each of these two reports will present a recommended plan of improve 
ment, and alternatives, for the development of water resources for the indicated 
purposes. Also, the cost sharing for the recommended plans of improvement will 
be presented. Site surveys, subsurface investigations, and preliminary analyses 
of possible plans of improvement for the interim report are essentially complete 
The programs of the cooperating Federal agencies, economic studies, damage 
surveys, and reservoir regulation studies are underway. 
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Choctawhatchee River, Fla. and Ala.—This is a comprehensive study of the 
basin for navigation, flood control, and hydropower, with emphasis on improve. 
ment of barge navigation from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to Geneva, Ala,, 
thence branching to Newton, Ala., on the Choctawhatchee River and to Elba, 
Ala., on the Pea River, a tributary of the Choctawhatchee River. Traffic 
analyses, flood-damage studies, and hydropower studies are underway. 

Jacksonville Harbor, Fla.—This report is on the feasibility of deepening the 
existing harbor. Local interests have prepared a plan of development for a 
new area called the Goat Island area, which will be studied in the report. 
Economic studies and field surveys are underway. 

Pensacola Harbor, Fla.—This report is on the feasibility of deepening and 
widening the various channels of the existing project to accommodate larger 
merchant ships now in service and channel relocations that would be required 
in connection with new port facilities now being considered for construction 
by local interests. The desirability of including maintenance of certain improve 
ments made by the Navy Department in the authorized project area will also 
be considered. Economic studies and field surveys are underway. 

Tampa Harbor-Port Sutton-Ybor Channel, Fla—Report will contain a study 
of deepening Ybor Channel from its existing 30-foot depth to at least 34 feet, 
and a study to determine whether the Port Sutton Channel, privately dredged 
to a 30-foot depth, should be federally maintained. Field studies, preparation 
of cost estimates, and economic studies are underway. 

Gulfport Harbor, Miss.—This study is on the feasibility of constructing a 
deep-draft channel leading inland several miles from the existing ship channel 
to an area which could be developed for industrial sites. Economic studies and 
review of local interests’ plans are underway. 

Boque Inlet and Swansboro Harbor, N.C.—This study is on the feasibility of 
deepening and stabilizing Boque Inlet and extending the 12-foot deep harbor 
at Swansboro. Surveying and mapping, economic studies, and preparation of 
cost estimates are underway. 

Santee River System, N.C. and S.C.—This is a comprehensive study of the 
Santee River Basin, with the initial phase consisting of the advisability of 
providing commercial navigation improvements from Charleston to Columbia 
and Camden, 8.C. Improvements under consideration are channel improve- 
ment and/or low-level lock and dams for shallow-draft navigation. Work pres- 
ently underway consists of economic and field studies of the portion of the 
study concerned with providing the navigation improvements from Charleston 
to Columbia and Camden. 

Shallotte River, N.C.—This is a study of the feasibility of deepening of 
stabilizing Shallotte Inlet and deepening and widening the channel in Shallotte 
River. Surveying and mapping, economic studies, and preparation of cost 
estimates are underway. 

Boggy and Shingle Creeks, Fla.—This is a study to determine the feasibility 
of providing channel improvement in these streams of flood runoff and con- 
trol structures for water control in the basins. Field surveys of Shingle Creek 
have been completed and those of Boggy Creek are underway. Economic 
studies and preparation of cost estimates on both creeks are underway. 

Cutler drain, Dade County, Fla.—This report will include studies of channel 
enlargement and rectification for removal of flood runoff and control structures 
for water control in the basin. Gathering of data and study of plans presented 
by local interests are underway. 

Dade County, Miami area B, Fla.—This study is of the feasibility of provid- 
ing flood control and drainage of the area west of the city of Miami to make 
the land suitable for westward urban expansion of the city. Work on the 
report presently underway consists of developing a solution under which the 
Federal Government could provide the basic homework of a plan for flood 
protection and water control. 

Altamaha, Oconee, and Ocmulgee Rivers, Ga.—This is a comprehensive study 
of the Altamaha River and its tributaries for flood control, drainage of agricul- 
tural lands, recreation, navigation, and recreation. Field surveys, economic 
studies, and preparation of cost estimates are underway. 
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Oostanaula River, Ga—This is a study to determine the feasibility of im- 
provement of the river for flood control drainage and recreation. The improve 
ment of the Coosawatte River, a tributary of the Oostanaula River, by one or 
two dams to provide flood control, hydroelectric power and to sevve other pur- 
poses is the prime consideration of the report. Economic and engineering 
studies are underway. 

Chunky Creek, Chickasawhay and Pascagoula Rivers, Miss.—The primary 
consideration of this report is the feasibility of constructing a dam on Okatibbee 
Creek, a tributary of the Chickasawhay River, near Meridian, Miss., for flood 
control and water supply. Gathering of basic data on hydrology and topography 
is underway. 

Cape Fear River, N.C.—This is a joint study, with the Corps of Engineers, the 
Soil Conservation Service, and the State of North Carolina partcipating. The 
study is on the feasibility of improving the Cape Fear River Basin for flood 
control, water supply, recreation, and other purposes, primarily by the construc- 
tion of dams. Field surveys and economic and hydrologic studies are underway. 

Neuse River, N.C.—This is a study of the feasibility of improving the basin 
for flood control, water supply, and other purposes, primarily by the construc- 
tion of dams. Work is underway on preliminary hydrology, field surveys, and 
related studies, 

Onto RIVER BASIN 
STATEMENTS ON 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 








Wabash River at Mount Carmel, Ill—The purpose of this study is to determine 
the advisability of improvement on the Wabash River at and in the vicinity of 
Mount Carmel, Ill, for flood control and allied purposes. Consideration will be 
given to plans for local protection of the urban area against Wabash River 
floods. The survey investigation is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Wabash River and tributaries, Illinois and Indiana—The purpose of’ this 
study is to develop a general plan or modification of approved plans for flood con- 
trol and allied purposes in the Wabash River Basin above the mouth of White 
River. Three reservoirs were authorized for construction in the Flood Control 
Act of 1958 as a result of an interim report concerning the prevention of flood 
damages in the urban and rural areas along the reach of the Wabash River from 
Huntington to the downstream limits of Logansport, Ind. Preliminary studies 
are partially completed for reservoir sites on Sugar Creek, Wildcat Creek, and 
Big Pine Creek, all in Indiana. Studies are in progress on the modification of 
frequencies along the Wabash River which would result from the three reser- 
voirs under consideration. 

White River, Ind.—It is the purpose of this study to consider development of a 
general plan or modification of approved plans for flood control, navigation and 
allied purposes in the White River Basin, Ind. Monroe Reservoir was authorized 
by Public Law 85-500, 85th Congress, July 3, 1958. Topographic maps on three 
reservoir sites in the East Fork of Muscatatuck River have been completed. 
Reservoir are and capacity determinations as well as a preliminary report on 
geology on four sites have been made. Preliminary studies of these reservoir 
sites are underway. 

Cumberland River-Bunches Creek, Ky.—The purpose of this study is to de 
termine the advisability of providing a reservoir project on the Cumberland 
River above Cumberland Falls in the interest of flood control, power, water sup- 
ply, recreation, and other purposes. Hydrologic design and economic studies 
of various methods and plans of local flood protection are well advanced. A 
public hearing has been held. 

Licking River, Ky.—The purpose of this study is to review and revise, as nec- 
essary, the general plan for flood control and allied purposes, previously devel- 
oped for the Licking River Basin, Ky. Two flood control reservoirs and a loeal 
protection project previously authorized for construction in the basin are eur- 
rently in the deferred for restudy classification. Studies have not been started 
as of December 31, 1959. It is planned to use fiscal year 1960 funds for hydrol- 
ogy and stream regulation studies and reinvestigation of dam and reservoir sites. 

Panther Creek, Ky.—The purpose of the study is to determine advisability 
of providing flood control and major drainage improvements in the Panther 
Creek basin in northwestern Kentucky. Survey data consisting of channel cross- 
sections, elevation of high water marks of the January 1959 flood, bridge eleva- 
60 
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tions, and profiles of channels have been obtained. Hydrologic and hydraulic 
studies to establish economical channel sections are underway. 

Scioto River, Ohio—The purpose of this study is to determine the advisability 
of providing flood protection throughout the basin by the most economical 
method and reducing Ohio and Mississippi River fiood flows. A flood damage 
survey at Chillicothe for the interim report at Chillicothe has been completed, 
Also completed are a damage survey for the main stem, exclusive of Chillicothe, 
and the development of high water profiles on Scioto and Olentangy Rivers, as 
well as the lower reaches of Alum and Big Walnut Creeks. Work underway 
includes hydrologic and reservoir regulations studies. 

White Oak Creck, Ohio.—This study will determine the advisability of pro 
viding a multiple-purpose reservoir on White Oak Creek, Brown County, Ohio, 
for water supply and allied purposes. Studies have not been initiated as of 
December 31, 1959. A reconnaissance of the basin will be made in fiscal year 
1960 to determine changes that have occurred in the basin in the past 20 years, 
The USPHS will be requested to make a preliminary study of the basin to 
determine water supply and pollution abatement needs. 

Chartiers Creek, Allegheny County, Pa.—The study Will determine the ad- 
visability of providing flood protection throughout the basin of Churtiers Creek 
by the most economical methods. Field studies and subsurface investigations, 
as well as preliminary design and hydraulic studies, are completed. Also com- 
pleted are field damage studies for the Carnegie-Heidelburg-Bridgeville area and 
for the Cannonburg-Houston area. Hydrologic studies are underway. 

Sandy Lick Creek, Du Bois, Pa.—This study will determine the advisability of 
providing flood protection for Du Bois, Pa., by the most economical method. 
Channel improvement of Sandy Lick Creek and at the mouths of Pentz Run and 
Falls Creek appear to be the prospective solution, although reservoirs on 
streams tributary to Sandy Lick Creek above Du Bois will be considered. No 
work is presently underway. The fiscal year 1961 budget request would permit 
initiation of an investigation of Sandy Lick Creek at Du Bois. 

Cheat River, W. Va.—This study is to determine whether any modifications 
of the recommendation contained in House Document 645, 7Sth Congress, 2d 
session, and other reports on Cheat River and tributaries, W. Va., are advisable 
at the present time. The recommendation was for construction of the proposed 
Rowlesburg Reservoir, Cheat River, for control of floods, development, trans 
mission and sale of hydroelectric power, and for other beneficial uses. Pre 
liminary planning and mapping are underway. Real estate, hydrologic, and 
economic studies will be initiated during fiscal year 1960. 

Deckers Creek, W. Va.—This study is to determine the advisability of pro- 
viding flood protection throughout the basin of Deckers Creek, in Monongalia 
and Preston Counties, W. Va., by the most economical means. Local channel 
improvements appear to be the best solution, but small detention type reservoirs 
will also be considered. A reconnaissance field investigation has been made and 
field surveys have been initiated. Hydrologic, hydraulic design and economic 
studies will be initiated in fiscal year 1960. 

Twelvepole Creek, W. Va.—The purpose of this study is to determine the 
advisability of providing flood protection throughout the basin: it will also in- 
clude a determination of the present economic feasibility of the authorized East 
Lynn Reservoir. Field examinations and surveys were initiated in fiscal year 
1960. A public hearing will be held in fiscal year 1960. 

Ohio River Review.—The study objective is reappraisal of the comprehensive 
Ohio River Basin plan for flood control and allied purposes with a view to 
formulating a comprehensive water resource plan of well balanced water re 
sources projects, whose functions will be commensurate with the natural re 
sources and the engineering and economic needs of the area involving Illinois, 
Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Vir 
ginia, and West Virginia. 

Completion of unit hydrographs and routing coefficients for Ohio River and 
tributaries have been completed. Preliminary analysis of floods resulting from 
selected hypothetical storm combinations have been made. Reservoir operation 
studies on floods of past record on the Ohio River Basin are in progress, and 
average stage reduction curves for main damege centers are being develoned. 
State reduction data for tributary damage centers are being brought up to date 
Flood frequency data compilation and flood damage studies have been started. 
Extension of rating curves for Ohio River key stations are being made by 
USGS. 
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Big Sandy River, Ky., W. Va., and Va.—This study is to determine the 
advisability of replacing and extending the existing navigation facilities on the 
Big Sandy River and Tug and Levisa Forks by means of a modern lock and dam 
system and to consider the advisability of providing water supply at potential 
flood control reservoir sites, particularly on Paint Creek. A local flood pro- 
tection project at Williamson, W. Va., was authorized by the Flood Control 
Act of 1958. A second interim report dealing with flood control, power and 
water supply for the watershed was submitted to Congress in June 1959; it 
recommends the authorization of the North Fork Reservoir on North Fork of 
Pound River, Va. During fiscal year 1960 work will consist primarily of 
studies to determine the feasibility of providing improvements for navigation. 


GREAT LAKES—ST. LAWRENCE DRAINAGE AREA 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Vichigan City Harbor, Ind.—Two reports will be prepared; the first will con- 
sider commercial deep-draft traffic and the second will consider improvements 
in the interest of recreational and small craft traffic. Public hearings will be 
held in fiscal year 1960 after which field surveys will be initiated. The first 
interim report is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

South Shore of Lake Huron, Mich.—This study considers the need for addi- 
tional harbors and harbors of refuge along the Michigan shore of Lake Huron. 
Six interim reports on certain localities are nearing completion and work on 
two other locations will be initiated in fiscal year 1960. 

Tittabawassee River, Mich.—This study considers improvements needed to 
extend navigation by barge from the upper end of the existing Saginaw River 
project to the vicinity of Midland, Mich. Studies are underway concerning 
savings to be expected, the subsurface conditions, streamflow conditions and 
navigation needs. 

Traverse City Harbor, Mich.—This study considers the need for additional 
protection to the harbor of refuge for light-draft vessels. A public hearing is 
scheduled in Mareh 1960 after which field surveys will be initiated. 

Lake Brie-Ontario Waterway, N.Y.—This study will consider the need for a 
deep-draft waterway in the United States between Lake Erie and Ontario. The 
study is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Cornucopia Harbor, Wis.—This study will consider the need for additional 
protection to the harbor. The study is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 
1961. 

Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minn. and Wis.—This study considers the need for 
improvements to reduce adverse current and seiche effects in the harbor, the 
elimination of unfavorable wave action within the harbor, additional dredging 
and realinement of a bridge. A model study is in progress and collection of 
data on current velocity and stages is underway. 

Little Calumet River, Ill. and In@.—The purpose of this survey is to determine 
the justification for improvements for flood control, including reservoirs and 
local protection works for the downstream Chicago metropolitan area. Field 
surveys and hydrology studies are scheduled for initiation this spring. 

Clinton River, Mich.—This study will determine the justification for improve- 
ments for flood control, including channel enlargement. Assembly of basic 
data and hydrological information has been initiated. 

Detroit metropolitan area, Mich.—The survey considers improvement of exist- 
ing waterways in this metropolitan area for flood control and storm damage. 
Collection of basic data is underway. 

Grand River, Mich.—The purpose of this study is to determine the feasibility 
of improvements for flood control and major drainage, including reservoirs, 
channel improvement, and local protection measures. Interim reports will be 
made covering the principal damage centers. The first interim report is near- 
ing completion and work on others is underway. 

Huron River, Mich.—The survey involves a basinwide analysis of flood and 
major drainage problems, and low flow augmentation. Improvements under 
consideration include channel enlargement, retention reservoirs, and construec- 
tion of levees and flood walls. Preliminary planning has been initiated. 

Sturgeon River, Mich—The survey will determine the feasibility of improve- 
ments for flood control and major drainage. Possible solutions include re- 
tention reservoirs, channel enlargement, and flood diversion channels. Field 
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Ea 
surveys, foundation investigations, damage appraisals, and project design studies feasi 
are nearing completion. whet 

Cazenovia and Cayuga Creeks, N.Y.—The survey will determine the feasibil- Rive 
ity of local flood protection measures for principal damage centers. The pre Ka 
liminary studies are underway. prov 

Tonawanda Creek, N.Y.—The purpose of this survey is to consider the feasibil- subst 
ity of improvements for flood control and major drainage in the basin. Sub. studi 
stantial information is available on the problems in the area. Work on this Wi 
survey is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. feasi 

Chagrin River, Ohio—This survey will consider the feasibility of local pro- mout 
tection improvements for flood control. Preliminary planning has _ been exist 
initiated. and 

Sandusky River, Ohio.—The purpose of this study is to consider the feasibil- Re 
ity of local protection improvements for flood control. The survey studies are ment 
underway. dete 

Great Lakes Harbors.—Deepening of the Great Lakes connecting channels, alter 
to serve the fleet of existing and prospective Great Lakes vessels, commensurate W 
with the depths provided in the St. Lawrence Seaway has been authorized by feasi 
Congress, and construction is underway. In order to realize the benefits from whet 
deepening the connecting channels and the seaway, it will be necessary to pro- Rive 
vide increased depths at receiving and shipping harbors to accommodate the De 
deeper draft interlake and prospective foreign ships. It is essential that co- feasi 
ordinated studies be made of the needs of the Great Lakes harbors to serve repo 
satisfactorily the Great Lakes fleet as well as the St. Lawrence Seaway com- the | 
merce. A traffic analysis and rate study for interiake and St. Lawrence traffic on lk 
for the entire Great Lakes area, which will insure a coordinated and sound ote 
analysis of requirements and of justifiable improvements, is now being made. 7 

A comprehensive report will consider the needs of interlake and St. Lawrence side 
Seaway traffic at about 56 commercial deep-draft harbors on the Great Lakes. thre 
In order to expedite completion of reports on as many harbors as possible, in low: 
conformance with the completion schedule established for the seaway and con- citie 
necting channels, interim reports are being prepared. Present schedules e¢all plet 
for preparation of 42 interim reports on 34 harbors. The remaining harbors 7 
will be considered in the final report on the Great Lakes harbors. Fifteen in- aio 
terim reports recommending modifications of 14 harbors were completed and and 
submitted to Congress during fiscal year 1959. The improvements recommended Py 
will permit accommodation of vessels utilizing the improved connecting chan- feas 
nels and the seaway. The benefits justifving these improvements are generally loc: 
based on savings in transportation of interlake movements of iron ore, stone, for 
grain, and coal. These reports are included in the omnibus bill (H.R. 7634) arn 
as passed by the House of Representatives on July 16, 1959. The Senate Publie 
Works Committee heard testimony on these reports on August 21, 1959. 

Fifteen interim reports on individual harbors are scheduled to be completed 
by the reporting offices during fiscal year 1960. Two of these reports have 
heen completed and submitted to Congress. During fiscal year 1961, the sched- 
ule calls for completion of the remaining 12 interim reports on individual B 


harbors, completion of the economic studies and completion of the final com- 
prehensive report. It is essential that work be completed on the studies in 
order that the necessary harboe improvements may be completed to take ad- 
























vantage of the commerce moving via the completed seaway and the deepened / 
Great Lakes connecting channels which are scheduled for effective use in to 
November 1962. The estimated first cost of the improvements recommended by 
for the 16 harbors for which reports have been completed is $90,400,000 of which coas 
$75 million is Federal and $15,400,000 is non-Federal. bili 
tic 
UprerR MISSISSIPPI BASIN 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 
Credit Island Harbor, Davenport, Iowa.—This study considers the feasibility 
of improved harbor facilities for commercial navigation. The survey is sched- Q 
uled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. aut! 
Levee Wall at Winona, Minn.—This survey considers the feasibility of Federal hay 
assistance in the repair of the existing levee wall. Designs, cost estimates, and req 
benefit evaluations are essentially complete, and the final analyses of the survey Stu 


are underway. 
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East Side Levee and Sanitary District, Iil—This is a study to determine the 
feasibility of providing interior drainage improvements needed to reduce damages 
when the existing drainage system is renderd imperative by high Mississippi 
River stages. Economic and engineering studies are underway. 

Kankakee River, Ill. and Ind.—-This survey considers the feasibility of im- 
provements for flood control and major drainage in the basin. Field surveys and 
subsurface investigations are essentially complete, and the remaining office 
studies are underway. 

Mississippi River agricultural areas, Ill—This is a study to determine the 
feasibility of providing flood protection to agricultural areas lying between the 
mouth of the Missouri River to mile 300 above the mouth by means of improving 
existing levees and diversion of waters from certain creeks. Work on economic 
and engineering studies will be undertaken during fiscal year 1961. 

Rock River, Rockford, Ill—This survey considers the feasibility of improve- 
ments for flood control at Rockford. One pian of improvement involving a 
detention reservoir and a flood diversion plan has been studied and studies of 
alternate plans are scheduled for fiscal year 1961. 

Wood River Drainage and Levee District, Ill—This is a study to determine the 
feasibility of providing interior drainage improvements needed to reduce damages 
when the existing drainage system is rendered imperative by high Mississippi 
River stages. Economic and engineering studies are underway. 

Des Moines River, Iowa—-The purpose of this survey is to determine the 
feasibility of improvements for fiood control and major drainage. An interim 
report recommending construction of Saylorville Reservoir was completed and 
the project authorized by the 1958S Flood Control Act. A second interim report 
on local protection measures for Ottuma, Iowa, is nearing completion. Studies 
of other problem areas have been initiated. 

Vississippi River urban areas, Iowa, Illinois and Missouri.—This survey con- 
siders the feasibility of local protection works for urban areas and of improving 
three existing levees in rural areas, all located along the Mississippi River in 
Iowa, Illinois, and Missouri. Preliminary studies have been completed for 36 
cities and towns and for 3 leveed rural areas. Detailed studies have been com- 
pleted for three communities and are underway for the other problem areas. 

Zumbro River, Minn.—This report considers the feasibility of channel enlarge- 
ment and dikes in the lower reach of the river for flood control. Field surveys 
and subsurface investigations have been completed and office studies initiated. 

Pecatonica River, Wis. and Ill.—The purpose of this study is to determine the 
feasibility of improvements for flood control, including retention reservoirs and 
local protection works. A plan of improvement involving local protection works 
for Darlington, Wis., has been studied and studies of alternative plans are 
scheduled for fiscal year 1961. 








LOWER MISSISSIPPI BASIN 





STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 











Bayou Bonfouca, La—This is a study of the feasibility of enlarging and 
straightening the alinement of the channel of the existing navigation project for 
Bayou Bonfouca to improve navigation to and from the shipyards at the present 
head of navigation. Field investigations and economic studies are underway. 

Bayous Terrebonne, Petit Caillou, Grand Caillou, and Dularge This is a study 
to determine (a) whether the Federal Government should maintain a new 16- 


by 150-foot channel being constructed by local interests from the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway near Hauma, La., to the Gulf of Mexico, and (b) the feasi- 
bility of improving channels which connect to the new channel. Field investiga- 


tions and economic studies are underway. 







Missourr River BAsIn 





STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


South Platte River, Colo—The current study is essentially a restudy of an 
authorized plan for flood control necessitated by numerous developments that 
have taken place since 1945. In all probability, an overall basin plan will be 
required encompassing both storage and local levee and channel improvements. 
Studies are underway to delineate the water problems and the economic aspects 
thereof being evaluated in order that project planning and development of a 
basic plan may be initiated. 








Missouri River, Leavenworth, Kans.—The study will determine the advisability 
of constructing local flood control improvements at and in the vicinity of Leavy. 
enworth, Kans. Additional basic data are being developed and evaluated and 
potential flood control plans investigated. 

Republican River, Nans., Nebr., and Colo.—The study will include considera- 
tion of the flood problems and channel conditions. limprovements to be consid. 


ered will include flood control measures such as reservoirs, levees, channel modi- 


fications, and bank stabilization. The compilation of basic data and the develop 
ment of potential flood control plans are underway. 

White Clay Creck, Atchinson, Kans.—The study will determine the advisa- 
bility of constructing local flood control improvements at and in the vicinity 
of Atchinson, Kans ‘onsideration will be given to channel improvement, 
ordinated plan prepared 


" 
in cooperation wit! Soil Ce rvation Service Basic hydrologic 


levees, and additional nduit acity as part of a « 
i and eco- 
nomic studies wi be nti ed and t ort is scheduled for completion in 
fiscal year 1961. 

Grand River, Mo.—Investig flood and related water prob- 
Grand River and i ‘j es in northwestern Missouri.  In- 


provements under consideration include multiple-purpose reservoirs and levees 


lems along the 


ind channel improvements. The additional studies and revisions to the re port 


are scheduled for cor 


l pletion in fiscal year 1961 
Missouri River slack water, Missouri and South Dakota.—T) will 
the feasibility of converting the open-river navigation project 
: a 


on system utilizing locks and dam ! eration * hydroelectric 


i 
t 


and othe uter problems, timinary annil n a project 
is underwa n ‘h to base the detail studie lat will be required. 
j in bow Inke on the 
1 fiscal year 1961 the 
Federal an state age! i il be ; hed. The 

mpletion in fiscal ] 


thea, Veoh and 


n to detentio » reser for 1 control and allied 


protection. The 
schedule for completion i fiscal * 1961 


Piatte River, Nebr.—The study is limited to the flood and related water prob- 
. 


lems of the Platte River and tributaries below North Platte, Nebr. Considera- 
tion is being given to local protection projects in this reach of the river, and 
cooperative studies with the Bureau of Reclamation to determine the feasibility 
of including flood control in the irrigation program are being made. Studies 
initiated on the main stem with the objective of formulating a comprehensive 
basin plan 


for a loeal protection project at one locality will be completed and planning 
. j ] 


James River, N. Dak. and S, Dak.—This is a restudy of a previous report 
with a view to considering the effects of recent floods. Flood control studies are 
closely related to the problem of handling return flows from the Oahe and Gar- 
rison irrigation units of the Bureau of Reclamation. Consideration is being 
given to local flood control improvements. The report is scheduled for com- 
pletion in fiscal year 1961 

Vissourit River, N. Dak., S. Dak., and Nebr.—In this study consideration is 
being to bank erosion control and the extension of navigation above Sioux City, 
Iowa. Initial consideration is being given to the reach from Sioux City up- 
stream to Yankton and then extension above Yankton. Proposals for improve- 
ment will be further developed this fiscal vear. 

Wissourit River, Garrison to Oahe Reservoirs, N. Dal. and S. Dak.—The 
study is to determine the feasibility of providing bank stabilization works in the 
reach of the river between Garrison Dam and Oahe Dam. Hydrologic and eco- 
nomic studies are being continued, and designs and cost estimates are being 
initi: I 

SouRIS AND Rep BASIN 


STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Red River, Minn. and N. Dak.—This survey considers the feasibility of im- 
provements for flood control and major drainage. Generally, local protection 
vorks and channel enlargement are involved. Field surveys for an interim re- 
port on Clay and Norman Counties, Minn., are complete, and office studies have 
been initiated. 
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Thief River, Minn.—The purpose of this survey is to consider improvements 
for flood control and major drainage. Field surveys for studies of plans for 
channel enlargement in the reach below Thief Lake have been completed, and 
office studies are underway. 

Souris (Mouse) River, N. Dak.—The purpose of this survey is to determine the 
feasibility of improvements for flood control. Preliminary consideration has 
been given to plans of improvement involving reservoirs and channel enlarge- 
ment, and the final studes are underway. 

ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED DRAINAGE AREA 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Arkansas and Red Rivers to Oklahoma City, Okla.—The study will consider 
navigation from the Arkansas River to the vicinity of Oklahoma City via the 
Canadian River and a water supply ‘anSu ission canal or pipeline from south- 
east Oklahoma to central Oklahoma. y ie! ‘veys, hydrologic and office engi- 
neering studies are underway and will I iol. 

Bartholomew, Ark.—This is a study of the feasibility * providing 
uprovements in Bayou Bartholomew and its prin tributaries, 
ayou and Overflow Creek, principally for flood control and drain: = te 
include consideration of fish and wildlife conservation measures and 
elopment of the streams for agricultural water supply. Preliminary plan- 
and consultations with local interests are under way. 
ardin Drain-Pine Bluff, Ark.—This is a study to determine the feasibility 
i flood protection in addition to that now authorized, which was 


e eontil 1¢ a in fisc al 


rd only partial protection. The study is scheduled for initiation 
The study 
levees ‘or the pr tection 
tions and formulation of 
pletion 
gement, stre neth ening and deepening and possible drainage improve ments 


} 
i 
* Hutchinson local flood protection p 


Hutel on, Kans.—The study will give considerat to channel 


gineering and economic 
eal vear 1961. 
and Okla.—Considerati 
ributaries to augment 
, and to provide storage for supplen 
ineering work and formulation of : 
are under way. The survey report is scheduled for c¢ 
1961. 
Bayo Pode Chute-Logqy. Bayou.—The matter: 
i channel improvement and levee constru 
River: reduction of outtlow from st r B: l 
and a reservoir near the junction of Cypress an ack Bayous 
Economie studies and field surveys are underway. 
Boswell Reservo Pa la. Conside ration is being riven to possible I “li fi ‘- 
tion of the authorized Boswell Reservoir for flood control and water supply, 


including consideration of upstream reservoir Detailed studies of ¢ 
be initiated in fiscal year 1961. 


Kaw Reservoir site, Arkansas River, Okla.—The study a gi e consideration 


hsineeril 


and economics will 

to a reservoir for flood control, power, water supply and ted purposes at 

the Kaw site upstream from Keystone ] 

in fiscal year 1960. Field surveys, detailed hydrologic and other engineering 
ies will be initiated in fiscal year 1961. 

Oklahoma City Floodway, Okla.—The study is concerned with local flood 
protection for an area upstream from the existing Oklahoma City Floodway 
Field and office hydrologic, engineering and economic studies are underway 
and are scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Shidler Reservoir site, Salt Creek, Okla.—The study will give consideration 


Reservoir. Initial studies were completed 
{ 


to a reservoir on Salt Creek in Osage County for flood control, water supply and 
related water uses. Initial studies are underway and are scheduled for com- 
pletion in fiscal year 1961. Also, detailed topographic surveys, hydrologic, and 
engineering and economic studies will be initiated in fiscal year 1961. 
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Sanders-Big Pine-Colliers Creeks, Tex—The study will give consideration to 
reservoirs for flood control, water supply and allied uses. Basic engineering and 
topographic surveys are underway. 


CoLuMBIA BASIN 


STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 
Portland-Vancouver, Oreg. and Wash.—The improvement to be considered 
consists of modification of the existing channel project from Portland and Van- 
couver to the sea by increasing dimensions to 40 by 750 feet or such other 
dimensions as may be justified. Collection and evaluation of economic and 
engineering data are being continued. 

Ben Franklin Dam site, Washington.—A review of the pultiple-purpose Ben 
Franklin Dam site on the Columbia River near Richland, Wash. The reservoir 
would lie within the boundaries of the Hanford Works of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, and extensive investigations are required to 


establish effect on the 
Hanford Works. Studies now underway are limited to determining economic 


justification of the project and the desirability of expanding the scope of the 
study to include detailed investigations by the Atomic Energy Commission of 
the effect of the project on the Hanford facilities. 

Upper Snake River, Idaho and Wyo.—Comprehensive study of surface and 
ground water resources in the interests of flood control, power, irrigation and 
other uses in the Snake River Basin from the headwaters down to and including 
Powder River at Robinette, Oreg. Improvements considered include 
channe! work, power installations and irrigation facilities. 
finalized and report is being drafted. 

Grande Ronde River, Oreg—Survey of entire basin and will include consid- 
eration of multipurpose storage, levees and channels improvements. Some pre- 
liminary studies have been initiated and hydrologic studies, damage surveys and 
site investigations will be made to determine to what extent improvements can 
be justified. 


storage, 


Studies are being 


i 
. 
1 
NortH PAcIFIC DRAINAGE AREA 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Crescent City Harbor, Calif—Navigation study to include consideration of an 
extension of the existing breakwater and/or a companion breakwater, enlarge- 
ment of the sand barrier, and deepening of the main harbor basin. A recon- 
naissance-type economic analysis, scheduled for completion this spring and based 
upon preliminary field investigations and projections of commerce and vessel 
traffic, will determine the extent of additional field and office studies required. 

Umpqua River, Oreg.—Review navigation study to determine whether modifi- 
cation of the existing project is advisable at this time, particularly as to deepen- 
ing and widening the entrance and inner harbor channels. Tf requested by local 





interests, a public hearing will be held during the last half of fiscal year 1960. 
After the nature of the improvement desired by local interests is known, hydro- 
graphic and topographic survey will be made, and economic and engineering 
studies will be initiated. 

Fdmonds Harbor, Wash.—The Port Commission, Port of Edmonds, has plans 
for a small-boat basin for pleasure and fishing craft and has requested Federal 
assistance in the construction of the project. The study will determine the 
economic feasibility and justification for Federal participation. Collection and 
evaluation of economic and engineering data are scheduled for initiation in 
fiscal year 1961. 

Kingston Harbor, Wash.—Study will determine the need for an adequate and 
protected small-boat harbor, involving consideration of a breakwater and dredg- 
ing. Field surveys and subsurface investigations are underway: preliminary 
design and cost estimate will be made. Local cooperation will be established 
and the report is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Swinomish Slough, Wash.—The study will determine the need for deepening 
the existing project channel to 16 feet; for straightening the channel through 
the “hole-in-the-wall” section; prevention of continued erosion of the sea dikes 
along the channel banks; and need for small-boat moorage in Indian Bay. Col- 
lection of field data has been completed. Analysis of basic data and design of 
improvements have been initiated. Study is scheduled for completion in fiscal 
year 1961. 
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Rogue River, Oreg.—The study will determine possible impri:'vements for flood 
control and related water uses. Multipurpose storage reservoirs and local pro- 
tection projects are under consideration. The extent of additional studies by 
corps is dependent on results of Fish and Wildlife Service studies which will take 
at least 1 year. Corps activities are being confined to those necessary to keep 
current with continuing developments until data on the fish and wildlife studies 
pecome available. 

Umpqua River, Oreg..—Comprehensive study of flood control and multiple- 
purpose water resource development for the entire basin. Multiple-purpose 
reservoirs and local protection works are under consideration. Collection and 
evaluation of economic and engineering data are being continued. 

Wynoochee River, Wash.—Study will determine if improvement of the 
Wynoochee River for fiood control by construction of bank protection works, 
dikes, reservoirs, or otherwise, is advisable at this time. A multiple-purpose 
dam, or combination of dams, is under study. Collection and evaluation of 
economic and engineering data are continuing. Study is scheduled for comple- 
tion in fiscal year 1961. 


CENTRAL VALLEY DRAINAGE AREA 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


San Francisco Bay to Stockton, Calif—Study will consider deepening of the 
channel across San Francisco Bay to 55 feet; increasing navigation depth from 
San Francisco Bay to Carquinez Straits from 35 to 45 feet; increasing naviga- 
tion depth from Carquinez Straits, through Suisun Bay, to Pittsburg from 30 
feet to 40 feet; improvement of Antioch Harbor, increasing navigation depth for 
Stockton deepwater ship channel from 30 feet to 35 feet; and utilizing False 
River for route of the Stockton deepwater ship channel. Public hearing has 
been held. Collection and evaluation of economic and engineering data are 

ntinuing. 

Buchanan Reservoir, Calif—The study will determine the feasibility of 
multiple storage on the Chowchilla River for flood control and ‘irrigation. De 
sign and costs estimates are in progress, and evaluation of benefits is being 
continued. Study is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Corte Madera Creek, Calif.—Study will include consideration of levees and 
flocdwalls, channel improvements, and upstream reservoirs for flood control and 
water conservation. All phases of the investigation have been initiated. Study 
is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

ferced River, Calif—The study will determine the feasibility of multiple 
storage on Merced River for flood control, irrigation, and power. The project 
would be constructed by local interests. Upon completion of plans by local 
interests, the corps’ investigations will be completed and the Federal monetary 
contribution to construction of the project in the interest of flood control will 
be determined. 

Mokelumne River, Calif —The purpose of this study is to determine a feasible 
solution to the flood problems on the Mokelumne and Cosumnes Rivers and 
their tributaries. Local interests are presently considering constructing a dam 
on the Mokelumne River for municipal water supply and power. The Corps of 
Engineers’ report will include a study of this reservoir and a determination 
of the extent of Federal participation that would be appropriate. Engineering 
and economic studies are underway. Coordination with local and State 
agencies and with the Bureau of Reclamation are scheduled for fiscal year 1961. 

Vormon Slough, Calif—The study will include consideration of channel im- 
provements and levees in Mormon Slough as an integral part of the flood 
control plan for the Calaveras River in connection with the authorized en- 
largement of the existing Hogan Reservoir on the Calaveras River. The study 
is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Vapa River, Calif—The study will include consideration of upstream reser- 
voirs and channel improvements and levees in the downstream reaches. A 
limited amount of work was accomplished prior to 1950 when survey program 
was curtailed. Study resumed in fiscal year 1960. The collection and evalua- 
tion of economic and engineering data are continuing. 

Sac-San Joaquin Delta, Calif—The study will give consideration to the feasi- 
bility of reclaiming areas subject to continued tidal inundation and to associated 
problems such as navigation in the numerous delta channels, transfer of fresh 
water from the Sacramento River to the Delta-Mendota Canal, and recreational 





aspects of the delta channels. Collection and evaluation of economic and 
engineering data are continuing. 

Sonoma Creek, Calif—The study will include consideration of levees ang 
channel enlargement in the lower reaches of Sonoma Creek and possible up. 
stream reservoirs. A preliminary examination report was completed in 195€ 
The survey is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1961. 

Yuba River Bullards Bar, Calif—The study will investigate the feasibility of 
multiple-purpose storage on the Yuba River for flood control, irrigation, and 
power. Collection and evaluation of economic and engineering data are con- 
tinuing. 

San Francisco Bay, Calif.—The study includes consideration of existing and 
potential requirements of the entire bay area with respect to navigation, flood 
control, transportation, water supply, land reclamation, recreation, national 
defense, and allied subjects. The results of the survey will be presented in 
two major categories: (1) Definite recommendations regarding areas of Federal 
interest, deep-draft navigation, small-boat harbors, remedial measures for re 
duction of annual maintenance dredging, criteria for flood control in the tidal 
zones ; and ) guidelines for use by local interests in planning integrated de 
velopment of the natural resources of the bay area with respect to supplemental 
water supply (barrier plan), bay crossings, shoreline reclamation, marine-con- 


il 
» 
t 


nected recreation, pollution abatement, remedial works for shoaling, and estab- 
lishment of a regional supervisory body for ports and ground and air transpor- 
tation and possibly for implementing integrated development of the natural 
resources. 


Collection and evaluation of economic and engineering data are con 


tinuing 
Due to the great interest in salt-water barriers, an interim report, scheduled 


for completion in fiscal year 1961, will be submitted upon completion of the 
barrier phase of the investigation. 


GREAT BASIN 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Great Salt Lake, Garfield, Utah—The study will investigate the current need 
and feasibility of providing a small-boat harbor for recreation on Great Salt 
Lake at or near Garfield, Utah. Consideration will be given to possible im- 
provements to existing harbor facilities and dredging a new harbor. Coilection 
and evaluation of economic and engineering data are continui 

Martin Creek, Nev.—The study considers the feasibility of a plan of improve 

for flood control on Martin Creek at and in the vicinity of Paradise Valley, 
County. The collection and evaluation of economic and engineering 


ne. 


1a preliminary appraisal of several possible plans of improvement have 
been made. The study is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Jordan River, Utah.—The survey is investigating the flood control and related 
water problems in the Jordan River Basin, including the Utah Lake watershed 
Two interim flood control investigations, resulting in authorized channel im- 
provement projects on the Jordan River through Salt Lake City and on the 
Spanish Fork River, have been completed. Another interim report, presenting 
a plan for a reservoir for flood control and domestic water supply on Parleys 
Creek was completed and submitted to Congress in 1959. Investigations of the 
feasibility of providing drainage and flood control improvements in and north 
of Salt Lake City and elsewhere in the basin are being continued. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTH PACIFIC DRAINAGE AREA 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Camp Pendleton Harbor, Calif—The study is to determine the i 
and economie justification of a small-boat harbor at Oceanside, Calif. Colle 
tion and evaluation of economic and engineering data are being continued. ‘The 
report is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Dana Point, Calif—The study is to determine the feasibility and economi 
justification of a small-boat harbor at Dana Point. Collection and evaluation 
of economic and engineering data are being continued. The study is scheduled 
for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Humboldt Harbor, Calif—The study is to determine the advisability of pro- 
viding anchorage basins and other navigation improvements for deep-draft 
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yessels in Humboldt Harbor. The study is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 
1961. 

Sun Luis Obispo Harbor, Calif—The study is to determine the feasibility of 
improving the harbor for deep-draft commerce and adding facilities for light- 
draft vessels. The collection and evaluation of economic and engineering data 
are being continued. 

Santa Barbara Harbor, Calif—The study will include consideration of a plan 
of improving to enlarge the existing harbor by extending the existing break- 
water and constructing a companion breakwater to provide space and mooring 
and storage facilities for small craft as well as anchorage for larger commercial 
fishing boats, oil fields exploration vessels, and a Coast Guard cutter. Collection 
and evaluation of economic and engineering data are being continued. The 
study is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Eel River, Calif—The study is to formulate a comprehensive plan for flood 
control and development of water resources in the Eel River Busin. Considera- 
i is being given to multiple-purpose reservoirs for flood control, water con- 
tion, and power, as well as pumping plants and transmountain diversion 
tunnels to transport surplus water. The collection and evaluation of economic 
and engineering data are in progress. 

Pajaro River, Calif.—The study is to develop a comprehensive plan for flood 

and water conservation. Improvements under consideration include 
strengthening and raising of existing levees, constructing additional levees, 
and developing upstream reservoirs to provide flood control and water conserva- 
tion benefits. The collection and evaluation of economic and en: 
tinuing 

‘sian River, Calif —The study is to determine 
authorized plan for flood control, water conservation, 
advisable. Consideration is to be given to increasing the flood cont 
capacity in the authorized Dry Creek Reservoir and to constructing 

verments on other tributary streams. The 

in fiscal year 1961. 

Soquel Creek, Calif—The improvements 
Preparation of a plan of survey is in progress, 


of economic and engineering « 
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l 
Sireetwater River, Calif —Consideration of flood control improvements in the 
Sweetwater River Basin will include the development of the tidelands planned 


by local interests. Preliminary work is underway, and the collection of eco- 


nomic and engineering data are scheduled for fiscal vear 1961, 


COLORADO BASIN 
STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


Gila River-New River and Phoenix, Ariz—The study is to determine the 

ix metropolitan 

area and diversion of flows from the New River Basin into the adjacent Agua 

Fria River above Lake Pleasant Reservoir. Economic and engineering studies 
are being continued. 

Little Colorado River, Winslow, Ariz.—Consideration is being given to a plan 
of improvement whereby floodwater originating in the area south of Winslow 
would be diverted by levees and channels to the Little Colorado River, and to 
possible improvements of the existing channels within the urban area. Eco- 
nomic and engineering studies are being continued. The study is scheduled 
for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Santa Rosa Wash, Ariz.—Consideration will be given to the feasibility of 
constructing a flood control or multiple-purpose reservoir and/or levee and 
channel improvement also Santa Rosa Wash. Economic and engineering studies 
are being continued. 

Whitewater River, Calif—The study is to determine feasible flood control 
measures to protect the agricultural area in the lower Whitewater River Basin 
and also to the cities, towns, and improvements along the Whitewater River 
and tributaries. Consideration is being given to storage reservoirs on the main 
Stream and major tributaries and to local protection works for the cities. 

Dolores River, Colo.—Consideration is being given the feasibility of provided 
flood protection works such as single and multiple purpose reservoir, channel 
rectification, and levees for the towns of Dolores and Rico, Colo. Determina- 
tion also is to be made of the feasibility of operating the Bureau of Reclama- 










tion’s considered McPhee Reservoir for flood control. Economic and engineering 
studies are being continued. 

Animas River, Colo., and N. Mex.—Consideration is being given to the feasi- 
bility of providing flood control improvements for agricultural areas along the 
Animas River in Colorado and New Mexico above Durango, Colo., and for urban 
areas in Silverton, Durango, Aztea, and Farmington. Improvements under 
consideration include dams, channel rectification, and levee systems. Also 
under consideration is the feasibility of operation by the Corps of Engineers of 
the Howardsville Reservoir now under study by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Economic and hydrologic studies are underway. 




















HAWAITI-ALASKA-PUERTO RICO DRAINAGE AREAS 
















STATEMENTS ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 

Harbors and Rivers of Alaska—This study consists of comprehensive surveys 
of harbors and rivers in Alaska for navigation, flood control, hydroelectric power 
and related water uses. In view of the large area to be covered, it was decided 
to divide the State into seven areas and submit a separate interim report on each 
area. Six of these reports have been submitted to Congress and the seventh is 
nearing completion. Also underway is a review of the second of the aforemen- 
tioned interim reports, printed in House Document 34, 85th Congress, on Cook 
Inlet and tributaries. Matters under consideration are (1) a study of hydro 
electric power of this area, with particular emphasis on Bradley Lake, and (2) 
navigation and flood control problems in the area. 

Petersburg Harbor, Alaska.—The purpose of this study is to consider the 
feasibility of expanding the existing boat harbor to meet the increase in fishing 
fleet resulting from the abolishment of fish traps. A public hearing and initiation 
of field surveys are scheduled for fiscal year 1961. 















Coasts of Hawaiian Islands, Hawaii—TYhis is a navigation study to determine 
the advisability of providing harbors of refuge for light-draft fishing and recre 
ational boats. Economic studies are underway, and field surveys and design 
work are scheduled for fiscal year 1961. 

Hilo Harbor, Hawaii—The purpose of this study is to determine the advis- 
ability of enlarging and deepening the existing project, and providing measures 
to ameliorate an existing surge problem which restricts navigational activities 
in the harbor. Economic and engineering studies are underway, and initiation of 
a model study is scheduled for fiscal vear 1961. 









Palolo and Manoa Valleys, Hawaii.—tThis is a study to determine the advis- 
ability of providing flecd control improvements to supplement those already con- 
structed by local governmental agencies. A public hearing has been held. Field 












surveys, subsurface explorations and economic studies are scheduled for inia- 
tion in fiscal year 1961. 

Rampart Canyon, Alaska—This is a study to determine the feasibility of de 
veloping a hydroelectric power project at Rampart Canyon on the Yukon River. 
Low level photography of a damsite under consideration has been completed, 
and a geological reconnaissance of the damsite area has been made. Preparation 


of the detailed plan of survey is underway. Economie studies and considera- 








tion of the fish and wildlife aspects are scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 
1961 













Rio GRANDE AND GULF DRAINAGE AREA 















STATEMENTS 





ON GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ITEMS 


















Calceasieu River salt water barrier, Louisiana.—This is a study of the feasi- 
bility of providing a barrier to prevent the intrusion of salt water into the agri- 
cultural area caused by the construction of the Calcasieu River ship channel 
Field investigations and economic studies are underway. 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, La. and Tex.—This is a study of the feasibility 
of deepening and widening the portions of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway proj- 
ect lying in Louisiana and Texas. Economic and engineering studies are under- 
way. 

Sabine-Neches Waterway, Texr.—The study will give consideration to enlarge 
ment of the waterway to accommodate supertankers. Work to be performed in 
fiscal year 1961 would consist of field surveys and mapping, design studies, cost 
estimates, and an economic analysis of proposed improvements. 

Alamogordo, N. Mex. and vicinity.—The study will give consideration to the 
prevention of flooding from the arroyos that drain onto the city. Reservoirs, 
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diversion channels and levees will be considered. Hydrologie and economic 
studies have been completed and project formulation is underway. The report 
is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1961. 

Rio Grande, Las Cruces, N. Mer. and vicinity.—The study will give considera- 
tion to the prevention of flooding from the arroyos that drain onto the city. 
Diversion, collection and confining levees, channels, and reservoirs will be con- 
sidered. Work on project formulation and selection of the most feasible plan 
of improvement are underway. The report is scheduled for completion in fiscal 
year 1961. 

Calhoun-Victoria Soil Conservation District, Teras.—The study will give con- 
sideration to channel clearing, widening and deepening. Hydraulic evaluation 
of existing improvement, office studies, and mapping are underway. These 
activities would be continued and economic studies initiated in fiscal year 1961. 

Clear Fork of Brazos River, vicinity of Abilene, Ter—The study will give 
consideration to reservoirs, diversion channels, channel rectification, and levees. 
Analysis of hydrologic data and a study of the problem area is underway. 
Hydrologic, hydraulic economic, design, cost, and real estate studies would be 
continued and a plan of improvement developed in fiscal year 1961. 

Bl Paso, El Paso County, Texr.—The study will give consideration to the pre- 
vention of flooding from the arroyos that drain onto the urban area. Consid- 
eration will be given to diversion channels, levees, or reservoirs. Hydrologic 
and economic studies are underway. Possible solutions to the problem would 
be formulated and analyzed in fiscal year 1961. 

Neches River and tributaries, Teras—The study is a comprehensive review 
of previous reports in the interest of flood control, navigation, water conserva- 
tion and related uses. Consideration will be given to multiple-purpose reservoirs, 
levees, Channel improvements, and other possible solutions to the water resource 
problems of the basin. Studies on Rockland Reservoir and basinwide hydro- 
logic, climatological, water resource, and economic evaluation studies are under- 
way. These studies would be continued in fiscal year 1961. 

Sabine River and tributaries, Tecas.—The study is a comprehensive review of 
previous reports in the interest of flood control, navigation, hydroelectric power, 
water conservation, and allied purposes. Consideration will be given to multi- 
ple-purpose reservoirs, levees, Channel improvements, and other solutions to the 
water resource problems of the basin. Studies are underway to determine the 
locations of problem areas and to bring hydrologic, climatological, flood, and 
economic evaluations up to date. These studies will be continued on a basin- 
wide basis. Studies of the proposed Toledo Bend Dam would be completed in 
fiscal year 1961. 

Colorado River and tributaries, Texas——The study is a comprehensive review 
of previous reports in the interest of flood control, navigation, water conserva- 
tion, and allied purposes. Consideration will be given to multiple-purpose reser- 
Voirs, levees, channel improvements, and other possible solutions to the water 
problems of the basin. Studies are under way to bring up to date basinwide 
basic hydrologic and flood damage data and studies of potential reservoir sites 
on three major tributaries and sites previously considered on the main stem. 
These studies would be continued in fiscal year 1961. Coordination with the 
U.S. Study Commission on Texas streams, Bureau of Reclamation, Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Fish and Wildlife Service, Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, and the Texas State Board of Water Engineers is in progress. 

Trinity River and tributaries, Teras.—The study is a comprehensive review of 
previous reports in the interest of flood control, navigation, water conservation 
and allied purposes. Consideration will be given to extending barge navigation 
upstream from the mouth to the Fort Worth-Dallas area and to multiple-purpose 
reservoirs, levees, and channel improvements that will meet present and prospec- 
tive needs and provide proper development of the basin’s water resources. 
Studies are underway on the physical and economic feasibility of barge naviga- 
tion and a proposed reservoir and salt water barrier near the mouth of the river. 
Hydrologic, hydraulic, flood control economics, and real estate studies on a basin- 
Wide basis are also underway. The various field investigations and office studies 
to finalize a basinwide plan of improvement are scheduled for completion in 
fiscal year 1961. Coordination with the U.S. Study Commission on Texas 
Streams, Bureau of Reclamation, Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, Fish and Wildlife Service, Soil Conservation Service, and the Texas State 
Board of Water Engineers is in progress. 
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John W. Flannagan Dam and Reservoir, Va 


Kalamazoo River, Battle Creek, Mich 
Kawainui Swamp, Hawaii-_ 

Kaysinger Bluff Reservoir, 

Kenilworth, Ill___- 

Kettle Creek Reservoir, 

Keystone Reservoir, 


Lake Erie-Ontario Waterway, 
Lake Pontchartrain, La_ _- 
Lake Washington Ship Canal, Wash 
Language changes 
Little Goose lock and dam, Washington 
Little Manatee River, F 
Little Sioux River, 
Littleville Reservoir, 
Local contributions woe 
Local flood protection projects deficient in maintenance. 
Lockwoods Folly Inlet, N.C 
Los Angeles County drainage area, California__.______-- 
Louisville locks and dam, Kentucky and Indiana__-_--_- 
Lower Arkansas River, Ark_ p a 
Lower Columbia R a r bank protection, Oregon and Washington 
Lower Heart River, 
Lower Mississippi asin 
Aquatie plant control_- 
Construction_ 
General investigations 
Operation and maintenance_- 
Lower Monumental lock and dam, Washington 
Lower San Joaquin River and tributaries, California 
Lower White River, Ark 


Lump-sum appropriation for proje ets 


Mad River Reservoir, Conn 
Maintenance of projects 
Malheur River, Oreg. 
Manhattan, Kans- - 
Marion Reservoir, Kans_- ; 
Markland locks and dam, Ke meeeney Indiana, and Ohio 
Matagorda ship channel, Texas__ 
Maxwell locks and dam, Pennsylvania 
McGee Bend Reservoir, Angelina River, Tex_- 
McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek, Ark. and Tex 
Memphis Harbor, Tenn_- : : 
Menominee Harbor and River, “Mich. and Wis 
Middle Atlantie Basin_- 
Construction_. 
General investigations 


Inland waterway from Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, Del 


Md 
Operation and maintenance- 
Middle Creek, Calif 
Milford Reservoir, Kans____- 
Mill Creek levees, California 
Milwaukee Harbor, Wis 
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390 
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1070 
1116 
341 
R50 
288 
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Minnesota River, Minn 
Mississinewa Reservoir, Ind 
Mississippi River, agricultural areas, Illinois and Missouri 
Mississippi River and tributaries 
Comprehensive review of 
Construction 
Flood control 
General investigations 
Maintenance 
Mississippi River at Winona, Minn 
Mississippi River Basin model 
Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to the gulf, Louisiana 
Mississippi River between Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minn 
Mississippi River between the Ohio and Missouri Rivers, Ill. and Mo 
Mississippi River channel improvement 
Mississippi River, gulf outlet, Louisiana 
Mississippi River levees 
Mississippi River, lock and dam No. 27-_ -.- 
Missouri River agricultural levees 
Missouri River Basin 
Advance engineering and design 
Construction 
General investigations 
Operation and maintenance_ 
Missouri River channel work, percent finished 
Missouri River, Kansas City to mouth 
Missouri River, Kenslers Bend, Nebr. to Sioux City, Iowa 
Missouri River, Omaha to Kansas City 
Missouri River, Sioux City to Omaha 
Missouri River slack-water study, Missouri and South Dakota 
Missouri River stabilization, Decatur Bend 
Monongahela River, reconstruction of dam 4, Pennsylvania 
Monroe Reservoir, Ind 
Morehead City Harbor, N.C 
Motor vehicles 
Mountain Shee Pp, Idaho 
Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1, Oregon 
Muscatine Island Levee District and Muscatine-Louisa County Drainage 
District No. Loy lowa 


N 


Navarro Mills Reservoir, Richland Creck, Te 
Navigation work, feasibility of 
New construction starts 
Architect-engineers used on 1960 new starts 
Benefit-cost ratios of starts in 1960 and 196] 
Breakdown of starts in 1960 budget 
Veto of 1960 new starts, Presidential 
New Cumberland locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia 
New Engiland Basin ; 
Advance engineering and design 
Construction 
General investigations 
Operations and maintenance 
New Hogan Reservoir, Calif 
New Poe lock, Michigan_. 
New York Har’ or, N.Y 
Nichols, N.Y- eetane 
Nolin Reservoir, Ky _ 
North Hartland Reservoir, Vt__ 
North Pacific Basin cl 
Advance engineering and design 
Construction 1 a 
General investigations___ 
Operation and maintenance 
North Springfield Reservoir, Vt 
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Oahe Reservoir, S. Dak. and N. Dak 

Ocean City, N.J_ 

Ohio River Basin - 
Advance engine ering ‘and ‘design __. 3 
Construction _ 
General investigations ‘ 
Ohio River lock and dam replacement program. 
Operation and maintenance 

Ohio River lock and dam replacement program 
Tonnages passing through locks 

Ohio River review study____ 

Ohio Street Bridge, Buffalo, N.Y _-__- 

Old River, La____- 

Oologah Reservoir, Okla__ 

Oostanaula River, Ga___- 

Operation and m: Lintenance 
Backlog of_- 

Plans for eliminating 

Oroville Reservoir, Calif___- 

Osage River Basin, list of projects and cost 

Ottawa, Kans_--_- 


Palm Beach erosion control, Florida 

Pantego and Cucklers Creeks, i.C 

Pecos, Tex., flood control project 

Pensacola Harbor and Tampa Harbor, Fla_. 

ey, Reservoir, Kans_ - - - 

Pike Island locks and d im, Ohio and West Virginia_ 

Pine Creek Reservoir, Okla. 

Pine Flat Reservoir and Kings River, | Calif - 

Plans and specifications, changes in 

Pi: iquemine-Morgan City route, ‘ ouisiana_ 
laya Del Rey Inlet and Basin, Calif 

Pleasant Valley, Idaho 

Point Judith Harbor of Refuge, R.1 

Pomme De Terre Reservoir, Mo 

Pomona Reservoir, Kans _ _. 

Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex 

Port Everglades Harbor, Fla 

Port Hueneme Harbor, Calif_- 

Potomac River review : . s 

Power features of projects, authority of Corps of Engineers to survey 

Princeton, W. Va 

Proctor Reservoir, Tex __-_ s 

Project completions in 1960 and 1961- 

Projects unfavorable to improvement, 1955-59 

Providence Harbor, R.I 


Q 


Quiney, Lll., alteration of bridges and Pool No. 21 channel change - 
Quincey Shore Beach, Mass-_- 


R 
Rathbun Dam, Iowa 


Recreation facilities: 
Authorization for 
Continuing projects having recreational funds requeste din 1961- 
Cost of__ a ; 
Inclusion in projects ‘to justify improvements 
On completed projects 
Policy on 


Red River levees and bank stabilization below Denison Dam, Ark., La., 


and Tex 


Red River of the North, Minn. and N. Dak 
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Red Rock Reservoir, Iowa_._.......-.------ 

tehabilitation projects, small.........------ en were ; 

Rehoboth Beach to Indian River Inlet, Del 

teimbursements 

Relocation of fac ilitie. s 

Remaining items 
Construction 
General expenses 
Ceneral investigations 
Operation and maintenance 

Reports to Congress, cleanup of 

Reservoir cleaning 

Rhode Island, navigation studies in 
Hurricane studies 

Rio Grande and Gulf Basin 
Advance engineering and design 
Construction 
General investigations 
Operation and maintenance 
Study Commission for Texas 


Rio Grande Floodway, Cochiti to mag Puerco Unit, New Mexico- 


Rogue River Harbor at Gold Beach, Oreg 
Root River at Rushford, Minn 
Russian River Basin, ¢ ‘alif. 








Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex 7 ae DREN apatie : 165, 


Sacramento River and major and minor tributaries, California 
Sacramento River, Calif, Chico Landing to Red Bluff 
I 
I 


Sacramento River, Calif (deep-water ship channel) 
Sacramento River flood control, California 
Saginaw River, Mich 
Sst. Anthony Falls extension, Minneapolis, Mini 

Francis Basin, Mo and Ark 
mst. Lawrence River Joint Joard of Engineers, | >. sectiol 
st. Lawrence Seaway: 

Adequacy of present facilities 

Depth of 

Traffie on 
St. Louis flood protection, \issouri 
St. Paul-South St. Paul, Minn 
Salamonie Reservoir, Ind 
Salt ( ‘reek and its tributaries, Nebraska 

Sammamish River, Wash_____------- 

San Antonio and Chino Creeks Chi: unnel, ‘alif 
San Antonio Channel improvement, Texas____------------- nei 
San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek levees, California 
San Juan Harbor, P.R--- 
San Lorenzo Creek, Calif- des 2 eS ES en eee ea eT 
Santa Clara River levee, California its 
Santa Cruz beach erosion project, California 
Santa Cruz, Harbor, Calif-__- : 
Santa Maria Valley levees, California 
Savannah River below Augusta, Ga__ 
Saylorville Reservoir, Iowa 
Seldovia Harbor, Alaska__ 
Selkirk Shores State Park, N.Y __-_- 
Shallotte River, N.C__- 
Sheboygan Harbor, Wis 
Shelbyville Reservoir, Ill_- _---- j 
Shell Creek and its tributaries, Nebr: aska 
Shenango River Reservoir, Pa. and Ohio 
Sheridan, Wyo 
Silting_ __ 
Siuslaw River (south jetty), Oregon _ 


Skagit, Stillaguamish, Nooksack, and Snohomish ‘Rivers, s survey of 
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Page | Small authorized projects_- 1186, 1188 

(25 Small-boat harbors ; JL 2a, toe 

1186 | small projects not specifically authorized ‘ . 1184, 1187 

1099 | Small rehabilitation projects ewe 

96 | Snake River: 

Navigation of be : 102 

Projects on 88, 95 

Sny Basin, IIl- ne : Boe 716 

Socorro diversion channel, New Mexico- -- Se eee ‘ 5 477 

Soil conservation ae eo : iva pecien 3 87 

Somerville Reservoir, Tex 180 

Souris and Red Basin 745 

997 Construction : ; 16 

vod General investigations _ ____- 15 

1000 Operation and maintenance. 18 

464 South Amsterdam, N.Y _- . LO13 

473 Southeast Study Commission _ — — — - 170 

487 | South Platte River, Colo 810 

464 Spoil (dredged material) disposal : 78 

552 Stillwater Reservoir, Pa 1114 
468 Stockton Reservoir, Mo 

918 Success Reservoir, Calif 
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ir Creek levee, Indiana- 914 
Summersville Reservoir, W. Va 979 
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e 1 Table Rock Reservoir, Mo. and Ark 193 
’ oll Tampa Harbor, Fla 113! 
4 Tennessee Basin__ 99] 
324 Operation and maintenance 99] 
Tensas Basin, Ark. and La 
erminus Reservoir, Calif 365 
‘xas City, Tex., hurricane-flood protection 489 
» Dalles Dam, Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg 203 
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hief River survey, Minnesota 745 
homaston Reservoir, Conn 1030 
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Townshend Reservoir, Vt 1048 
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uckee River and tributaries, California and Nevada 37 
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Unbudgeted projects- 
Unfavorable reports on projects, 1955-59 
U.S. Study Commission for South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and 
Florida , ere 
U.S. Study Commission 1 for Texas 
Upper Mississippi Basin 
Advance engineering and design 
Construction- ; 
General investigations 
Operation and maintenance__ - ee 
Subdistrict No. 1 of Drainage Union No. 1 and Bay Island Drainage 
and Levee District No. 1, Illinois. 


Vehicles, motor___- 
Vicksburg Harbor, Miss- 
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Wabash River survey, Illinois___- - _- bess od 904 
Waco Reservoir, Bosque River, Tex_- 541 
Walter F. George lock and dam, Alabama and Georgia-_---.- Se 
Wappapello Reservoir, Mo__.--._.___--__-- 583 
Washington, Pa Be ee he 970 
Water carriers, taxes and fees for____- ‘ tare. 1086 
Water supply: 
Local responsibility for__- : 47] 
Reimbursement for. ______-___-- Ee my _..... 414, 483 
Weber River and tributaries, Utah_ 4 ‘ : RJ epee 372 
West Branch Reservoir, Mahoning River, Ohio__-- . sagt 922 
West Hill Reservoir, Mass____----- - ae _.- 1003, 1032 
West Tennessee tributaries, Tennessee _ _ - e ; ~ 616 
Westville Reservoir, Mass_------------- ose er : ; 1034 
Weymouth Fore River, Mass Beet : : _ 1018 
Wilkesboro Reservoir, N.C__--- are ae : : 1161 
Willamette River Basin, Ore = 165 
Williamson, W. Va : as e 982 
Wilson Reservoir, Kan_-_-___-- ale ; 869 
Winona, Minn-- -_--- 661 


Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee sachs agen 619 
Wood River Drainage and Levee District, Illinois eae ee rer y a 663 
Woonsocket project, Rhode Island_- oe: 3 999, 1002 


Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Ore 
Yazoo Basin, Miss------ 
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